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Do Faculty Perceive Professional Development Differently

Based on Their Tenure Status?

Introduction

The primary purpose of this paper is to report the initial findings of an exploratory study
of faculty perceptions of specific professional development goals in 2 medical school. A
secondary purpose of the paper is to examine and discuss issues related to the development of an
instrument for discriminating faculty members’ tenure status based on their views of various
professional development goals. The authors examine and discuss the results of this study in light
of the professional literature in faculty development and medical education with a focus on
specific elements of organizational structure and culture. Finally, the authors explore the
usefulness of this study for developing and rgstructuring formal faculty and instfuctional
development programs.

Based on the initial findings, the authors explore the influence of the institutional
expectations associated with tenure status on faculty members’ responses to various faculty and
instructional development initiatives. This study is unique for two reasons: 1) it focuses on
professional development goals as specified by full-time faculty members, rather than simply their
perceived needs and preferences for various types of activities; and 2) it examines faculty
perspectives pertaining to ongoing professional development within an organizational context.

The study used a quasi-experimental research design (Cook & Campbell, 1979) and
quantitative research methods to investigate several research questions: 1) What are full-time
faculty members’ perceptions of professional development goals pertaining to content expertise,

research, teaching effectiveness, and career advancement and planning? 2) Can scale scores for



content expertise, research, teaching, and career advancement professional development goals
reliably predict an individual’s tenure status? and 3) How many tenure track individuals and non-
tenure track individuals can be classified correctly? Qualitative methods involving interview and
participant observation were used to understand the meaning and relevance of the full-time faculty
members’ importance and priority for different professional development goals.

Background

With changes in health care delivery systems, medical education has come under greater
scrutiny by the health care industry in the 1990s than in past decades. Educational reform
initiatives in these settings have been especially prompted by a rapidly expanding knowledge base
and rapidly evolving health care delivery systems in this country. These calls for reform in
education and professional services hold significant implications for the ways faculty members
teach and students learn during their medical education careers. Such changes also suggest
significant changes in the perceived and realized roles of faculty members and how they achieve
success in higher education.

The results of a three-year project of the Association for American Medical Colleges
(Swanson & Anderson, 1993) involving medical schools throughout North America reiterate
these concerns and provide recommendations and strategies for implementing changes in medical
education. Seven of the eleven recommendations in the final summary report (Swanson &
Anderson, 1993) target directly the enhancement of teaching/learning effectiveness. Bland and
Holloway (1995) also stress the need to target teaching and learning effectiveness and cross-
disciplinary collab_oration, arguing that "if medical school faculty roles and rewards do not change,

the schools will be bankrupt.” (p.32) Given the increasing knowledge base and the financial and
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time factors associated with physician preparation, teaching and learning effectiveness is essential
to the success -- and survival -- of medical education (Bland & Holloway, 1995; Kassirer, 1994;
Swanson & Anderson, 1993).

The present and anticipated conditions in medical education provide interested
professionals with a natural laboratory for examining variables that might influence significantly
the future of faculty development and evaluation in higher education. Despite the increased
 attention in higher education settings on faculty effectiveness as teachers, it is commonly
recognized that formative support for the continuous improvement of teaching effectiveness is
frequently up to the individual faculty member with limited opportunities to engage in
comprehensive, collaborative, data-based, and continuous professional development. Despite
efforts to emphasize teaching roles for faculty, research productivity continues to overshadow
teaching excellence in tenure, promotion, and merit pay decisions at many institutions (Boyer,
1990, Weimer, 1992). For many faculty members, the individual and institutional conflicts
between teaching and research are further complicated by an institution’s service expectations for
faculty.

Given the typical organizational structures of present-day medical schools, unlike many
post secondary institutions, the expectations for research, grantsmanship, and services seem to be
especially strong motivators for faculty. Faculty in academic medical institutions must be highly
successful and productive in all three domains if they are to advance in their careers successfully.
Of course, teaching effectiveness is expected, but in reality, faculty involvement in teaching is
often viewed more as a voluntary or support function than as a formal expectation of full-time

faculty members in medical schools. Exemplary teaching is certainly a positive characteristic, but



it does not replace achievements expected in any of the other domains, nor does it contribute
significantly toward >promotion, or the granting of tenure in many medical schools. Yet, the
fundamental role of medical schools is the education and training of future physicians. Like other
graduate institutions, administrators and faculty in medical schools struggle with these faculty
develépment and faculty evaluation issues in the face of dwindling resources, while simultaneously
striving to recruit and maintain high quality faculty members and students and provide high qualify
educational programs and health care services in a rapidly changing environment.

How do we respond to the public call for enhancing the quality of teaching and learning?
How do we develop a common language between the faculty and students about effective
teaching and learning, raise the level of attention given to faculty members’ roles as teachers, and
involve faculty members in collaborative efforts to enhance teaching and learning effectiveness?
Clearly, the faculty, instructional, and organizational development literature suggests that
understanding and responding to faculty perspectives and needs are key to the success of
professional development initiatives. Most efforts in the pasf have focused primarily on traditional
.needs assessment surveys that target preferences for activities and have paid little attention to the
influence of individuals’ professional goalé on their participation in faculty/professional
development initiatives. This study investigated the influence that role expectations, as defined by
tenure status, had on the importance associated with these goals, as determined by the use of a
self-administered questionnaire designed to involve faculty members in identifying their views of

various professional development goals.



