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I. Overview of Project for Faculty Development Program Evaluation

S

The antecedents of faculty development activities, familiar to the
higher education community of the 1970's, reach back to the Jast quarter
of the nineteenth century.

Sabbatical leave programs, American higher education's t-aditional means
of fostering faculty professional development, were begun at Harvard University
in 1880 Eells and Hollis, 1962). By the mid-1880's Cornell and Wellesley
had followed suit. Seven more colleges and universities had begun leave
programs by the erd of the century. During the first twc decades of the
twentieth century at least 40 more colleges and universities inaugrrated such
programs and by 1970 the majority of all universities and four-year colleges
offered their faculty such regular opportunities for professional development.

From the start, however, colleges described sabbaticals as investmer*s
in the future of the institution and as means of improving the services the
college could offer students rather than as opportunities meant primarily to
enhance the professional skills of the faculty member.

Contemporary faculty é;velopment has more immediate antecrdents in the
1950's. In addition to sabbaticals, travel money for faculty attendance at
professional meetings, release time to complete higher degrees, faculty
retreats, and programs designed to encouraée faculty to publish have been
long-standing practices in institutions (Sikes and Barrett, 1976, p. 1).

Then the rumble of change began in the 1950's in a very few colleges with
early efforts at student evaluations of their professors.

Centra (1976) reports that a 1960 survey of 214 southern colleges by
Miller and Wilson found only a few one-shot faculty development programs
designed to orient new faculty. There appeared to the authors to be very few

well articulated, comprehensive programs at the time. By the mid-1960's, a
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few programs aimed at instructional development had appeared, but it remained

for the 1970's to see the coord: iation of traditional and newly conceived

fagé@ty development activities that were designed to make college teaching

moré successful and satisfying for all involved (Sikes and Barrett, 1976, p. 1).
In the ~arly 1970's faculty development seemed to sweep the councry

(Lindquist, 1978). Two national conferences, the beginnings of n.tional

newworks of practitioners and experts, were held then; one at Kansas State

University and another at éhe University of Massachusetts (Longman, 1978,

p. 25). By 197§ the Council for the Advancement of Small Colleges had recognized

the potential impact of the faculty development movement and had launched a

program to provide facilitators to over 40 institutions to assist them in

developing programs (Longman, 1978, p. 25). Also in 1974, Change Magazine

published a position paper, Faculty Development in a Time of Retrenchment,
»
by the group for human development in higher education which, according to

Lindquist (1978): inspired a humanistic wave in the faculty development
movement, one calling f;t acssistance to professors to develop as persons in
a humane environment.

John Centra's 1975 survey of 2,600 colleges prompt;d a response from
1,783. Close to 60 percent of the respondeﬁts, 1,044, or almost half of all
institutions, claimed to have faculty development programs of some type,
evidence of the extent to which the movement had developed. By 1978 the

conc.pt had become an umbrella term to incorporate a wide range of activities

awmed at instructional, personal, and organizational development.
The U-M Fipse Project Design

The project for faculty development program evaluation was undertaken
by the Center for the 3tudy of Higher Education at the University of Michigan

with the assistance of a grant from the Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary

G




Education in the Fall of 1u78.

The p.vject included three major thrivsts: (1) to develop assessment
instruments for judging the success of facylty development programs; (2) to
provide formative and summative evaluation for the programs of the 24
participating institutions; and (3) to explore the effectiveness of a number
of strategies aimed at faculty growth in a variety of institutional settings.

The work included three phases: (I) exploring the field, (1I) evaluating
activities, and (III} inferring the effectiveness of programs from that evaluation.
(See Figure A). The first phase, completed between October, 1978 and May,
1979, began with a review of the literature on faculty development. One of
the focuses of the literature search was program goals. A selection of
stuaent centered, institutional,'instluctional improvement, personal and
professional, and research goals were gleaned from the literature. In November
an instrument containing a jumbled list of 30 goals was mailed to 56 selected
experts (either practitioners or writers) across the country. Thirty-four
responded by rating the items and suggesting criteria by which administrators ~
might judge whether or not particular goals had been reached. The goals
which received highest ratings by the expert respondents are displayed in
Figure B. Instructional improvement goals were the clear priority of experts
in the field. It is interesting to note that, for this group of faculty
development experts, little concern is expressed for other aspects of the
faculty professional life.

Step two, the selecting of 24 institutions suitable for the study was .
made according to Centra's (1976) factor analysis classification of programs.
Centra's four classes of programs--high faculty involvement, instructional
assistance practices, traditional practices, and emphasis on assessment--

were used to construct a grid matrix with community colleges, four-year

colleges, and universities.




Figure A, Project Design: Overview

(1) Sketch the Domain (2) Select Institutions (3) Case Studies
(A) Review Literature (A) Select Sample - Centra (A) visit Campuses
Explore th 1
xplore the Field (B) Survey Experts {(B) Contact Institutions (B) Write Cases
(October 1978 - (C) Cenerate List of ___%} (C) Negotiate Involvement (C) Forward Cases for
May 1979) Program (D) Schedule Site Visits Review
(D) Rewrite Cases

(4) Pre-Evaluation ‘ (5) Evaluation
I

(A) Analyze Cases (A) Administer Evaluation

(B) Develop Process Model (B) Analyze Data
Evaluate Activities 4+ (C) for Management of ; (C) Write Reports

Evaluation (D) Forward for Review
(May 1979 - (C) Design and Negotiate (Ey} Oral Presentations
December 1979) Evaluation
(D) Develop Instruments

(Q) Develop Manual l,

(A) Prepare Chapters on Faculty,
Faculty Development, & Evaluation

‘ . (B) Synthesize Data
Infer Effectiveness (C) Highlight Effective
Activities
(January 1980 - (D) Present Evaluation Procedures
March 1980) and Instruments

