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To Improve the Academy is published annually by the Professional and 
Organizational Network in Higher Education (POD) through Jossey-Bass 
Publishers and is abstracted in ERIC documents and in Higher Education 
Abstracts.

Ordering Information

The annual volume of To Improve the Academy is distributed to mem-
bers at the POD conference in the autumn of each year. To order or 
obtain ordering information, please contact:

John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Customer Care Center

10475 Crosspoint Blvd.

Indianapolis, IN 46256

Phone: 877-762-2974

Fax: 800-597-3299

E-mail: custserv@wiley.com

Web: www.josseybass.com

Permission to Copy

The contents of To Improve the Academy are copyrighted to protect 
the authors. Nevertheless, consistent with the networking and resource-
sharing functions of POD, readers are encouraged to reproduce articles 
and cases from To Improve the Academy for educational use, as long as 
the source is identifi ed.

Instructions to Contributors for the Next Volume

Anyone interested in the issues related to instructional, faculty, and 
organizational development in higher education may submit manu-
scripts. Manuscripts are submitted to the current editor early in 

ffirs.indd   vffirs.indd   v 04/08/11   3:10 PM04/08/11   3:10 PM



vi to improve the academy

December of each year and selected through a double-blind peer review 
process.

Correspondence, including requests for information about guidelines 
and submission of manuscripts for Volume 31, should be directed to:

James E. Groccia, Ed.D.

Director, Biggio Center for the Enhancement of Teaching and 
Learning

Auburn University

Auburn, AL 36849

Phone: 334-844-8530

Fax: 334-844-0130

E-mail: TIA@auburn.edu

Mission Statement

As revised and accepted by the POD Core Committee, April 2, 2004

Statement of Purpose

The Professional and Organizational Development Network in Higher 
Education is an association of higher education professionals dedicated 
to enhancing teaching and learning by supporting educational developers 
and leaders in higher education.

Mission Statement

The Professional and Organizational Development Network in Higher 
Education encourages the advocacy of the ongoing enhancement of 
teaching and learning through faculty and organizational develop-
ment. To this end, it supports the work of educational developers and 
champions their importance to the academic enterprise.

Vision Statement

During the twenty-first century, the Professional and Organizational 
Development Network in Higher Education will expand guidelines for 
educational development, build strong alliances with sister organizations, 
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and encourage developer exchanges and research projects to improve 
teaching and learning.

Values

The Professional and Organizational Development Network in Higher 
Education is committed to:

• Personal, faculty, instructional, and organizational development

• Humane and collaborative organizations and administrations

• Diverse perspectives and a diverse membership

• Supportive educational development networks on the local, 
regional, national, and international levels

• Advocacy for improved teaching and learning in the academy 
through programs for faculty, administrators, and graduate 
students

• The identifi cation and collection of a strong and accessible body of 
research on development theories and practices

• The establishment of guidelines for ethical practice

• The increasingly useful and thorough assessment and evaluation of 
practice and research

Programs, Publications, and Activities

The Professional and Organizational Development Network in Higher 
Education offers members and interested individuals the following 
benefi ts:

• An annual membership conference designed to promote 
professional and personal growth, nurture innovation and 
change, stimulate important research projects, and enable 
participants to exchange ideas and broaden their professional 
network

• An annual membership directory and networking guide

• Publications in print and in electronic form

• Access to the POD Web site and listserv
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Membership, Conference, and Programs Information

For information, please contact:

Hoag Holmgren, Executive Director

The POD Network

P.O. Box 3318

Nederland, CO 80466

Phone: 303-258-9521

Fax: 303-258-7377

E-mail: podoffi ce@podnetwork.org

Web: podnetwork.org
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preface

Editors of To Improve the Academy (TIA) are often asked how they 
arrive at the thematic divisions that appear as part titles in the Contents. 
Surely there must be some advance decisions made, and if so, couldn’t 
these themes be shared with prospective authors? As both a beginning 
associate editor and a stickler for structure, I too was incredulous when 
Linda Nilson, the previous editor of TIA,  told me that the process is 
organic—that the editors develop the themes based on the content of the 
accepted manuscripts. Finally, in my fourth year on the editorial team, 
I have come to embrace the organic theory of the Contents.