Methods
Data Collection

All full-time faculty members in the medical school (N = 433) were sﬁrvéyed in August
1995 as part of a larger study. Full-time faculty members were identified through the cooperation
of the human resources department in the school. A personalized pre-survey letter was sent to
each faculty member expiaining the study. Department chairpersons also received a pre-letter
asking them to encourage full-time faculty members in their departments to participate in the
study. Questionnaire packets were sent to full-time faculty members in all biomedical and clinical
science departments via the campus mail system with personalized cover letters in each
questionnaire~ packet. Participants were asked to return their completed questionnaires in an
enclosed, self-addressed envelope to assure confidentiality.

A thank you card was sent to each respondent on the day their completed questionnaire
was received. Two iterations of systematic follow-up were also used in encourage participation.
The first follow-up included a reminder card that was sent ﬁ-ve days after the initial mailing. Ten
days following the initial distribution, a follow-up letter and a duplicate copy of the questionnaire
was sent to non respondents.

Instrument Design

The study included an instrument designed to obtain faculty members’ views of the
importance of 15 professional development goals representing content expertise, scholarship and
research activities, teaching effectiveness, professional collaboration, and professional
advancement. This instrument, shown in Table 1, represents a modified version of a questionnaire

used in an earlier study (Chauvin & Eleser, 1996). The items for the instrument used in this study
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were revised based on criteria gleaned from the professional literature in faculty development and
medical education.

Study participants were asked to indicate the importance of each goal using a 4-point
Likert scale (Not Important, Somewhat Important, Important and Very Important). Three
additional questionnaire items asked participants to rank their top three goals from this list.
Demographic data pertaining to tenure status, position, years of professional experience, years of
experience in the medical school, and department affiliation were also collected.

Descriptive item statistics and other analyses were completed for the total sample and for
subgroups (e.g., department affiliation, position/faculty rank, age, years experience, and gender).
A content analysis of the written comments was completed to identify the common themes and a
discriminant function analysis (DFA) was performed to determine whether the scale scores
reliably predict an individual’s tenure status and can be used to classify tenure track and non-
tenure track individuals accurately?

Results
Sample

Useable data were obtained from 234 full-time faculty members, yielding a response rate
of 54.05%. Demographic data for the sample revealed that 60.65% of the respondents were
tenure track professionals, of which 75.57% had not yet achieved tenure and 24.43% had
acquired tenure in the medical school at the time of the study. Non-tenure track faculty members
who returned a completed questionnaire packet represented 39.35% of the respondent group.
These data were generally representative of the proportion of tenure track and non-tenure track

position held by the total population of full-time faculty members in the medical school. Faculty
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Table 1. Professional Development Goals Questionnaire Items!'

Item statements

1. Maintaiﬁing in-depth knowledge of the content in my field of specialization

2. Maintaining up-to-date knowledge of clinical applications in my field of specialization

3. Broadening my expertise in my general discipline

4. Improving my skills in research methods and techniques

5. Developing a network of colleagues with whom I can share my research ideas, progress, and
proBlems

6. Increasing my level of productivity in research

7. Developing my “grantsmanship” skills

8. Improving my effectiveness in publishing/presenting my scholarly work

9. Renewing my enthusiasm for conducting research

10. Improving my skills as an effective teacher

11. Developing a network of colleagues with whom I can share my instructional ideas, progress,
and problems

12. Improving my knowledge of how to document my effectiveness as a teacher

13. Renewing my enthusiasm for teaching

14. Developing my own professional development plan to qualify for promotion and/or tenure

15. Developing my own professional development plan to qualify for a different role (eg.,

rescarch program/center director, department chairman, dean, or chancellor) and department

"This scale used a four-point Likert ‘scale: 1=Not Important, 2=Somewhat Important, 3=Important, 4=Very
Important.
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responding to the questionnaire reported one to 45 years of professional experience, with a mean
of 15.7 years and a median of 15 years. The number of years experience at the medical school
reported by the respondents ranged from one to 38, with a mean of 9.68 years and a median o;' 7
years.

Data Screening Techniques

Prior to beginning data analysis, Windows-based SPSS version 7.5 (SPSS Inc., 1996) and
VM-BMDP version 90 (BMDP Statistical Software Inc. May 20, 1991) were used to examine the
data set for missing values and outliers. Any participant that failed to contribute data to each of
the variables measured for statistical investigation constituted a missing case. Seven cases fit the
definition of missing data, therefore (n = 227) participants’ data were retained for analyses.

The data were also examined for statistical outliers prior to completing the analyses.
Based on Tabachnick and Fidell’s (1989) use of the Mahanolobis D? distances, only one case was
determined to be a multivariate outlier, resulting in a final sample of 226 respondents.
Descriptive Statistics

The frequencies of participants’ responses to the Professional Goals Questionnaire are
displayed in three separate formats: 1) Table 2 shows the valid percent responses for the total
sample (n = 226), 2) Table 3 shows the valid percent responses for tenure-track participants (n =

125), and 3) Table 4 shows the valid percent responses for non-tenure track participants (n =

101).
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Table 2. Descriptive summary of item statistics for the Professional Goals Questionnaire for the
total sample of respondents (n = 226)

Item Not Somewhat Very

No. | Important Important Important Important Mean Std. dev.
1 4 1.8 6.6 91.2 3.885 406

2 2.7 7.2 22.1 68.0 3.554 .746

3 0.0 15.6 36.6 47.8 3.321 730

4 6.8 21.6 333 383 3.032 934

5 6.2 22.6 32.3 38.9 3.040 930

6 8.0 15.6 36.6 39.7 3.080 934

7 13.8 23.7 28.6 33.9 - 2.826 1.051

8 9.3 16.8 35.0 38.9 3.035 .965

9 19.4 29.2 29.2 22.2 2.542 1.042
10 6.2 20.0 38.2 356 3.031 .898
11 133 30.1 36.3 204 2.637 953
12 184 30.9 336 17.0 2.493 981
13 21.6 335 29.8 15.1 2.385 988
14 338 18.5 19.9 27.8 2417 1.217
15 425 231 19.0 154 2.072 1.110