(E) Develop General Conceptual
Model for Faculty Development
(F) Report to FIPSE
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Figure B.  Expert-Choices of Goals

Highest
% % %
Item No. . Mean
11. (4.500) To create a climate in which the attainment of effective
teaching is an ongoing concern.
38. (4.412) To increzse the rfaculty's skills in instruction, for
example, communication, use of technology, ...
1. (4.294) To increase faculty responsiveness to stiwdent needs by
the adaptation of their courses, ...
10. (4.206) To increase the faculty's knowledge about the teaching-
- learning process.
J
25. (4.049) To increase the faculty's repertoire of teaching methods,
thr. -3h exposure to a variety of approachgs ...
Lowest
31. (1.471) To improve faculty professional consulting skills.
3. (2.029) To generate research on faculty development.
17. (2.147) To initiate a periodic review of the performance of
all faculty members.
. 7. (2.176) To facilitate a faculty member's ability to participate
in institutional decision-making.
35. (2.235) To improve faculty research and scholarship skills.

*
.o (Complete listing of goals in Appendix A.)

*ok
On a 5.00 (high) scale of importance.

N
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An initial, but ugsuccessful, attempt was made to find two institucions
for each cell. A literature search identified programs which varied across
Centra's classification. 1In addition, administrators in several states
having large community college systems were contacted to identify those colleges
in their states with ,the most successful faculty development programs. A
survey was then sent in November to identified institutions ®o solicit
information describing their programs. From these, twenty-four were invited
to participate in the study. Negotiations were made with presidents and
faculty development directors, and a schedule of site visits was set up for
December, 1978 - March, 1979.

Step three, the writing of case studies, began with site visits to
each campus. Faculty development directors sent information such as brochures,
requests for funding, ~nnual reports, and college catalogues for review
before each visit. An interview schedule was used with persons on each -
campus concerned with faculty development activities (deans, presidents,
faculty development directors, committee members, and faculty who both
favored and were critical of programs).

After each visit, a description of the program was written to include
information on the institutional setting, origin of the faculty development
program, goals of program, organization of program, budget, program changes,
and a preliminary quaititative assessment. The case descriptions were sent
to the faculty development directors for their review and suggestions for
modification. Casec were then revised to include any corrections or suggestions.
The cases were completed by June, 1979.

Dur ing May, 1999 to December, 1979 phase II of the study was complerted.
Each case study was analyzed. On the basis of information resulting from
these analyses, a process model for management of the evaluation was developed.

(This model will be covered in the section to follow.)

A2
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Phase III cousisted ol the design and administration of a set of survey
instruments. There were seven in all -- four principal ones (on the faculty
role, on teaching, on scholarship, and on program evaluatich) -- plus a
demographic sheet -- and two secondary ones (faculty viewing students and
administrators defining scholarly activity for their faculty). These were
administered to faculty from each institutional type, modified, critiqued
by national experts in the field, and eventually mailed in various combinations
to ranQom stratified samples of faculty so as to maximize the mix oé responses,
provide for adequate numbers for analysis, and minimize the time imposition
on faeulty.

The returns are displayed below. As can be seen, there is a variety

in the response rate -- from marginal to extraordinarily large.

RESPONSE RATES

EQ LAC-A LAC-B U-A U-B Overall
N 460 l46 425 339 427 1797
Average (%) 45 65 62 45 40 48
Range (%) 38-84 51-90 61-72 39-56 32-44 32-90

These percentage returns call for brief comment. First of all, since at
almost every institution there were different combinations of instruments sent to
different faculty, it is not possible to talk about a single response rate
from an institution. Actually there were several from each. What is expressed
here is e sentially the "average" return.

Second, in most cases, follow-up letters were sent to initial non-respondents.
However, no extensive pressure was exerted by us to try and increase the response

rate. For exs~ple, the representative on the campus never entered into this

*
Sce Figure C for college and university abbreviations and typology.

1'\
‘v




CC:

LAC:

U:

FIGURE C. INSTITUTIONAL ABBREVIATIONS

Commui -y/Junior Colleges; Private and Public

Liberal Arts Colleges; All are private/residential/
B.A. or B.S. degree

\\
\

N\

Universities; Private and Public

The A and B essentially follow The Carnegie Commission

Classification (1976).

"B" tends to mean more selective (and "A" less selective) with

regard to student ability in th2 case ol the LACs. This
is also true with respect to the Us. In the case of the
Us, an "A" most often collects the regional universities
which Pave few if any doctoral programs. The '"B's" tend
to be research oriented universities.
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process. No one made phone calls from the campus or from Ann Arbor. I[n brief,
we we” more concerned about getting an adequate number of respondents so that
we could provide each college with an analvsis than we were of achieving a
particular percentage response.

Naturally, we are concerned about the representativeness of the population
who responded and about the reliability and validity of the instrument. Regarding
these matters, the following r=marks are relevant.

In taking a random sample of early and late respondents, matched in numbers -
-
of cases for each institution, there was no significant difference between the
two groups on any of the tested demographic variables -- age, rank, sex, highest
degree, and acacdemic discipline. The F tests produced probability values be-
tween .75 and .85. In short, those who were the last respondents to a second
follow-up were no different in their basic backgrounds from those who answered
the first request. Conseguently it can be argued that those who did not respond
are not likely to be different from those whose data are reported. This, tnen,
is a representative group of people. The findings can be expected to be typical
of rie faculty as a whole.

As for the reliabilitv of the instruments a test/retest method was employed.