This volume contains twenty-two contributions from authors across 
an array of institutions on a variety of topics. Refl ecting the times in 
which we live and work and the evolution of our profession, we received 
fewer manuscripts than in the past on topics of individual faculty devel-
opment and more on topics of institutional and professional concern. We 
have organized the chapters in this volume to refl ect the various levels at 
which our work as developers has impact—on our colleagues, our cam-
puses, and our craft. In addition, we included a special part that highlights 
how faculty development is evolving to serve its increasingly diverse 
constituencies.

The contributions to this volume reflect both the challenges that 
higher education faces and the maturation of our practice as faculty, 
staff, and organizational developers. They also refl ect the fact that even 
when addressing challenges, we as a profession always seem to do so 
with optimism and energy.

Section One: Promoting Our Colleagues’ 
Professional Success

Chapter  One, by Kathryn Linder, Stephanie Rohdieck, Alan Kalish, 
Teresa Johnson,  Kathryn Plank, and Laurie Maynell, describes an 
opportunity for graduate students interested in the fi eld of educational 
development as a career to serve as educational development interns. The 
authors report that teaching center staff, participating graduate student 
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interns, and the fi eld of educational development all benefi ted from the 
internship model.

In Chapter Two, Sunay Palsole and Beth Brunk-Chavez address the 
challenges of preparing faculty to develop hybrid courses that serve new 
generations of learners. They describe a digital academy to help faculty 
interweave online elements with face-to-face teaching.

In Chapter Three, Dannielle Davis, Kara Provost, and Amanda Major 
share their experiences as leaders of faculty writing groups. They empha-
size that not only can writing groups empower faculty to successfully 
meet research obligations, but they also have a wide-ranging impact on 
work-life balance and faculty retention.

In Chapter Four, Leslie McBride and Janelle Voegele write about a 
faculty learning community focused on tenure and promotion. They used 
academic portfolio development as a common reference point for 
addressing tenure and promotion issues, and in the process faculty shared 
insights and perspectives about the value of diverse forms of 
scholarship.

Jeffrey Bernstein, Rebecca Nowacek, and Michael Smith close out 
Part One in Chapter Five by arguing that citizenship themes can be incor-
porated into a wide variety of classes, including some in disciplines not 
considered traditional homes for civic education. They describe how 
faculty development centers can play a critical role in helping faculty 
integrate citizenship into the curriculum and evaluate the learning that 
occurs in their citizenship-oriented classes.

Section Two: Supporting Institutional Priorities

Bonnie Farley-Lucas and Margaret Sargent interviewed thirty-three 
undergraduates regarding faculty behaviors, statements, and practices 
that contributed to and discouraged out-of-class communication between 
faculty and students. They report in Chapter Six that they found that 
in-class communication sets the stage for whether students approach 
faculty outside class.

Allison Boye worked with three instructors who had limited control 
over the curriculum and pedagogy in their courses. In the process, she 
writes in Chapter Seven, she discovered that not only can faculty develop-
ers help instructors realize change on an individual level, but they can 
promote change at the departmental and big-picture levels as well.

In Chapter Eight, Beth Fisher and Regina Frey write about  a labora-
tory research group model, common in the sciences, that they adapted to 
foster the scholarship of teaching and learning (SoTL) among a group of 
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faculty in the sciences. This group has bridged communication and 
knowledge gaps among science and social science faculty and science edu-
cation specialists, fostered the development of collaborative SoTL projects, 
and laid the groundwork for broader institutional support of SoTL.

In Chapter Nine, Thomas Nelson Laird and Tony Ribera examine 
institutional encouragement of and faculty engagement in SoTL across 
forty-nine U.S. colleges and universities. Their results suggest that institu-
tional encouragement of and faculty engagement in the public dissemination 
of teaching investigations lag behind encouragement and engagement in 
other aspects of SoTL.

 Martha Stassen, Anne Herrington, and Laura Henderson map in 
Chapter Ten the defi nitions of critical thinking used on their campus and 
in national assessment instruments and fi nd considerable variation. The 
mapping process not only helps campuses make better-informed decisions 
regarding their responses to accountability pressures; it also provides a 
stimulus for rich, evidence-based discussions about teaching and learning 
priorities related to critical thinking.