Note: Valid Percent Responses to Items Reported (n = 226)

Table 3. Descriptive summary of item statistics for the Professional Goals Questionnaire for the
tenure track subgroup of respondents (n = 125)

Item Not Somewhat Very

No. Important Important Important Important Mean  Std. dev.
1 .8 24 5.6 91.2 3.872 457
2 41 82 24.6 63.1 3.467 815
3 0.0 20.2 29.8 50.0 3.298 786
4 8.1 17.1 333 415 3.081 955
5 5.6 19.2 28.8 46.4 3.160 928
6 8.9 12.9 347 435 3.129 .954
7 13.0 22.0 28.5 36.6 2.886 ~ 1.050
8 104 17.6 312 40.8 3.024 1.004
9. 19.8 293 31.0 19.8 2.509 1.026
10 5.6 224 39.2 32.8 2.992 .884
11 16.0 31.2 352 7.6 2.544 .963
12 205 352 32.0 12.3 2.361 .945
13 22.2 393 27.4 11.1 2.274 934
14 46.2 16.2 17.1 20.5 2.120 1.205
15 42.6 22.1 18.9 16.4 2.090 1.128

il




10
Note: Valid Percent Responses to Items Reported (n = 125)

Table 4. Descriptive summary of item statistics for the Professional Goals Questionnaire for the
non tenure track subgroup of respondents (n = 101)

Item Not Somewhat "~ Very
No. Important Important Important Important Mean  Std. dev.
1 0.0 1.0 79 91.1 3.901 332
2 1.0 6.0 19.0 74.0 3.660 .639
3 0.0 10.0 45.0 450 3.350 657
4 5.1 273 333 343 2.970 .909
5 6.9 26.7 36.6 29.7 2.891 915
6 7.0 19.0 39.0 35.0 3.020 910
7 14.9 25.7 28.7 30.7 2.752 1.053
8 79 15.8 39.6 36.6 3.050 921
9 19.0 29.0 27.0 25.0 2.580 1.065
10 7.0 17.0 37.0 39.0 3.080 918
11 9.9 28.7 37.6 23.8 2.752 932
12 15.8 25.7 35.6 22.8 2.653 1.004
13 20.8 26.7 32.7 19.8 2515 1.036
14 19.2 21.2 23.2 364 2.768 1.141
15 42.4 242 192 14.1 2.051 1.091

Note: Valid Percent Responses to Items Réported (n=101)
Principal Axis Factoring (PAF) procedures in SPSS for Windows (Version 7.5) were used to
examine the constructs represented in the 15-item instrument and to identify factor score
measures (Norusis, 1990). A set of a priori decision_s rules were used to identify the factors
represented in the instrument and to construct scale scores: 1) items were retained with factor
loadings of .33 or greater on a single factor; 2) items with loadings less than .33 were omitted.
No items loaded on more than one factor in these analyses; thus, decision rules pertaining to these
cases were not needed (Gable & Wolf, 1993; Kachigan, 1986).

As shown in Table 5, the results of the PAF analyses yielded two predictor variables for

the subsequent discriminant function analysis (DFA): Research Goals (Cronbach’s Alpha = .88)

pesd
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and Teaching Goals (Cronbach’s Alpha = .83). The Research Goals (Factor 1) factor score
represents Items 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 listed in Table 1; the Teaching Goals (Factor 2) factor score
represents Items 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13 listed in Table 1. The five remaining items in the
questionnaire were omitted from the analysis. Three of the items (Items 1, 2, 3 in Table 1) loaded
as a single factor representing knowledge/content expertise (Factor 3), but were removed from
the analysis due to ceiling effects and low reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha = .39). Although the
remaining two items (Items 14 and 15) reflected goals pertaining to professional development
planning, the removal of Item 14 enhanced the reliability of the scales significantly and Item 15
failed to foad on either the Teaching Goals or Research Goals factors (r < .40). A factor-analyzed
version of the Professional Goals Questionnaire containing 15 items loading on two factors
(Teaching Goals and Research Goals) was used for the discriminant function analysis and
supplemental analyses.

Values for the known groups variable for the DFA were obtained from participants’ self-
report of tenure status on the questionnaire: tenured/tenure frack, not tenured/tenure track, non-
tenure track. These data were collapsed to form two known groups: tenure track (Group 1) and '
non-tenure track (Group 2).

A bivariate correlation was calculated to assess the linear relationship between the two
factors (Factor 1: Research Goals and Factor 2: Teaching Goals). The results of this analysis
revealed a small to moderate pos-itive relationship between the factors or scales identified with

principal axis factoring.
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Table 5. Summary of factor loadings in principal axis factoring (PAF) for Items 1 - 15 of
Professional Goals Questionnaire

Item
No. Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
1 .53296
2 62512
3 .36910
4 .80464
5 .62207
6 .92663
7 .82844
8 65631
9 41408
10 76772
11 .69474
12 .82019
13 .77076
14 - *.42517
15 <.33000

* Item deleted from scale to maximize alpha reliability coefficient
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = .84001
Bartlett Test of Sphericity = 1262.2435, Significance = .00000
Multivariate Analyses

As one might recall, a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) and its cofresponding
discriminant function analysis (DFA) are mathematically equivalent. Like canonical correlation
the MANOVA and the DFA are techniques that substitute an ordinal measure (treatment or
condition) for one set of variables. The ordinal variable is used to create a redistributed matrix

from which a reduced set of composite variables are generated. The reduction of univariate

measures enables the incorporation of multiple independent variables and multiple dependent
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variables in an experimental design while enhancing statistical power. DFA can be utilized to: a)
examine t.he respective contribution of each of the variables used in the generation of a
multivariate composite and b) how well the derived discriminant function classifies individuals into
respective groups. Thus, the signiﬁcénce reportéd for the DFA in this study can be considered
equivalent to one obtained for the main effect of a one-way MANOV A (Tabachnick and Fidell, p.
505, 1989). The statistical assumptions required to perform this multivariate technique (DFA) an-e
likewise the very same ones reqﬁired for one-way MANOVA.