Six ; of each of the instr rere sent to original respondents randomly selected

across the instgtutions Incer~item coefficients of stability (using the Pearson
product-moment correlations) were run for each instrument. Ttems not obtaining

a coefficien. of stability (£.05) were then manipulated using a nonparametric
test (r pair) that analyzesthe tefore and after response of each individual on

the item. This computer analvsis also provides a parametric cest of significance
indicating whether the change in the distribution was significant, i.e., did

respondents change their opinions vs. a change in degree of strength.

RIC 1!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Questionnaire A (Faculty Role)
The overall response rate was 48.3%. The coefficients of stability

ranged from .01 to .93. Twenty percent of the items requirea further analysis

using the r pair test. There was no significant change in distribution on these

items.

Questionnaire B (Teaching)
The overall response rate was 60%. The coefficients of stability ranged

from .19 to .90. Only four of the items (3.7%) were not significantly related.

The rpair test indicated no significant change on these items.

Questionnaire C (écholarship)
The overall resporse rate was 43.3%. The range of the coefficients of
stability was from .02 to 1.00 with 17.8 percent of the items requiring further

analysis. The dggree of change was not significant on these items.

Questionnaire D (Program Assessmentj

The overall response rate was‘SZZ and the coefficients of stability ranged
from -.33 to 1.00. This questionnaire had a number of yes/no responses causing
a number of items to not be significantly related. Over forty percent (40.9) of
the items needed to be analyzed further. Only one item had a signiticant degree
of thange with respondents moving éo a higher level of agreement. |

While on an item by item basis there were some that did not discriminate,
as can be seen by the reliability coefficients,Athese are dependable instruments.
The stability of the results are assured, at leact over the short run.

As a validity check, vita were collected fr_n a random sample of faculty.
These were coded for publications, age, and sex uand correlated with their
self-reported datz on the demographic questionnaire.v This becomes a measure of

validity. The coefficients were .95 on sex, .87 on age, .65 on books published,

[
.
ts
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and .42 on articles written. (The last is on the low side and results more
from differences of what constitutes a puhlished scholarlyv article than from
dishonesty in self-reporting.)

In summary, the data are fr>~ 4 representative group of your faculty.
They have responded to our instruments in a truthful and dependable manner.

The reader can have confilence in what is reported.

II. Project Design

.

Undertaking an evaluation study of as broad-aimed a set of programs as
the faculty Heveldbment programs of the 24 institutions in this project presents
unique and challenging problems. (oncern for satisfying both the needs of each
of the participating institutions as well as answering the questions of the
higher education communiéy regarding faculty development necessitated the use
of an elaborate and-flexible evaluation model.

Efforts to arrive at a precise definition of the term 'program evaluation'
are replete in the literature. Here, we simply offer several hroad observations
about the task of evaluiting programs which guided and undergirded this particular
project.

‘.A First, program evaluation is a prdbcess rather than a procedure. It deals
with the formation of judgments about programs using criteria or standards of
comparison and descriptions of what occurred and resulted in the nrogram.
Additionally, it inveolves the use of information in comparing alternatives in
reaching program decisions.

Second, program evaluation is more than examining the attainment of ob-
jectives. Program objectives are not to be ignored, but it must be recognized
that often due to the complexities which exist in most programming situations,
programs are likely to produce unanticipated results. Sometimes the positive

or negative effects of these unforeseen results are as important -- occasionally

even more important -- than the original objcctives.

ERIC

3
Pz | lfJ
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Third, an evaluation which qpncentrates on the overall effectiveness
of a program must be concerned not oﬁly with results in terms of behavioral
changes in people but also with the propurtion of the potential clientele
that is reached, the extent to which the program deals with perceived and
continued need, and the care with which resources are utilized.

Fourth, blending statistical and descriptive techniques can produce an
evaluation design which reinforces the strengths and to some extent alleviates
the weaknesses of either apnroach used alone. Statistical measures provide a
concreteness to the research not available from other techniques. Descriptive
evaluation, on the other hand, permits the expression of different weights of
importance to components of a program.

Fifth, and finally, regardless of what methodology is utilized, the primary
interest in program evaluation is not to arrive at certain findings, as in pure
science, but rather to make judgments about the value of a technique, process,
activity, or program. The end product of an evaluation should be both a series
of statements about the desirability and worthwhileness of a program activity,
and sufficient information to allow program planners to redirect the program
in more effective ways. As will become evident, this later consideration has
been a major concern of this project.

Figure D displays the evaluaticn model utilized in this project. Briefly
the evaluation design builds on a standard five-stage planning model. Each stage
in the planning cvcle has a concurrent evaluation component with its own unique
focus and purpose. TIdeally the tasks and products of each planning stage should
be {dentified and evaluated before moving on to the next stage. However, the
realities of doing both an external and ex post §§££g_evaluation do not permit
this formative involvemen*, nor arc most programs planned in this intentional
fashion. Yet important data accompany each of the stages in the planning/evaluation

process, and for this reason an effort was made to recreate the needed data base,

for example, the heavy emphasis in the project of uncovering faculty member s’

ERIC I
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Figure D.

Planning and

Evaluation Model
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own assessment of their 1.eeds. N

~
The findings presented in the following sections attempt to answer three

major sets of quescions related to the desirability, appropriateness, and
effectiveness of the program under study.

First, what do faculty say about their work, the problems they may be
experiencing, and their professional development needs?

Second, does the current program meet the expressed needs of faculty ahd
how do faculty feel about its current organization?

And third, what do faculty think they have gotten out of their iavolve-

ment in the program?