In Chapter Eleven, Terre Allen, David Horne, Ingrid Martin, and 
Michael Solt describe the process of a revision of a master’s of business 
administration curriculum. The process was notable because faculty 
development and faculty governance worked together to provide continu-
ous assistance, opportunities for frequent discussion, periodic review, and 
faculty programming to achieve curriculum and course redesign.

Section Three: Broadening the Campus Context

Krishna Bista investigated the perceptions of international undergraduate 
and graduate students about possible causes for academic dishonesty. In 
Chapter Twelve, she reports that previous learning style, English language 
profi ciency, unfamiliarity with American academic cultures, the relation-
ship between student and teacher, and the availability of technical and 
educational resources were causes of academic dishonesty.

Bruce Kelley, Ernetta Fox, Justin Smith, and Lisa Wittenhagen discuss 
in Chapter Thirteen the implications of the fact that almost 2 million 
veterans returning from military service in Iraq and Afghanistan will soon 
enroll in postsecondary education and that up to 40 percent of these vet-
erans are estimated to have disabilities. They suggest various strategies 
for faculty developers to help faculty better serve these incoming 
veterans.

Carolyn Oxenford and Sally Kuhlenschmidt review in Chapter Four-
teen evidence on faculty stress and impairment and help faculty developers 
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recognize signs that mental health issues may be affecting faculty perfor-
mance. They make suggestions to help faculty developers work effectively 
with colleagues who are coping with psychological impairments.

In Chapter Fifteen, Megan Palmer, Julianna Banks, Joshua Smith, and 
Sherree Wilson describe Next Generation @ IUPUI, an intensive one-year 
leadership program at their institution designed to develop the leadership 
potential of faculty of color. In addition to addressing higher education 
administration theories and trends, participants receive individualized 
coaching and mentoring to develop a broad network of peers.

Yolanda Niemann explores in Chapter Sixteen the impact of token 
status on faculty of color. She describes the personal, psychological, and 
career-damaging impacts of tokenism and provides guidelines for profes-
sional development professionals that may diffuse these negative impacts 
by assisting department heads to mentor faculty of color.

In Chapter Seventeen, Elizabeth Roderick describes the Diffi cult Dia-
logues partnership between two universities that sought to improve the 
learning climates on both campuses by making each more inclusive of 
minority voices and ways of knowing and safer places for the free 
exchange of ideas. The results were transformative, establishing an atmos-
phere where all viewpoints were respected, and freeing both faculty and 
students to explore new ideas.

Section Four: Developing Our Craft

Mary Deane Sorcinelli, Tara Gray, and Jane Birch describe in Chapter 
Eighteen integrated approaches to professional development that sup-
port faculty in many areas, including orientation, mentoring, scholarly 
writing, time management, career advancement, leadership, and service. 
They suggest ways that centers can create programming that goes beyond 
instructional development and supports a more expansive range of 
faculty work.

In Chapter Nineteen, Mark Hohnstreiter and Tara Gray describe a 
comprehensive model by which their teaching center raises funds from 
faculty and others. They fi nd that the payoff from a fundraising effort is 
huge, not only in terms of money, but in terms of the personal investment 
of participants, both valuable in diffi cult economic times.

Susan Hines investigated faculty development program evaluation 
practices at thirty-three established, centralized, university-funded teach-
ing and learning centers. In contrast to her prior study that revealed that 
limitations of time, resources, and assessment knowledge resulted in 
superficial evaluation practices, she reports in Chapter Twenty that 
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established centralized centers have signifi cantly stronger practices for 
evaluating their services.

In Chapter Twenty-One, Linda Nilson, Ed Nuhfer, and Bonnie Mulli-
nix synthesize and identify patterns among more than thirty cases furnished 
by faculty developers who experienced career disruptions such as center 
closures. They offer evidence-based counsel to developers on how to rec-
ognize potential hazards and mitigate damage.

Shelda Debowski concludes the volume in Chapter Twenty-Two with 
a refl ective review of the need to review and reform the role of faculty 
development. She argues that the faculty developer’s portfolio needs to 
expand to include support for academic research, career management, 
and leadership roles, as well as organizational development strategies to 
complement existing individual and instructional approaches.