Thé data used in &e analyses were screened to test the assumptions of multivariate
normality, homogeneity of variance-covariance, linearity, multicollinearity and singularity, and
homoscedasticity of residuals. (Tabachnick and Fidell, 1989) Since Mahanolobis D? distance;
were used to remove outlier cases, the examinations of skewness and kurtosis were implemented
as indirect descriptive measures of the sample. To test the assumption of homogeneity of
variance-covariance, the SPSS MANOVA’s Box-M test was used since it is . . . a notoriously
sensitive test of homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices-. ..” (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1989, p.
379) According to these researchers, the Box-M test can be used equally well for designs that
contain both group samples of equal size and unequal size. As shown in Table 6, the results of
the Box-M test demonstrated no reason to reject the assumption of equal dispersion.

Table 6. Results of Box’s M Test of Homogeneity of Variance-Covariance Matrices

Box’s M Approximate F Degrees of Significance
Freedom

1.2878 40227 19350056.2 7514

[N
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The squared multiple correlations (SMC) between the Teaching Goals and Research Goals
variables were analyzed using measures of tolerance (1-SMC). Tolerance in the analyses for this
study was .001; thus, a variable excluded from the solution had a tolerance of at least .999. None
of the variables were barred from entering the solution, and as shown in Table 7, the results do
not suggest evidence of multicollinearity or singularity.

Table 7. Summary of measures of multicollinearity of variables.

Variable Name R-Squared F-Statistic Significance
Research 0.152799 20.83 _ **0.00000
Teaching 0.153594 20.96 **0.00000

Squared multiple correlations of each variable with all other variables and tests of significance of
multiple regression degrees of freedom for f-statistics are 2 and 231.
** P <.001

According to Tabachnick and Fidell (1989) “Examination of residuals scatter plots
provides a test of assumptions of normality, linearity, and homoscedasticity between predicted
DV [dependent variable] scores and errors prediction™ (p. 131). Plots were examined for every
combination of dependent variable after outliers were removed and data transformations were
implemented. Tabachnick and Fidell (1989) suggests that “Transformation of the variables may
reduce or eliminate heteroscedasticity” (p. 133). The expected rectangular plots were clear
suggesting no violation of the assumption was present in either experiment. The pooled within-

groups correlation between the Research Goals and the Teaching Goals variables was r = .38,
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Discriminant Function Analysis (DFA)

As shown in Table 8, a discriminant function was calculated with a combined x¥(2)=6.36
(p<.05), indicating that the variables discriminate tenure track from non tenure track participants
effectively. The discriminant function accounted for 100% of the between-group variability. The
standardized canonical discriminant function coefficient for Research Goals was -.81 and for the
Teaching Goals was .93. The power of the discriminant function was confirmed by examining tﬁe
mean and standard deviation for each group (tenure: mean = .15, SD - .98; non tenure track:
mean = -.19, SD = 1.03). The pooled within-groups correlations between the discriminant
variables of Research Goals and Teaching Goals and the standardized canonical discriminant
correlation function, indicates that the best predictor of terure status was the T eaching Goals
variable (r, = .65), as compared to the Research Goals variable (r, = -.49).

Table 8. Summary statistics resulting from canonical discriminant function analysis.

Eigenvalue Canonical Wilks’ Chi-Square Degrees of  Significance
Correlation Lambda ~_Freedom
.0289 1677 .97 6.36 2 *.042
*P<.05

Tenure track participants assigned higher importance to teaching professional
development goals (mean = 1.55, SD = .24) than did non tenure track participants (mean = 1.49,
SD = .26). Conversely, non tenure track participants assigned higher importance to research
professional development goals (mean = 1.41, SD = .27), than did tenure track participants (mean

=136, SD = .28). The analyses also revealed a positive relationship between participants’

e
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perceptions of the importance of teaching and research professional development goals (r = .35, p
< .05), suggesting that the relationship would be statistically significant if analyzed separately.

As shown in Table 9, a classification procedure for the total useable sample (n = 226)
classified 128 (56.6%) grouped cases correctly. The stability of the classification procedure was
examined by cross-validating grouped cases and the results revealed that indicating that 124
(54.9%) of the grouped cases were classified corfectly over and above chance.

Table 9. Summary statistics resulting from discriminant analysis classification.

Predicted Group Membership

Actual Group No. of Cases Tenure Track Non Tenure Track
Tenure Track 125 92 33
73.6% 26.4%
Non Tenure 101 65 36
Track
64.4% 35.6%

Percent of original grouped cases classified correctly = 56.64%
Percent of cross-validated grouped cases classified correctly = 54.9%

Limitations of the Study
The questionnaire used in the current study was part of a larger survey. Given the
demanding schedules of medical school faculty members, the task burden associated with a four-
page questionnaire booklet may have been perceived by some individuals as too great, thereby
reducing the total number of participants’ responses submitted for analysis. A second
consideration is that some faculty members maj? not have responded because they perceived this

type of activity to be a low priority or not applicable to their professional situation or primary

is
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responsibilities. Informal reports from some faculty and administrators in the school suggest that
past efforts to solicit information from the faculty via questionnaires have often resulted in very
low response rates (e.g., less than 10%). In light of these conditions, considerable efforts to
encourage participation seem to have been successful in achieving an acceptable response rate,
given the particular characteristics of the study population; however, a response rate higher 54%
would have strengthened the study.