I

-
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III. Findings

The faculty responses to the survey instruménts administered at the
24 colleges and universities are presented below. These responses have been
collected into tables which highlight those questions #hich we feel to be
most significant. (Not all data are tabulated fer this report.) Some
presentations highlight the similarities and differences across categories
of institutions =-- community/junior colleges, more and 'ess selective liberal
arts colleges, regional universities, and research universities. (See Figure
B again for classification and abbreviations.) Other tables focus on a set
of factors within a college or university context.

-The tables are essentially self-explanatory. Therefore, comments are
restricted to those items we feel are particularly noteworthy or where the
responses of one group of faculty vary significantly from their colleagues at

other institutions. The survey instruments are in the Appendix.

The Importance of Teaching

As Table 1 clearly demonstrates, faculty value very highly their
teaching role, irrespective of institutional type. Faculty in two-year col=-
leges are more emphatic than those in research universities. When the "agree
with reservations' and "strongly agree' are combined and when the "considerable'
and "areat" are aggregated, the importance of teaching attains as high as 99
percent.

Also to be noted in Table 1 is that faculty, and that means all faculty,
believe they value teaching more highly than do their colleagues. (Note the
right-kand columns for the bottom two items.)

About 90 percent of the faculty judge themselves above average or




[y

-16-

TABLE ], IMPORTANCE OF TEACHING (IN PERCENTS)

4

SD D A SA
Insti- Strongly Disagree Agree Strongly
tutional Disagree with Res-  with Res- Agree
Type ¢)) ervations  ervations
cC (277) 1 2 29 68
Teaching is the most IAC-A  (113) 3 3 38 57
important part of the LAC-B  (201) <1 7 34 59
academic role.
U=A (238) 3 6 37 54
U-B (213) h 14 h6 37
cC (291) <1 6 40 54
Teaching is the most LACA  ( 72) 1 6 28 65
rewarding asoect of
m pr-“zssional lile. LAC-B  (222) 2 8 43 47
U=-A (i85) 3 12 L4 41
U-B (286) 4 18 51 27
Little Moderate Consid- Great
erate
cc (285) 1 14 85
Faculty members vary
with respect to the Lac-a - (70 0 1 13 86
importance they attach . LAC-B (215) {1 2 18 80
to teaching. Indicate .
the degree cf{ importance U-A (176) 0 2 19 80
you attach to teaching. U-B (269) <1 5 23 71
~ p
cC (296) 0 9 47 45
Fow much importance do LAC-A  ( 74) 1 5 31 62
you think your depart- _ .
mantal cnrlleazues attach LAC-B  (224) <1 6 41 32
to their teachingt U-A (184) <1 13 54 33
U-B (288) 3 24 48 25
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superior teachers, again irrespective of institutional type or level.

(See Table 2.) They are not fully confident that students will judg: them
to be as talented as they believe they are but thenr, one supposes, students
really are not qualified to recognize outstanding pedagogy when they see it.
(In another question, 90 percent believ2 they are getting better each year.)

Before taking these impossible statistical outcomes as prima facie
evidence that faculty have a seriously distorced self-image and grossly
overrate the quality of their teaching, a recent study at the University of
Michigan (Ericksen, 1978) the type of institution where undergraduate in-
structi.n 1s claimed to be the very worst, found 90 percent of the faculty
rated in the upper two categories by students, a result almost identical
to the one presented here. Moreover, Gaff found that 99 percent of
the faculty scored themselves as above average. This was true for both
participants and non-participants in facuity development programs. And
Baldwin's (1979) study of liberal arts college faculty uncovered similar
corroborating evidence. Teaching is not a faculty problem, for :hemselves.

Their colleagues, however, are not quite as good. That is what faculty
think. Furthermore, faculty believe tnat students will document their
assertion. I do not need help, but my peers do.

Table 3 shows how faculty reach the judgments they do with respect
to how good they are as pedagogues. Here the data are presented within
contextual settings.

The patterns differ slightly in each setting but in the main it is
self-assessment and the performance of their students that they base their
self-ratings on. Informed student opinion is taken into consideration but
they value colleague feedback much less so and administrative response the
least of all. In fact, research university faculty essentially find it

valueless.




iow would you rat:
Tour . teachinn?

Yiow do you think students

TABLE 2.

Insti-

tutional Poor
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teaching of the majority LAC-B 2
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TABLE 3. SOURCES T'OR EVALUATING TEACHTING RESPONSES

RESPONSES BY INSTITUTIONAL TYPE TO THE QUESTION:
"IN ASSLSSING YOUR CLASSROOM PERFORMANCE,
P VRLUASLE 1O YQU FIND THE 100 L0075 SOLPCES OF LUFORMATION?

Value Level

Little Moder- Consid- Great

ate crable

cC (N = 291)

Systematic student ratings 11 33 39 17
Informal stud:int opinion 1 21 49 30
Self-assessment 2 16 50 33
Coileaguc feedback 9 27 48 17
Adniinistrator feedback in 39 33 11
Auhlever-rt v-flecged in student tests ard pupers 2 i8 48 33
T\0=2 (N = 71)

Systematic student ratings 16 17 50 19
Informil student opinion 4 23 49 24
Self-assessment 1 11 49 38
Colleague feedback 7 34 34 25
Adminlstrator feedback 26 34 31 9
Achler-mart reflected in student tests and papers 3 11 46 40
TAC-D 7 = 275)

Systeiatic student ratings 15 36 37 13
Info.mal student upinion 4 29 45 22
Self-assessment 2 12 48 39
Colleague feedback 15 32 39 15
Administrator feedback L4 34 19 3
Achiievement refiected in studont tests -nd napers 2 15 45 37
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Table 3, Continued

Value Level

/
-// Little Moder- Consid- (reat

ate erable

U-A (N = 71)

Systematic student ratings 14 41 31 14°
Tnformal student opinion . 7 25 48 21
Self-assessment . . 2 10 47 41
Colleague feedback 14 * 34 34 18
Administrator feedback 40 27 22 10
Achlevement reflected in student tests and papers 3 12 52 33

.

