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o~ In today's rapidly changing world faculty me%bers and_administrators
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people are motivated £o become college teachers. ‘And’once they have / Y

" introduced slowly into~gociety. However)

U
FACULTY DEVELOPMENT IN. HIGHER EDUCATION.E%FROM MYTHS TO RESEARCH FINDINGS‘

“

Robert G. Simerly, Syracuée University .

I; fhe Complexities of ‘Faculty Dewvelopment
The fsct that we lack an adequate knowledge pase_sbout how college
teachers grow and develop professionally has been noted by Knapp (1965), .
Mayhew (1969), and Milton and Shoben (1968). We know little about why

..

entered the acpdemic: ranks, we know little about how faculty members develop,

SQrprisingly comprehensive survey of nationwide faculty development

proﬁrams has pot been done. Recently,ehowever, Gaff and Wilson {1971)

the American Association of University Professors (AAUP)

le

reported\tha

T

150 responspst we e_affirmative." .
. l . - : “\_1_’)
The Need f¢r Plaﬁned Facultv Development ‘

r

in\higher/education must begin giving conscious, deliberate attention
‘,1‘ . .
to the concept of faculty development. In a pre-cybernetic communications

o

era fachlty‘members did not need to give ‘extensive planned consideration.

Y

to their continued learning and déwelopment because new knowledge was

n today's cybernetic coamunica-

tions era change is rapid. Fghe half 1life of kn ’ledﬁﬂ in some disciplines

is estimated to be between five and ten~years. Therefoge, as Gustad (1969)
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. ° . ] . N i . . u N .: .
: : ~ points out, simply maintaining competency in one's own discipline is an
s e ‘ : _ . ‘ . . R X : ‘
overwhelming task for faculty members. . o//: 4 « e i _
- N ")\““"v:‘ . R . ) . . ~
. ! , ﬁoday prbfessors are oaught in the diffidult\position of increasingly" .

having to-spend‘additional time at just maintaining their expertise while .
o T . " . "‘4‘.
g ~ society demands'that'theyralso generate new knowledge as well as*EQnsbantlylg C e

improve their abilities "at teachinguand public ser&ice. When-profEssors 4 *

~ L

N find it difficult or impossible to'meet these demands,'the charge of?en

}\ is that the quality of teaching is declining and that‘professors are not °*
adequatély continuing their professional development. - . ‘ L H\\-'.‘ .
/7_\ ) ‘ ) . - ,\‘ . . . X . .- ‘\‘.
Teacﬁerswand Teaching - Seme Basic Assumptifns B ﬂ(. _ , .. ~
S ! . - e / ) B l": - - ’ .
. The assumptioné on which faculty members base their professional\”, S . S
roles are central to the issue of faculty development. Logan Wilson- (1972)
s L L. ”

charges that .the faculty believe that it is their *job to teach the students

a particular discipline Certainly the traditional organization of facul-

ties into departments that tend to be concerned with a particular discipline e

has ténded to.encourage this viewpoint on’ the part of the faculty. Thus, ' _»b S

\

«

-~ often ths-iarge_university has become overcompartmentalized which in turn . .

encourages a rigidity that does not easily facilitate communication from

~ - e '

: one discipline to another. As a result, Litchfield (l959):and others

’

have pointed'out that an organic view or a view of the institution ag a

0 . - .
»

whole 1s often not-encguraged.
In‘addition, the long history of faculty independence has tended tp), .

create a laissea-faire faculty system. The individual freedom of faculty

members is jealously guaroed and anything that approaches a tampering

t

with this freedom is viewed as. dysfupctional by large segments of the

.
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, . academic community. . This in turn has led to the ultimate 1{ faculty .. :
B P - ' .- . ' - i é

independence thatftraditionally has been established in the tenure policy.

. 1 " Once £aculty//embers attain tenure it 1is usually possible for them to
' ) -

A

' t perform their duties with little or no evaluation or inpét from the pub-
’ ~ 4 .
v lics that they serve,\\Thigfrack of concern for encouraging faculty ngmbers

to be;yccountable to the publics that they serve in their profession 1 .