The response rate may also have been influenced by the fact that this study was the first
systematic effort in the medical school to obtain faculty perspectives on issues related to
. professional development goals. There was no evidence that a survey of this type had ever been
distributed to full-time faculty members in the past. Also, the school did not have a médical
education department or a faculty, instructional, and organizational development specialist
available in the school until April 1995; thus, formal faculty and instructional development was a
new area.

Although significant efforts were made to inform faéulty members about the focus and
intent of the survey, it is possible that faculty members may have been confused initially about the
intent of the survey and how they should respond. In addition to affecting the response rate,
those faculty members who did complete and return their surveys may not have been completely
candid in their responses to items. Although there is no evidence to suggest that this was the
case, it is possible that some faculty members might have responded to the goal statements as they
believed the organization or professional community would expect them to view professional
development teaching and research, rather than how they actually viewed the professional

development goal statements.
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Discussion

This study used a discriminant function analysis (DFA) design (Tabachnick & Fidell,
1989) to investigate faculty perceptions of the importance of specific professional development
goals. The fifteen statements comprising the Professional Development Goals Questionnaire
represented several domains of professional development often associated with the major roles
expe&ed of full-time faculty members: knowledge/content expertise, research, teaching, and
professional career advancement/planning. Three primary research questions guided the
investigation: 1) What are full-time faculty members’ perceptions of professional development
goals pertaining to content expertise, research, teaching effectiveness, and career advancement
and planning? 2) Can scale scores for content expertise, research, teaching, and career
advancement professional development goals reliably predict an individual’s tenure status? and 3)
How many tenure track individuals and non tenure track individuals can be classified correctly? '
Useable data were received from 234 participants, for a response rate of 54.05%. After initial
data screening, data from 226 responses were included in thé analyses.

This study revealed several interesting findings. First, full-time faculty perceptions of
professional goals differ based on their tenure status. Examination of item descriptive statistics,
group means and standard deviations, scale scores, and ﬁéual examination of graphs depicting
scale scores for the tenure track and non tenure track respondents revealed clear differences in the
level of importance given to professional development goals for research and for teaching.
Second, the Teaching Goals and Research Goals scales of the Professional Development
Questionnaire predict full-time faculty members’ tenure status effectively and reliably. Third, the

standard scale scores for the Teaching Goals and Research Goals scales were effective for

20
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classifying groupéd cases (tenure track, non tenure track) correctly (54.9% over and above the
chance factor). Of'the two scales, the Teaching Goals was the better predictor of faculty
members’ tenure status (r, = .65). Fourth, tenure track faculty members placed higher importance
on professional development goals for teaching than for research; whereas, non tenure track
faculty members placed higher importance on professional development goals for research than
for teaching. Finally, the positive relationship between participants’ perceptions of teaching and.
research professional development goals (r = .35), suggests that if individuals believe professional
development is important in one area (e.g., teaching), they are more likely to value professional
development in the other (e.g., research). A discussion of the Professional Development
Questionnaire is followed by a discussion of each these findings is the remainder of this paper.
Professional Development Questionnaire - Instrument Development

The performance of the Teaching Goals and the Research Goals scales is encouraging for
further instrument development and investigation. An important finding in this study is that neither
of the two scales (Teaching Goals nor Research Goals) can distinguish group differences alone;
rather, both scale scores are required to generate what amounts to a proﬁl_e for distinguishing
between groups. Thus, the discriminant function analysis results suggest that each scalé is
accounting for relatively unique portions of participants’ response data.

The results of the principal axis factoring suggest that additional work is needed on the
scales measuring perceptions of professional development goals for céntent expertise and career
advancement and planning. In particular, the findings of the present study suggest that the |
conceptual framework for the knowledge/content expertise domain should be revisited. For

example, do faculty members perceive themselves as “holders or vessels of domain-specific
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knowledge?” Informal observations of and interactions with faculty members suggest that many
individuals talk about their roles as teaching or imparting a specialized body of content, rather
than teaching people or facilitating individuals’ learning and understanding.

Because academe and its inherent norms and values (e.g., tenure, academic freedom,
diversity of ideas and perspectives) place content expertise at the heart of how faculty members
define their roles, it may well be that future refinements on the knowledge/content expertise scale; :
should focus on professional development goals that focus on mastering one’s command of
content from the perspective of leaming and how one structures content for learners at varinus
-levels (e.g., noyice, competent/experienced, and highly competent/expert). That is, it is one thing
to be highly knowledgeable of a specific knowledge domain, it is another to be able to
communicate that knowledge to various groups (e.g., novice learners) in a way that facilitates
their understanding and ability to apply the newly learned knowledge and skills. Clearly, theré is
an overlap with teaching effectiveness, but a focus on knowledge and how concepts and principles
are organized and communicated seems critically important tn one’s professional development as
an academician.