U-% (Il = 288)

S;stenatic student ratings 17 42 27 14
Informal -“uden*t opinion 6 25 45 23
C.lf-assessment 2 13 49 35
Colieague feedback 22 35 31 11
Admipn tstrator feedback 52 31 15 ]
traicyoment voflerted da student Liste an, pLpors 6 15 45 "5




In short, faculty apparently have a highly internal set of criteria
for judging their classrcom performance, one which is supported by their
personal experience with students but is relatively free from colleague’

A .
and supervisors cpinions.

Elemencs of Superior Teaching

Table 4 provides another perspective on how faculty view their teach-

ing 1ole. Within each institutional setting faculty overwhelmingly assert

the importance of knowing their discipline. This item receives two to thrze

times as many ''great importance' votes as any other element. Having appro-
priate facilities is not all that important but it apparently is difficult
to be a superior instructor without qualified and motivated students, as
well as an effective personality.

There are some differences acrosg institutional types and levels. For
example, research university faculty attach an apprecia- ly higher importance
to being actively en’=7ed in scholarship as an essential ingredient of the
superior priofessor than do either regional university or selective liberal arts
college faculty. The latter, in turn, give a higher importance level to
research avtivity as a necessity for being an outstanding teacher than do
less selective liberal arts college and two-year college faculty.

On the other hand, community college facultyv award higher importance
to special teacher trainin, and to teaching strategie; used than ¢. univer-
sity facultv.

Wha; emerges, then, is a picture of the academic as expert. The pro-
fessor's task is to transmit knowledge and skill to able people who agree
with her or his goals. The data dc not describe facultv who wou'd champion
interdisciplinarv courses (where they would have to teach that which they

are not a master of). The data do not paint pictures of academics concerned

ERIC >
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TABLE 4  THE ELEMENTS OF SUPERIOR TEACHING

RrSPONSE BY INSTITUTIONAL TYPE TO THE INSTRUCTION:
"INDICATE THE IMPORTANCE OF THE FOLLOWING IN
ACCOUNTING TOP SUPERIO™ TLACHTIG.

Importance Level

Little Moder- Consid~ Great
erate erable

cC (3 = 320)

Krowledge of the subject matter 0 <1 21 78
Instructor's personality <1 15 h4 41
Methods/techniques usad 1 12 50 37
Specified training for teaching 15 31 34 19
Gualified and motivated studerts 2 23 52 23
Appropriate phyec cal facilities 5 37 41 16
Active in rescarch/scholarship 33 b4 18 5

LAC-A (N = 76)

Knowledge of the subject matter 0 1 24 75
Instructor's personality 0 12 49 39
Methods/techniques used 1 17 35 47
Specified training for teaching 16 27 32 25
Gualified and motivated students 3 23 45 30
Appropriate physical facilitics 3 hs 37 15
heoive in tesearch/scholarship 20 37 31 12

LAC-L (i = 225)

Knowledge of the subject matter <1 1 24 74
Instructor's personality <1 13 48 38
Methods/techniques used 3 15 52 31
Specified training for teaching 31 40 23 7
Qualified and motivated students 1 23 42 34
Appropriate physical facilities 9 40 42 9
Active in research/scholarship 13 31 37 20
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Tahle 4, Continued
Importance Level

Little Moder- C(Consid- Great
erate erable

U=A (N = ]87)

Knowledge of the subject matter 0 Z 24 74 |
Instructor's personality 1 16 51 31
Methods/techniques used 4 13 50 32
Specified training for teaching 27 36 25 12
Qualified and motivated students 2 20 44 34
Appropriate physical facilities 7 39 43 12
Active in rescarch/.chnlarship 14 34 34 19
-B (N = 292) )
Knowledge of the subject matter <1 2 ( 22 75
Instructor’'s persouality 2 21 50 27
Methods/techniques used 4 26 48 22
Specifigﬁ training for teaching 28 45 19 8
Qualified and tiotivated students 3 16 51 30
Approvriate phrrical fucilities il 42 38 9
Active in ro.earcl/soh leroliy 6 31 34 27
4
o
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about siudent growth and development. Nor do the data depict professors
who see their iuastructional role as one of helping students learn how to
learn. Rather, these are people who have the truth aad who feel their

task is to spread the gospel.

Methods of Instruction

The developing portr ¢t is brought into sharper focus by the faculty
reports on how they teach. Asked to describe the first undergraduate class
they meet each week provided a wide assortment of courses and avoided a tias
in their selecting their favorite or typical teaching style. This question-
naire technique also gave classes of all sizes and at a mix of different
student levels (first through senier year).

As Table 5 shows, however, there are only minor differences across
institutional ~ettings. Give a faculty almost any kind of a class in any

subject, large or small, upper or lower division, and they will lecture.

Institutional Pewards and Pressures

Thus far =he data have focused on intrinsic factors affecting faculty
behavior and desires. Before turning to how faculty who participated in
faculty development programs judged the success of these efforgs to achieve
their goals, let us examine how faculty perceive their institution's per=-
formance expe-tations, that is, what they see the extrinsic rewards and
pressures to be.