N

roles has- come to be known as, academic freedom John Honey (l972) has B

A noted that we assume tbat this laissez-faire system works in the beSt
, intereSts of students. 'ﬂowever, th: student protests of?’recent years
".‘. along with today s public iemends for accountability and competenfy~ba;ed
o programs Have seriously questioned th;s assumption A : ‘f . .
“ . -

" - . Schein ¢1970) 1‘hlé(that it is the socializatiOn process-that has
. ' s

created the autonomous role traditionally ascribed to college teachers\w

v . ¢ ’ 2 .
- The rigors of. a'Hoctoral program condition students to view graduate

.education as a series of hurdles to be 1umped without" question Thus we \l“?\h

- . produce exp rts whose behavior can oniy be/gusﬂ{ioned by someone'who is

’ ¢

.
Sy . I

. more of an expert. o o -

-~
-

P T ' Cldsely relatedeB this is the important assumption generally held
- L I
' R about’ faculty memhers in higher education. We assume ,that the development

b

of expertise in* a ssubject area implies’gxpertise in‘learning theory.
However, there«is a notable lack of exposure to learning theory in many

. o - 4
: of the eisfational prggrams designed~to prepare individuals for teaching
. ‘ . . S \ ‘
Voo

. . . : N E . ) -
a4 careers n higher education.’ _ ' '(? : .« -
n 4

Also there are discrepancies between rewatds and aSpirations

the college teaching profession Gustad (1959) notes that teaching is

~

generally not rewarded by the higher educatipn organization. While it

[ ’ .t
- s

&
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‘ * may be difficult to obtain conclusive pFoof regarding the rewarding of '
-~ ‘ - ’ -b\"‘ Tooa 2

_ teachihg:‘fachlty perceptions of the problem have been obtained. For
Z?d;- exagple, the Gaff and Wilson él97l) study. showed that most indivtdual

! faculty members respg??hd thqt they valued 6d teaching.’ Yet these

- same respondenrs did not feelthat good ;eaching led to advancement in .
é; ;NL ) ol ~
their respective ipsti tions Chances for advancement were perceived
- r‘ ﬁ""' .‘ -
by faCulty members to be basdd almost solely.on téﬂearch resultant in
| :
publication. »However,\a\\Cartten (1966) hﬁs,noted, the majoritY‘of faculty ’

"7 " do not publishL Mayhew (l97l)<c0nfirms the fact that'the majority,of-
. s : ]

3

- - L |
~

faculty members do no research and publish no paperé " In fact; he sees
a definite value-Conflict among publishing, teaching, and consulting
that is significant in~a.§acu$ty member's development; , ‘5:/

The rewardldr lack of reward for‘teaching'performance is complicated

8, R . PR , - f
gy—the fact that*we do not have an_adequate means for\judging teaching

’

eizgllence (Cartter, 1966). -Good teaching is usually discussed as a

distinct act that is not necessarily related to lea ing. Thus the myth

- x :
has evolved that good teacHErs ‘have developed ant x ined certain teaching

I

traits or skills.- This implies that these traits or skills can Be trans-

ferred from one teacher to anotﬁer withoud’directly relating them to the

¢

learning processa The major problem concerningAthe teaching-learning

LY

controversy is that we do not have an adequate knowledge base to show that.
-

- what arteacher'does in the classroompmakes arsignificant‘differepce'in

h -

student learning as measured by the traditional ways we now measure
learn&ng. This points ‘out the complexity of thq cause-efféct variables .

in the learning situation. Trathionally we-have assumed‘that students

4

have learned becaﬁse»they were ''taught" by a teacher. Ohmer Milton (1972),

a

———




Faculty Developmént - Defining the Problem.

however, succinctly points‘outlin Alternatives to the Traditional that

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

that our present research methods have not been able to relate teaching

behaviors “to changes in student behaviors. Therefote it is impossible N

to talk about improving teaching until we can identify those b%{aviors
/

that need to he-improved in order to Yead to leapqing outcomés

v A _ .

?

A major problem 1n discussing faculty development is a semantic -

Y o
B

issue. Agreement’on what actually constitutes faculty,development has -

. . T AT

ndt beeh repached. 1s development-concerned dnly with new techniques-or‘
*, ' - ’/ B /

methods? Does it include'the way one is socialfzéed into the profession?
v f A N

Is development the same thing ad training? . : ' ::_ V - e

. N -

For the purposes of this p per faculty development can be thought

" of as giving conscious attention to planning, study ng, and 1mproving the

_processes used by’ faculties to attainggoals they.establish or that are

‘ o\
established for them by the organization orghy outside;publics such as

h.

_state of‘change as it operatgs fon the individual and for groups.

state. legislatures. Thus facqult development is not necessarily a .spedific
ity

v

program ‘or a set of prqgrams. Rather it is a process that is in a cgﬂstant

‘/ - \ - o~

\e ‘rc s

" With this working,definition of faculty,development, this researcher

L) \ »
designed a study that’ attempted to ascertain hqw faculty memhers develop .
7 \ : * 4 Toe ~
in th%ir\professional“roles. ) _ - . N
. 8 e . ' «?-v » M ’ ’
> . ~ . “ ‘ . -

n students.;
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Procedures - NS l
AJmajor'first;étep in studying faculty development‘in hi
/

- / .