Another conceptual dilemma related to content knowledge and expertise involves
clarifying whether one should differentiate pure research, applied research, and classroom-based
research, as each type of activity involves the application of one’s content expertise. Similarly,
given the current emphasis on collaborative, learner-centered, and active, self-directed learning,
will it be possible, or even appropriate, to separate research and teaching and learning
effectiveness? For example, one explanation for the lower factor loading of .41 obtained for

Item 9 shown in Table 5, as compared to the factor loadings for the other items, might be that this
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item reflects mixed teaching and research roles that can be observed in medical school. That is,
conducting research in a medical school involves a great deal of one-on-one teaching, mentoring,
and self-directed study; thus, conducting research, teaching, and learning in some contexts may be
viewed as similar, overlapping roles. Similarly, in such teaching and learning situations, are
faculty members the sole owners of the knowledge, or are they and their students teaching and
learning together as they conduct experiments in research laboratories and interact with patients
and solve problems in clinics and hospitals? How might these issues be reflected in institutions
where faculty roles and reward systems are changing to meet new curricular, instructional, and
organizational demands? Similarly, how will changes in students’ learning behaviors influence
faculty members’ teaching roles and their conceptions of content expertise? Given the rapidly
changing health care énvironments, how will these evolving roles influence faculty members’
perceptions of content expertise, research, teaching, and career advancement? Certainly, being
able to measure constructs relating to professional development perspectives for teaching and
learning can help to answer these questions and future investigations seem exciting.
Perceptions of Professional Development Tenure Status

In light of the literature in faculty, instructional, and organizational development and based
on the findings of the current study, the following cdnclusions are noteworthy: 1) an individual’s
priority for professional development seems to be influenced by organizational expectations
associated with one’s tenure status; 2) organizational efforts to support and encourage faculty
members’ ongoing professional development in one area of responsibility (e.g., teaching) is likely
to encourage ongoing growth and development in other areas of responsibility (e.g., research);

and 3) contemporary faculty development efforts are faced with increasing challenges to
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accommodate individual and organizational expectations. In light of the increasing public calls for
enhancing teaching effectiveness in higher education, two important issues seem to be finding
ways to resolve conflicts between research roles and teaching roles, as argued by Boyer (1990)
and others (Bondeson, 1992; Swanson & Anderson, 1993; and Weimer, 1990), and providing
organizational contexts that value and reward the ongoing professional development of faculty
members (Henley & Magelssen, 1990). Boyer (1990) reports that 62% of 5,450 college and
university faculty respondents in the Carnegie study indicated that teaching effectiveness should
be a primary criterion for promotion, yet most reported that research productivity was
emphasized over teaching at théir respective institutions. Henley & Magelssen (1990) argue that
a formal faculty development program within an organization (e.g., a medical school) is one way
to emphasize the importance of ongoing faculty development and to encourage faculty members’
reflection about and pursue ongoing professional development for their various roles (eg.,
teaching and research) throughout their careers.

The results of the current study are consistent with thé findings reported by Boyer (1990),
Henley and Magelssen (1990) and others (Bondeson, 1992; Swanson & Anderson, 1993; and
Weimer, 1990) and seem to reinforce these phenomena and demonstrate the influence that
organizational expectations and behavior have on faculty members’ decisions about ongoing
professional development. For example, it seems clear that when professionals are faced with
multiple role expectations, they assign hjghef importance to those professional development goals
that match organizational expectations, particularly those that align closely with their day-to-day
responsibilities and activities. Said another way, the types of faculty activities and achievements

that are supported and rewarded in the medical school are those that are done. Thus, the findings
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in the current study support Henley and Magelessen’s (1990) conclusion in their study involving
13 military teaching hospitals that “. . . as an increase in supportive organizational behavior was
perceived among the faculty, the perception of their own faculty career dévelopment improved as
well.” (p. 408)

The conclusions drawn in the current study do not suggest that teaching effectiveness is
not important to faculty members. Quite the contrary. A review of the descriptive item statistics
for the total group and for the two subgroups (tenure track and non tenure track) suggests that
professional development goals for teaching are important to both groups; however, when
research productivity is necessary to meet organizational expectations and achieve professional
rewards, faculty members (in this case, non tenure track) place higher importance on professional
development goals in research than in teaching, perhaps in response to their needs for self-
efficacy. For example, given the emphasis on research, scholarly productivity and publication in
faculty evaluation and advancement structures in the medical school, it is not surprising that the
non tenure track group perceived their efforts to enhance reséarch skills as more efficacious than
efforts to enhance their teaching effectiveness.

Tenure track faculty members who have already achieved tenure may believe their
research skills do not ﬁeed significant improvement or professional development, since they have
already established their abilities as skilled researchers and have evidence of their effectiveness in
securing externally-funded grants and establishing recognized lines of investigation. Faculty
members who are in tenure track positions who are not yet tenured may believe that their prior
achievements (e.g., postdoctoral studies and fellowships) are evidence of their skills as

researchers and significant professional development in this area is not needed; thus, their current
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efforts are focused on using their skills to obtain externally-funded grants and establish and
maintain viable research agendas. For the study group and based on participant observations and
informal conversations with faculty members, research productivity appears to be a pivotal factor
for decisions about establishing tenure track appointments and awarding tenure. For clinical and
research associate faculty appointments, research productivity, and particularly successful
grantsmanship, is critical to supporting their clinical investiQations. A review of the faculty
appointment guidelines in the medical school revealed that clinical and research associate faculty
appointments afe in the non tenure track series. So, how does faculty development and faculty
" members’ perceptions of the need and importance for enhancing their own professional
development factor into this context?