Faculty rated the extent to which their college or university rewards
eleven specific activities which fall under the general rubrics of teaching,
research, and service. For the most part the responses were what one would
expect. Public service was on the bottom with committee work and advising

students not far bebind irrespective of tvpe or level of institution. Cur-
r

P
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TAGLE 5., - METHUDS OF INSTRUCTION

In%titU‘
tional Applied Individ-
typa Testure Discussion FPocitation Lab/Shop (Music) valized
cC 76 7 1 7 4 1
LAC-A 80 9 2 3 2 3
LAC~B 73 12 1 5 4 1
U-A 78 4 0 6 6 1
4 P] 2. 8 1 3 3 1
*

Second lMethod
cC 6 47 0 31 8 0
LAC-A 4 66 2 13 0 0
LAC-D 8 57 2 22 3 1
C-A 4 58 2 26 8 2
U-b i 47 5 34 3 1
*

Principal method i« the primary node of instructicn; second methed i the

sccenda. rode,
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riculum revision is reward?d moderately in community colleges and in the
less selective liberal arts coll=2ges but not in the other three groups.
Classroom teachingiand innovative teaching are recognized to a great ex-
tent in community and in liberal arts colleges, but not in universities.
On the other hand, faculty report research publication and grant getting
are highly rewarded in universities but appreciably less so in the other
three college groups.

The more interesting findings appear when faculty expressed their
opinions on the degree to which.their institution's reward scructure has
changed over the past five years on a number of these role behaviors. (See
Table 6.) While the most frequent response is the "same," 'increased
emphasis" outdistances 'decreascd emphasis' by a factor of five or more and
in some instances is greater than ''no change.'" If administrators are trans-
mitting the message that obtaining a grant will be rewarded, faculty have
received it -- in two-year colleges as well as in research universities.

Another important inference to be drawn from these data is the in-

creased pressures faculty must be feeling in their fundamental roles of

teaching and scholarship.

The Participant Population

As in most studies of fa.ulty participants and non-participants in the
adoption and implementation of innovations (see Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971,
for example), these two groups differ little from each other on most demo-
graphic characteristics. They come from all ranks, with participants being
a shade younger. Both the tenurcd and the non-tenured participate, although
those who have been at the institution a shorter time du so in a somewhat
greater ratio. That women are more likely to have engaged in faculty dévelop~

ment activities than men is a novel and unexplained finding. They most likely

ERIC | a2
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TARLE 6, CHANGES IN CU REWARD STRUCTURE
IN THE PAST FIVE YEARS

(IN "ERCHUTE)

CU Fmphasis

Less Same More Know
Classroom teaching 6 55 17 23
Innovative teaching 9 45 26 20
CC  Curriculum revision 7 39 33 21
Research & publication 7 63 7 24
Obtaining grants 2 33 39 25
Classroom teaching 4 32 33 32
Innovative teaching 1 30 40 29
LAC~A  Curriculum revision 2 23 37 28
Research & publication 7 43 15 3C
Chbtatlaing grants 1 35 32 32
Classroom teaching 6 50 290 24
Innovative teaching 4 42 32 23
IL2C=-%  Curriculua revision 4 42 32 23
Research & publication 5 41 32 22
Jutaiting graats 3 33 40 25
Classroom teaching 18 39 17 27
Innovative teaching 18 34 31 27
U-\  Curriculum revision 5 39 30 25
Research & publication 4 23 49 24
Cutrininy gronts 2 18 54 26
Cl.ssroom teachiﬁgf\ 14 44 23 19
Innovative teaching 6 50 22 22
=B  Curriculum revision 4 48 26 22
Research & publication 3 32 47 18

Obtaining grants 2 33 42 24
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are the younger academics in adpition to being newer at the institution.
Hence their overrepresentation mway be a consequehce of these two factors
and not related to gender. 1In the main, though, participants are a rep- ,

resentative segment of the faculty. (See Table 7.)

Program Effectiveness

Table 8 displays the six most frequently mentioned program types
faculty participated in. On-campus workshops are far ahead of all the
others in frequency. However, they receive the lowest grades. Leaves
(sabbaticals, for example) earn the highest mark. The (N) here is small,
however, and this result must be taken with some caution.

From the array of benefits shown in Table 9, faculty say they have
gained information about teaching resources, have increased their aware-
ness of their teachiug practices and the assumptions underlying these,
have acquired knowledge about alternative instructional procedures, and
have been motivated and stimulated towards excellence in teaching. These
were goals for faculty development programs and they appear to have been
successfully!achieved.

On the other end of the spectrum, matters relating to students —--
better understanding and better relationships -- rank at or near the
bottom and are never mentioned by half the faculty. This critical instruc-
tional development goal has not been well achieved by these various pro-
grams.

It is also interesting to note that what was no doubt an unintended
program outcome received some of the lLighest rankings. Through their pro-
gram's activities faculty increased interactions with their peers. They
judged this discovery of colleagucs to be a very strong benefit.

Finally, what is perhaps the most striking outcome of all is the
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TABLE 7. DEMOGRAPHICS OF PARTICIPANTS AND NON-PARTICIPANTS
(IN PERCENTS)

Participants Non-Participants
30 ' 10 13
31-40 38 31
Age 41-50 28 31
51 24 25
Mean 42.5 42.7
Female 34 23 .
2 Male 66 77
Instrdctor 19 19
Assistant Professor 24 21 |
Rank Associate Professor 25 23
Professor , 23 30
Yes 56 60
Tenure 44 40 ,
If not tenured, Yes 48 ) 55
in a tenure
track position No 52 46
-~
Ph.D. 43.6 51.1
Highest Ed.D. 5.5 7.2
degree
_— Professional 1.9 1.4
Masters 38.7 30.3
4 35 28
Years 5-9 24 25
on_the 5.4 22 23

- 15 19 25
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TABLE 8. PROGRAM ZFFECTIVENESS
Reponses (in percent} to the following question regarding their principel

contact with their institution's prograim; "How productive was ycur involve-
ment in the program relative the time you spent in it?"