- student enrollment of 23, OOO and a faculty of 972 was chosen for s udy. e
4 .

'Initially'a qu'énnaire was\created to obtain inform_ation about faculty -

\ . perceptions of their ewn growth and development. The reliability of the

questionnaire-was tested during interviews of approximately one hoiir each

. ‘ with«a‘selected sample of the population to be studied. This attempt at
\ e " e - . ’ . ) . " | *
' ‘instrument. validation revealed that answers to quegtions regarding faculty \

~ .
Vs . ’ - . v -

development were *often so complex,\individualized, and diverse that it was
ot ‘ : ‘ ! - e 4 ' ‘ C L
- difficult to obtain reliable data .through d’questionnaire. . : - -

] . : N . ; ‘ T '
. N : : -
., . " As a result it was decided to abandon the questionnaire approachw
\ e

s .. P

} « HoweVer,\this testing of the. questionnaire did reveal that faculty member

" could resRond verbally in a reliable way to guestions ‘concerning “how they

perceive thear own - development. These responses were generally .céntéred

L

around a common core of concerns. Therefore it was decided;t§>hse this @‘

~ -

3 common core of\concerns as~a basis for askihg questions during subsequent .’

\ .. ’ . ’ '_- ‘ X W - “_
: 4;_ . “structured interviews. h N : . .
/ X ) “ . . e . . . . . y » . ‘
. L . . . - T4 :
. . .

. . 13 v -
N . . -
L - \ . .. . . . '
S . i . . . . .
. . T
S .

The Sample AN [

A five percent }andom sample of the 972 facdity members stratified

Iy

by the three professional levels was chosen for the sample.~ This yielded
s s R

éi K
‘a total sample of 45 with is professors in each of the thxee ranks/of fu
1 .
- associate, and assistant professor. Three members of the sample elect
. o ' " . ) M il L]

, hot to participate in thi study. Thus the‘ﬂ for the sampleggnterv1ewed was 42




. The Research Design o } . o X e S

, i
- o= . - I

. A . ' oy E
Structured tape-recorded interviews of approximately one hour each T ‘\g‘

*

wer held 1th individual membera of the sample. Direct quotes of thev ;’/

m

. 5 e SR

pertinent information,given in response to t questions were written _ ‘

/QOwn during listening sessions of the recorded interviews and two indepen~-

of

and the twb'ratgr

dent raters then réad fhrough the written data and the classifications

v

- . ra } P

Te made_as negeSéary in order for the researcher . .

3 o

'to reach agreement about data classification. o '

data, Adjustments

Thus the stu y was exploratory in.nature and it sought to’ ascertai —
. F=ahn

t

- facglty perceptions of  their, - professional development process so that ,4}‘5

~

- taxongmies *of faculty development -could be created. Specifically_the. e -

! ! . e N

. ,vstudy sought answet?’to the following questiOns. o L . -

1.

: 2‘/

/What changes f’/4¢/ g techniques are professors maki

What cadses these changes7

f : v . ‘ - , .
How are changes in teaching evaluatéd?’

What are the envi¥5hmental faétors that help and hinder professional B '; [

rgrowth and Hevelopmentf /- [ e ( \ ,' ' PR :l°_

¢ - v - - -

'What are the perceived organizational rewards for eaching? . ST

"

How is faculty performanCe evaluated7 ;

-

What provisions exist-fpr planned faculty developg/nt '/."’ CE » :
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* Changes in Teaching

i

. . ¢

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

are an 1ntegra1 part of facnlty development. Therefore an attempt to

:

- ] ascertain changes in teaching mechniques was made by asking the question,,
. ; "Could you share with~me a time within the’ last year or two or three when‘u
- ] -

; you made a/chaage in your teaching style or teaching techniques that you

-
17

felt resdlted‘ing}ﬁur own, professional gnowth and deVelopment as a faculty

member?"

/

£ , . ~t

3

s" group in olvement approacheé\tg teachlng-iearning that. de—emphas1zed

. the iec.d%e app;Zach However, when\gtesced'abont the‘speciflcs of theee

‘tj;,f;’ teaching,process changes, most ceepondente»gere abettact about . the change o

/fi,,." _ aﬁé conid not;g;te epecifically hon‘the,ptocees in their classroom or .

their behavior as a teacher:had changed. /~'.' N BT ! )
. , - % ! - . . 1

Changes!4n prqducts usediin teaching were easier to identify than

procese changes; however,' respondents still had trouble’recalling such

-
.
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) .changes’ Such product changes
. '.'.‘
N 1. Testing changes
) 2. Use of,audio;visual aids

3.