Broadly defined, faculty development is a process that facilitates faculty members’
ongoing professional development in their varied and multiple roles, including teaching and
research, and promotes their career advancement. F aculty development can also strengthen
faculty members’ commitments to effective teaching and leanﬁng, scholarly productivity, and
overall institutional effectiveness (Henley & Magelssen, 1990 Senge, 1990). A campus-wide,
faculty development program can provide important links between various teaching and learning
units, so that available resources may be used effectively to enhance the various forms of
scholarship (Boyer, 1990) and ultimately enhance students’ learning and development. Despite
the potential benefits, faculty development initiatives, particularly those targeting the enhancement
of college level teaching, face formidable barriers in the form of faculty attitudes, orientations to
the professions, and institutional environments that, at a minimum, hinder, if not openly reject,

instructional improvement initiatives (Weimer, 1990). In light of the results of the current study,
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and given the importance of providing learners with high quality education and learning
experiences it seems that school, department, and program administrators could enhance the
overall effectiveness and productivity of their programs by encouraging faculty development
initiatives. Similarly, since participants’ responses on the Teaching Goals scale were a strong
predictor of tenure status and tenure track faculty reported higher importance for professional
development for teaching than for research, one might conclude that investments in tenure track.
positions and formal faculty development initiatives to support teaching effectiveness would
benefit high quality programs and overall organizational effectiveness of the medical school in the
long run.

Like all institutions of higher learning, medical schools are in a paradoxical situation:
existing programs must not only be maintained, but enhanced to accommodate changing student
populations and professional standards in the face of rapidly changing health care environments, _
dwindling resources, and public calls for curricular and instructional reforms, Based on the results
of the current study, it seems that more than ever medical edﬁcation must include faculty
development programs to enhance teaching and learning effectiveness and cross-disciplinary
collaboration (Swanson & Anderson, 1993). As is found in publications focused on higher
education (e.g., Journal of Higher Education, College Teaching, AAHE Bulletin), virtually every
issue of medical education journals published recently (e.g., Teaching and Learning in Medicine,
Academic Medicine) contains at least one article that calls for substantial enhancements in
teaching and learning effectiveness. Given this level of interest on improving teaching and
learning effectiveness, the results of this study reiterate the need to examine faculty development

roles and rewards within specific organizational contexts and to approach faculty development
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initiatives with both the expected outcomes of individual faculty members and the institution in
mind (DeZure, 1996).

Conclusions

In conclusion, the current study demonstrates that survey research and quantitative
methods can provide effective techniques for assessing and monitoring faculty priorities for
professional development as one develops a formal faculty development program. Understanding.
faculty members’ perceptions of and priority for particular professional development goals within
a medical school, college, or university can facilitate developing appropriate interventions and
incentives for faculty development initiatives. The demonstrated ability of the Teaching Goals
and Research Goals scales to discriminate faculty tenure status suggests that organizational role
expectations have a strong influence on faculty members’ receptivity to faculty development
initiatives.

The results of this study also suggest that the Te eaching Goals and Research Goals scales
are useful tools for monitoring the effectiveness of faculty dévelopment programs and the extent
to which an institution’s mission and vision are shared by administrators and faculty. The scales
might also be useful in conducting action-oriented assessment within an institution faced with
ongoing change processes related to teaching effectiveness, scholarship and the organizational
priorities (e.g., types of faculty appointments, tenure and promotion guidelines) assigned to
faculty members’ teaching effectiveness and research productivity.

At the onset of this study, questions were posed regarding the faculty members’
perceptions of the importance of various professional development goals, and ways in which

teaching and learning — the primary mission of medical schools and higher education, generally
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— can be enhanced. Although this study focused on one medical school, the methods and
conclusions seem applicable to other medical schools, colleges, and universities for gaining a
broad understanding of faculty members’ perspectives on the importance of teaching and research
professional development goals. The findings of the current study support the findings and
conclusions in the professional literature and suggest that similar faculty perspectives might be
identified in other institutions.

Finally, the findings and conclusions of the current study suggest future research efforts
might include continuing instrument development and refinement, follow-up investigations of
faculty perspectives for the study sample, and replication of the study with larger samples.l
Specifically, further development of the Professional Development Questionnaire scales
pertaining to content expertise and career advancement, is recommended. Large scale studies
might examine faculty members’ perceptions and organizational characteristics across institutional
settings and studies that examine the discriminating ability of the scales for group membership
variables in addition to tenure status. Future studies might -also incorporate quantitative and
qualitative methodologies to obtain a in-depth understanding of faculty perceptions and

motivations for professional development.

0
(o)



28

References
Boyer, E. L. (1990). Scholarship reconsidered: Priorities of the professoriate. Princeton: The
Camnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching.
Bland, C. J.,, & Holloway, R. L. (1995). A crisis of mission: Faculty roles and rewards in an era
of health-case reform. Change, 27(5), 30-35.
Bondeson, W. B. (1992). Faculty development and the new American scholar. Ig_hnp_r_ole_thg

Academy, 11, 3-12.
Chauvin, S. W., & Eleser, C. B. (1996). Lessons learned: Designing and implementing

professional development with faculty.

Development, 13(3), 159-168.
Cohen, J. (1968). Weighted kappa: Nominal scale agreement with provision for scaled

disagreement or partial credit. Psychological Bulletin, 70, 213-219.

Cook, T. D. & Campbell, D. T. (1979)._Quasi

field studies. Boston: Houghton-Mifflin.
DeZure, D. (1996). Closer to the disciplines: A model for improving teaching within

departments, AAHE Bulletin, 48(9), 9-12.

Henley, C. E., & Magelssen, D. (1990). Faculty development and organizational systems

behavior, Academic Medicine, 65, 406-409.

Kachigan, S. K. (1986).

multivariate methods. New York: Radius Press.
Kassirer, J. P. (November 17, 1994). Academic medical centers under siege, New England

I L of Medicine.