Productivity Level

Program Type . Not at Partial Moder- High Very

- (m all cte ligh
On Campus Workshops 312 0 13 41 23 14
OffCanpus Workghnpg 25 ) [ 35 13 35
Consult.tions 56 5 7 10 48 2]
Leaves 12 \ 0 0 17 25 58
Crants ‘ 60 ¢ i0 3 27 40
Taldan o Couras/ ) Llcudaa; Saealnar 11 ¢ S 2 o i




-31-

TABLE 9. BENEFITS OF PARTICIPATTON RANKSK (IN PERCENTIS)

<

I‘ant
By

oy perspectives on teaching and

G

:arning in general 9 (47)

‘eater awareness of your own teach-
ug assumptions and practices 4 (49) 8 (50)

owledge about alt-rnative in-

r%Ftion procedures 6.5 (43) 7 (54) 5 (56) 6.5 (48) 12 (42) 13 (27)
8kill in using nev instruc-
onal procedures 12 (27) 14 (36) 8.5 (41) 15 (32) 14 (33) 3 (54)
upport or con®‘rmaticn of your

evious ideas and practices 2 .(57)Y 3 C60) 2 (67) 2 (56) 4.5 (67) 5 (45)

ntact with interesting roople

rom other parts of tie insti-

tion I (65) 2 {60) 6 (50) 1 (60) 10 (50) 1 (64)
frroation about cther re<ources,

ople, and materials for use in

ur teachning 5 (48) 6 (56) 11 (38) 3 (54) 2.5 (75) 6 (45)

es° ‘v support from the insti-
tut.... for your teaching 14 (24) 12 (40) 14.5 (20) 12 (36) 6.5 (58) 14 (27)

broader undersianding of
culty development 10 (41) 11 (41) 10 (40) 11 (40) 11 (50) 15 (18)

.- -

-

rsonal growth or renewal 8.5 (42) 5 {58) 8.5 (41) 6.5 (48) 2.5 (75) 12 (27)
trrea:ing mativation or stimu- ‘
letion for teaching excellence 3 (5%} 1 (66) 4 (61) 9 (48) 1 (83) 4 (50)
“ter understanding of students 11 (34) 15 (34) 7 (43) 13.5 (12) 13 (42) 11 (30)
iter relationships with students 13 (26) 13 (39) 13 (30) 13.5 (12) 15 (18) 8 (40)
tter relationshiipa with colloaguss 65 (43) 10 (43) 12 (35) 9 (48) 8.5 (58) 8 (40)
dee G yTerl s L ot Lriny 15 20) 4 (38) 15.5 (20) 9 (48) 6.5 (58) 8 (40)
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statement which received the highest average ranking of the fifteen,
namely, support or confirmation of the faculty member's previous ideas
and practices. It is not immediately obvious what interpretation should
be given to this result. One possibility is that faculty have learned
little new but rather now have evidence to support what they have always
believed and practiced. But this inference is not ronsistent with other
benefits faculty say they have had from participation. A secogf inter-
pretation would find this outcome to be but one more dimension of the
faculty psyche which views themselves as able pedagogues.

In any event, having seen what faculty say they have gained from
participation in these programs, the next (and last) step is to see what
faculty needs are and what pressures they feel so that some overall
assessments can be made about the appropriateness of current faculty de-

velopmert programs.

Faculty Professional Development Needs

Improving teaching in the classroom remains the faculty's number one
desire (See Table 10), this even though they already rate themselves as
above average teachers. This need is stronger in the colleg%s (over 70
percent) than ‘in the more complex institutions, especially in the research
universities (49 percent). In these settings the demands on faculty are
more diverse, as was seen earlier. The desire is to improve classroom
teaching in general, however, more than it is to work on specific pedagogical
techniques. ‘

In the research area, manuscript preparation and publication received
the highest average rankings, except in the two-year colleges. It is a
strikingly high priority item for liberal arts college faculty where the

-
past practice in these institutions has not emphasized traditional scholarship.

5 %a)
Ly
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*
TABLE 10. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT DESTIRESYRANKS (PERCENTS)

RESPONSES TO THE QUESTION: "CONCERNING YOUR PROFESSIONAL GROWTH,
TO WHAT EXTENT DO YOU DESIRE TO IMPROVE OR ENHANCE YOUR

SKILLS AND KWOWLEDCE I BEACH OF 117 FOLLOWING?"

Skill/Knowledge

Teaching

Teaching in the classroon 1
Constructing examinations 2.5
Using audio-visual equipment 8
Writing instructional abjectives i2
Revising cou>: s 4
Research

Conputer use 9
Proposal writing (for funding) 10.5
Manpscript preparation aad

aubllication 10, 2
Iwrxov;n; consaitivg 0 i11s )
L‘}ruonal

Tnterpersona’ siil1s 2.5
Cacecr options 7
Lealtn 5

(73)
(50)
(35)
(27)
(46)

(32)

(40)

(50)
(37)
(ud3

Institution Type and Level

LAC-A LAC-B
1 (72) 1 (763
7 (36) 6.2 (35)
11 (26) 11 (22)
12 (22) 12 (15)
3 {47; 3 {52)
5 (43) 4 (47)
10 (37) 6.5 (39)
A {46) 5 (44)
S (3%) 8 (33)
2 (50) 2 (33)
9 (34) 9 (29)
5 (445 10 (27)

U-A

1

9
il
12
7.5

5.5
10
7.5

(65)
(34)
(21)
(20)
(33)

(42)

(43)

(34)

(38)
(29)
(35)

U-B

1 (49)
7.5 (29)
11 (17)
12 (12)

9 (28)

4 (37)
3 (40)

2 (46)

7.5 (29)

5 (33)
10 (25)
6 (31)

sankings determined by combining respovsos i.b2led "a ver,; great deal®

r

"a lot," the tup two of a five point scaie.