7

~,'4.-‘-Cour'se'outli‘nes changed
' N . ] - '_'
“ .o y
;'Cause £ Change in° Teaching

in teaching coming about. -

©

7 _studenqsi
e

self 1

: i P

o

l
ﬁational trends P’p

L
B

>

/ .
: g

> e

o Lype of.assignments‘fevised‘

Organizational 1nf1uences were listed by 40% -
of the sample as resulting in changes in teaching. /Among the organiza- '

tional influences were such things as 1nteraction with colleagues, abolishing
finai examination week, and changes in the undergraduate curriculum. ~/

v
Other reasons for change listed 1ess freqﬁently were:

L Ll L
Staff'development activities:

lnfluﬁnces from previous schooling

Evaluation of\Change in Teaching .
Change for-“hange’s'sake occurs'ofteﬂ“in education;
faculty members we;a asked how" they had\evaluated the success or failure

C fofwtﬁeir stated changes in teaching?

~ ‘ - »
. g My : S
o/ ‘ Gy \ AN 1 -
ie . . R < l .
’ . ‘(; . :, PR . ‘l
included the folloWing. s e
- Ce .
- Pezcentage of Sample Mehtion ng Change
. : _ - .- -
y . 19% .. - . .
v L] ' '} * ' 'y R ‘
: ;///</$ 167 . . v
. S 187 . SN
R T ‘e
' : « 5% - .
n' S % ..
‘ (S « . . -
. ";) »
o -, N ~ F ]
N . " /o :

1

’

' ® t

/

M -

Percentage of Sample Mentloniné Reason
for Change

’

19%

[4

[N

Therefore ~
. -

t.

. \\gu\jective evaluation with no empirical
» . o < ' ) t . / /
data base was mentioned most often (70% of\sample)'as the method of evaluating . ;o
' - ; /
. change in teaching. Fully 19% of'thefsample”st ed that they had made no  -- /
. RS L \ ‘\\\\
) Q - . : N - . -
MC - & 1 1 1: B - Y S




o, evaluationkof;their change in teaching. o | : .o

—

'of not ﬂ!ving enough timé:to excel in teachif //reSanLh, and pub ic' ) -

_Organizationpl Rewards for Teaching

was forthé aepaxtment head to fill out a rating form on the'professor‘ : \\\\

”they received orformal eGaluatlon. This is especially important in view

3 ’, v . - . . . Lo
Working Environment and Faculty Developmeﬁt ”' L ' . '
. . . N\ N

-

The effect of the working environment is another,important‘iSsue.in

faculty EéQEISEﬁent. Environmental factors perceived y'respondents as . L

e e : \ J ’

helping their growth and development were the&opportunity to nteract
. \ . .

freely1 ith cdlleagues. This was.mentioned by 434 of the.s ple. In - S

T wJ o

e

S . ' I v
4 - /"'_ . . ' oY

\u

‘réspondents. -ﬁ .
. Negative factors that hindered faculty membef/ ;owth an ﬁevélopment

listed by 407 of

and medtioned Hy 39/ of the sample centered pri arily/aroun the‘issue

@ . T

A . % - 4
o - i SN ) = - ‘.\ |

{ ’ I i o £

| This ellcited rather clean—cut and often emotional responses. ost
\ 1
facdlty members (77/)vstated £1: tly that the Q;ganization did n0t reward

performance in teaching Associated with, thlS was the fact that all o -

these'respondents felt }ik:,the organ%zatibn did reward_research/that \\

v . . ' o

’ ' . . ~ +- //’ . ' N
A

e y ' . o
Evaluation of Faculty Peyformance » e ~//// .
. S . . . . >

resulted in',ublication.

The most common method of evaluation of a professor's'performance

f”,‘ R e & - , , . - &
and ther to discj;sﬂthis with him/her.” This was mentioned by 362 of the - \ .
L ! I, Y o
respondents\ It /is 1nterest1ng to no/e that 21A of the sample stated ‘that -

* i\ .

w ¥

Cy! . .

e AT _ , ' :
of .the fact ghat‘conversatidns with all deans within the'university studied -

- oo ’

12 T

Y . . : . A
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. iniicated that ‘all faculty members recered at least a yearly evaluation.

‘ o /
l .A.'~:v .o . .

- 'Existence of $lanned Ficulty Development .