39



29
Norusis, M., J. (1990). SPSS base system user’s guide. Chicago, IL. SPSS Inc.

Senge, P. (1990). The

York: Doubleday/Currency.

Swanson, A. G. & Anderson, M. B. ( 1993). Educating medical students: Assessing change in
medical education - The road to implementation (ACME-TRI Report), Academic
Medicine, 68(6), Supplement.

Tabachnick, B., G. and Fidell, L., S. (1989). Using multivariate statistics (2nd ed.). New York:

HarperCollins Publishers.

Weimer, M. (1992). Improving higher education: Issues and perspectives on teaching and

learning. To Improve the Academy, 11, 13-23.



®

U.S. Department of Education
Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI)
National Library of Education (NLE)
Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC)

REPRODUCTION RELEASE

(Specific Document)

ERIC

. DOCUMENT IDENTIFICATION:
Title:

Do Faculty Perceive Professional Development Differently Based on Their
Tenure Status?

Author(s). Sheila W. Chauvin, Ph.D., Bruce E. Bowdish, M.A., N.Kevin M.D

-Publication Date:
March 1997

Krane

Corporate Source: Tulane University School of Medicine

Il. REPRODUCTION RELEASE:

in order to disseminate as widely as possible timely and significant materials of interest to the educational community, documents announced in the
monthly abstract joumal of the ERIC system, Resources in Education (RIE), are usually made available to users in microfiche, reproduced paper copy,
and electronic media, and sold through the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). Credit is given to the source of each document, and, if
reproduction release is granted, one of the following notices is affixed to the document.

If permission is granted to reproduce and disseminate the identified document, please CHECK ONE of the following three options and sign at the bottom
of the page.

The sample sticker shown below will be
affixed to all Level 1 documents

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL HAS
BEEN GRANTED BY

\/
((\Q
%‘3

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES

The sample sticker shown below will be
affixed to all Lovel 2A documents

The sample sticker shown below will be

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN
MICROFICHE. AND IN ELECTRONIC MEDIA
FOR ERIC COLLECTION SUBSCRIBERS ONLY,
HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

\(/
«
%‘3

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES

affixed 1o all Level 2B documents

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN
MICROFICHE ONLY HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

NS
4’(\@

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES

INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)
1 2A 2B
Level 1 Level 2A Level 28

i 1 i

X
Check here for Level 1 release, permitting reproduction Check hera for Lovel 2A rel permitting reproduction Check here for Level 28 release, permitting
and dissemination in microfiche or other ERIC archival and dissemination in fiche and in el ric media production and di ination in microfiche only

media (6.9., electronic) and paper copy. for ERIC archival collection subscribers only
o wiil be pr d as Indicated provided reproduction quallty permit
ifp ission to reprod is granted, but no box s checked, doct ta will be p d at Level 1.

1 heraby grant to the Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC)

nonexclusive permission to reproduce and disseminate this document

as indicated above. Reproduction from the ERIC microfiche or electronic
contractors requires permission from the copyright holder. Exception Is made
to satisfy information needs of educators in response to discrete inquiries.

media by persons other than ERIC employees and its system
for non-profit reproduction by libraries and other service agencies

ERS

0 N
sign Printed Name/Position/Tille:
here,~ QQ_ = ETD Sheila W. Chauvin, Ph.D./Director,
! Organi Address. Telephone: FAX:
©~'8@S@| Tulane University School of Medicine 50,4-599-6600 .504—599-660L
]:MC 1430 Tulane Ave., New Orleans, LA 70112 Es‘?:'ﬁ:;i@tmcpop.tmc?m 4/23/98

tulane.edu (oven)



®

Enl c Clearinghouse on Assessment and Evaluation o

University of Maryland
1129 Shriver Laboratory
College Park, MD 20742-5701

Tel: (800) 464-3742
(301) 405-7449
FAX: (301) 405-8134

March 20, 1998 . ericae@ericae.net
’ . http:/fericae.net

Dear AERA Presenter,

Congratulations on being a presenter at AERA'. The ERIC Clearinghouse on Assessment and Evaluation
invites you to contribute to the ERIC database by providing us with a printed copy of your presentation.

Abstracts of papers accepted by ERIC appear in Resources in Education (RIE) and are announced to over
5,000 organizations. The inclusion of your work makes it readily available to other researchers, provides a
permanent archive, and enhances the quality of RIE. Abstracts of your contribution will be accessible
through the printed and electronic versions of RIE. The paper will be available through the microfiche
collections that are housed at libraries around the world and through the ERIC Document Reproduction
Service.

We are gathering all the papers from the AERA Conference. We will route your paper to the appropriate
clearinghouse. You will be notified if your paper meets ERIC's criteria for inclusion in RIE: contribution
to education, timeliness, relevance, methodology, effectiveness of presentatlon and reproduction quality.
You can track our processmg of your paper at http //ericae.net.

Please sign the Reproduction Release Form on the back of this letter and include it with two copies of your
paper. The Release Form gives ERIC permission to make and distribute copies of your paper. It does not
preclude you from publishing your work. You can drop off the copies of your paper and Reproduction
Release Form at the ERIC booth (424) or mail to our attention at the address below. Please feel free to
copy the form for future or additional submissions.

Mail to: AERA 1998/ERIC Acquisitions
University of Maryland
1129 Shriver Laboratory
College Park, MD 20742

This year ERIC/AE is making a Searchable Conference Program available on the AERA web page
(http://aera.net). Check it out!

Do

Lawrence M. Rudner, Ph.D.
Director, ERIC/AE

Sinc;rely,

'If you are an AERA chair or discussant, please save this form for future use.
CUA

EMC The Catholic University. of America