30

and




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-34-

The,desire to improve interpersonal skills received the second
highest average percentage. What factors led to this response are not

known.

Some Pressures and Strains on Faculty

Another way of seeing how well the fit is between professional
development programs and faculty needs is to examine the relationship
between how faculty spend their time, how they prefer to allocate their
efforts, and what they believe their institution expects. Table 11 con-
tains these data for the three faculty roles by college and university
type and level. There are few differences across institutional categofies
in the service area. As far as teaching is concerned, university faculty
teach less than their colleagues at other institutions (although it is
still thcir principal activity) and spend more time on scholarship, es-
pecially in research universities.

Sources of strain can be observed, however, when actual and preferred
time expenditures are contrasted. The agreement between the percentage of
the work load allocated to teaching and the institution's expectation is
high. However, faculty would prefér to teach less, from 5-7 percent less.
A similar preference is expressed by faculty for reduction in the amount of
time spent in the service role, but not by the institution. It expects more.

Arithmetically, then, the increases have to appear in the scholarly
role, and they do. All institutions expect more time to be given to
scholarship than faculty now give. Furthermore, faculty want to give mor
effort to this activity, even more than the institution expects. In the .
research area the differences between actual and preferred range from 8 to
13 percent. In fact, two-year college faculty would prefer to give more

time to scholarship than regional university faculty currently are, a 28

(;O




TABLE 11. TIME ALLOCATIONS: ACTUAL, PREFERRED, & EXPECTED
(MEAN PERCENTS)*

Institution Type & Level

Role CC  LAC-A LAC-E  U-A  U-B"
Actual 65 61 65 59 50
Teaching Preferred 60 55 58 54 43
Cu's Txpectation 65 61 63 59 48
Actual 15 14 16 18 29
Scholarship Preferred 23 26 29 29 42
CU's Expectation 16 19 23 25 37
Actual 22 29 21 25 26
Service Preferred 19 24 16 20 20
CU': Evpectation 26 34 23 28 25
Actual 102 1C4 102 102 105
Totals Preferred 102 105 103 103 105
’ CU's Expectation 107 104 109 112 110

-— Ed -

*
Yevecats eotal norse tuen 1000, Uncoricctel {eculty resronses were used.

"
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percent increase over their current effort.

Pressure in the research role was seen earlier when faculty reported
how institutions reward grant-getting. It is seen here in "expected"
versus "actual" times. The former always total more. In fact, in regional
universities they reach 112 percent.

Responses to other questions in our survey support this contention
regarding job-felt pressures. While only about one-third of the two-year
faculty agreed or strongly agreed with the statement that '"to be a vital

teacher one must be actively engaged in research,"

the percentages for
four-year and university faculty ranged from one-half to three-quarters.
The same general results were found {or the assertions that '"'the academic
role includes an obligation to do research'" and "the greatest satisfaction
for academicians is making a contribution to their field of knowledge."
Since it is only a fraction of the academic profession who do publish,
such a high level of desire suggests an appreciable gap between actual and

desired job performance. Faculty want both to satisfy personal creative

desires and institutional expectations in the research domain.
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Iv. Conclusions

While faculty development programs merit accolades, it may well be
that their tendency to concentrate on the faculty member's instructional
role has been overemphasized or even possibly misdirected. Faculty relegate
to myth the idea that there is an epidemic of poor teaching in higher educa-
tion. And, although faculty committees may vote for instructional improve-
ment programs, it is probably not, as has been seen, because they feel they

need one but because they believe their colleagues do, who, of course, do

not sharg this assessment.

This should not be taken to mean that faculty are not concerned about
their teaching. They most certainly are. The conéinuing development of class-
room teaching skills was reported as their principal professional development
concern by faculty at all institutional levels. But, from the perspective of
professional growth needs, this concern is related less to matters of pedagogy
than to the need for keeping abreast of one's discipline -- the dimension faculty
believed to be the single most important ingredient of superior teaching. It
is probably for this reason that programs which had as tieir major component
either leaves or grants were perceived by the faculty to be most beneficial.

As to the question of which type of program offers the greatest pavcff,
much depends on the outcomes one is seeking. (See Table 9.) For example,
workshops appear to be most helpful in stimulating awareness about the importance
of teaching and simply offering faculty opportunity for interaction. Grant pro-
grams, on the other hand, have an inherent and attractive flexibility (note that
in addition to stimulating teaching excellence "increased scholarly activities,"
and '

'personal growth and development' were regorted as major benefits of this
type of activity. However, if one sets out t:\::;T£? challenge faculty assumptions

1
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about teaching and to present alternative approaches to instruction, faculty
rate consulcation with colleagues nr experts as far superior. The diagnostic
value of consultations (greater awareness of one's teaching assumptions and
practices) is clearly appreciated by faculty.

Let us turn now to perhaps the most important queétion, that is the
place of instructional development within the larger context of professional
development for faculty. As noted earlier, faculty development experts tend
to equate faculty development with enhancing faculty instructional skills to
the exclusion both of content specialization and attention to other aspects
of the faculty role. It is here that faculty most profoundly disagree. Fac~-
ulty perceive their professional ievs lopment needs to be far broader than
those accommodated by most faculty development programs. For example, concern
for increasing one's skill in the area of research and scholarship seems to be
particularly acute <t this time. 7This probably reflects both a natu. 1 desire

on the part of facu!ty to broaden their professional lives as well as a real-

istic response to changine pressures within their institutional reward structures.

From the perspective of faculty, then, it is these other professional
development needs -~ as well as come personal ones -- which faculty development

programs need to - -5 on mwore.
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