.Most departments did not give conscious attention to planﬁ%d faculty
e e T P ' _ L

. development as reported by 74% of the sample._ Another 14% of ‘the sample
' T - A

was:jot sure whether théir“department had ae planned faculty oevelopmentv

B, ) . N N S . .
prégram or not. - . . L -
‘ ' . ' A . . W . .
. L. . ~ Lo, . B . . we,
e, T : . - : :

gummary of Findings
_ l. the idea of faculty mqmbers being experts in teaching—learning theory
B is a myth. Change fof change s sake seems to be the norm for the sample

-

- studied Changes in tFe teaching=-learning situation arf often abstract,
v L

&: vagugg aﬂﬂ not evaluated for their effectivenéss.

2. Organizatiena& influences at the employing university accounted for

= trtﬂe maJorlty of changes in teaching when they did occur.
3. The institutional‘working environment ig seen‘as helpful for profes-

sional growthhbecauSe of the freedom provided by the environment.
L] ’ !
However, this freedom'also creates a_dilemma of not pfpviding enough

-~

.o v ) o .
e o R / . time. 3 / i } ’i \ . : . ‘
:) . R ‘ . ‘\\

%. Most faculty members feel that the \ly way to advance in their pro-

fession is to do research that results in*

blication. Teaching
& . B .

S LN ‘ .
y o performance 1is perceived to play little or no p:?fsigiadvancement.
‘. Ip © s, The typ1cal supervisor-subordinate evaluation in which the‘department/

\\

'head f111s out a ratgng sheet on the faculty membex and discuSses it ~
‘ T
with him/her is the most commonly used yearly method of evaluation of

N ]
~

.faulty performance. ; '

1 . . ) . N .
“ 6. |Planned efforts at faculty development are almost non-existent.

r . : . N
1 N ' N . *

- =13~

- . . ~ w . ‘ 
I‘;,“ o o " “/' o R <i\




Conclusions . , >~

s
.~

. . -
The idea of<planned faculty development in which attention"is focused

| ——

on articulating and planning ways to integrate individual and organiz onal
needs and goals is not a part of the conceptual scheme of the majority of
most faculty members in the sample. Individuals actively against planned

faculty development tended to see such planning as Interfering with their

~.
autonomy. For these professors there was a. distinct dversion to having .

the organization participate it a formal “way in this area. Respondents

“
A}

in thils category definitely did not see planned faculty deveiopment as a
}ositive support system for faculty. Neither did they view it as a nego- )\
tiating process between the individual faculty memb;$ and the organiZation.

Typical of such expressed feelings was the following statement by one-

?

professor:
) \ ' N “ ’
The minute the university starts trying to plan things / N
- " ) . ) S
for me that's the/day/uhen they can geti themselves -

" another professor. I1'm nof having any organization

Y

or any memper of an organization telling me what I can

-

and cannot do in the classroom or anywhere else. lf\s
none of their damn business. That '8 how the university
historically has gained its strength -- by not allowing

the organization to dictate to its facllty members.

It 1is interesting'to note that the entire sample génerally tended. to
view faculty'development as a specificaprog?am that has a beginning and
ending point. No- respondent indicated that a planned faculty development

program could be anything approaching w continuing, ongoing program in®
\\\

. .
which the central issue would be to focus on the process of faCulEy\develop-

ment as opposed to specific content areas within the process. N

\§

4 7
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7

-
///

\'\
life in\\heir organization, what they know about the teachin learning

process, and how they help or’hinder the teaching-learnipg process.

. W Therefore in the decade,of the seventiea as we givegsbre,at ntion
to accountabiiiv§EWith responsibility the following will be our\top
priorities for faculty,developuent:

1. Alternative ;ays are needed to prouide the most effective means of

\éyiding positive psthological support systems forﬂzhﬁuify memB”;E/ ’ ‘
. :
as t;exkdevelop.. o, J : ;
2. Organizational climates'need to be created in‘which the individugi_ ' )
and the organization can deyiae yays'to.articulate needs,.pian'goals,
‘and establish processes.to.work toward goals.:
3. Reward systems should be geared to the dynamics of effectively developing,

establishing, and participating inusuch a process.

We c¢an no longer ignore !he fact that we must research ways to actively

"plan for the continuiﬂg development of our faculty if our institutions of
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higher education are to remain viable in a rapidl§ chanéi h

. . {
. the amount of know}edge/is doubling every ten years, Viable educational

»

edpcational institutions must thg changgable, renewable faculty members.

. 4 . . .- .
We must now plan ways for this to occur rather than following our estab-
. .

. b :
1ished pattern of ledving the developmeqt of our faculty members to chance.
. | - . . »
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