To Improve the Academy offers professionals engaged in faculty develop-
ment the opportunity to share expertise, research, and best practices to 
enrich efforts to support the enhancement of higher education teaching 
and learning. TIA represents the true spirit of the POD Network in the 
unselfi sh sharing of our wisdom and expertise to enrich our profession 
and those with whom we work: colleagues and students, teachers and 
learners. This volume joins those that have preceded it in recording our 
evolving knowledge of what works and bringing our collective wisdom 
to bear on promoting improvement in faculty, instructional, and organi-
zational development.
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ethical guidelines for 
educational developers

Preamble

As professionals, educational developers (faculty, teaching assistant, 
organizational, instructional, and staff developers) have a unique 
opportunity and a special responsibility to contribute to the improve-
ment of the quality of teaching and learning in higher education. As 
members of the academic community, they are subject to all the codes 
of conduct and ethical guidelines that already exist for those who work 
or study on campuses and those who belong to disciplinary associa-
tions. Educational developers have special ethical responsibilities 
because of the unique and privileged access they have to people and 
often to sensitive information. This document provides general guide-
lines to inform the practice of professionals working in educational 
development roles in higher education.

Educational developers in higher education come from various disci-
plinary areas and follow different career tracks. Some work as educational 
developers on a part-time basis or for simply a short time, but for others 
educational development is a full-time career. The nature of their respon-
sibilities and prerogatives as developers varies with their position in the 
organization, their experience, interests, and talents, and with the special 
characteristics of their institutions. This document attempts to provide 
general ethical guidelines that should apply to most developers across a 
variety of settings.

Ethical guidelines indicate a consensus among practitioners about the 
ideals that should inform their practice as professionals, as well as those 
behaviors that would constitute misconduct. Between the ideal of exem-
plary practice and misconduct lies a gray area where dilemmas arise: 
choices may seem equally right or wrong; different roles and/or respon-
sibilities may place competing, if not incompatible, demands on developers; 
or certain behaviors may seem questionable but no consensus can deter-
mine that those behaviors are examples of misconduct.

xxxv
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It is our hope that these guidelines complement typical program-
matic statements of philosophy and mission and that educational 
developers can use the guidelines effectively to promote ethical prac-
tice. This document describes the ideals of practice, identifi es specifi c 
behaviors that typify professional misconduct, and provides a model to 
think through situations which present confl icting choices or question-
able behavior.

Guidelines for Practice

Ideals of Practice

Ideals that should inform the practice of educational developers include 
the following areas of professional behavior: providing responsible ser-
vice to clients, demonstrating competence and integrity, assuring that 
the rights of others are respected, maintaining the confi dentiality of any 
information regarding contact with clients, and fulfi lling responsibilities 
to the profession of educational development as a whole. It is expected 
that educational developers will understand and integrate these ideals 
into their daily practice. Even though the following categories are viewed 
as ideals of practice, many of the individual statements are quite concrete 
and practical, while others encourage educational developers to attain a 
high standard of excellence.

Educational developers evince a high level of responsibility to their 
clients and are expected to:

 1. Provide services to everyone within their mandate, provided that 
they are able to serve all clients responsibly;

 2. Treat clients fairly, respecting their uniqueness, their fundamental 
rights, dignity and worth, and their right to set objectives and make 
decisions;

 3. Maintain appropriate boundaries in the relationship, avoid exploit-
ing the relationship in any way, and be clear with themselves and 
their clients about their specifi c role;

 4. Protect all privileged information, obtaining informed consent from 
clients before using or referring publicly to client cases in such a 
way that the client could be identifi ed;

 5. Continue service only as long as the client is benefi ting, discontinue 
service by mutual consent, and suggest other resources to meet 
needs they cannot or should not address.
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Competence and Integrity

Aspects of competence and integrity discussed in these guidelines include 
the behavior of educational developers, the skills and the boundaries they 
should respect and enforce, and the need for them to assure the rights of 
their clients. Educational developers should also interact competently and 
with integrity in relationships with their co-workers, supervisees, and the 
community.

BEHAVIOR

In order to assure evidence of competence and integrity, educational 
developers should:

 a. Clarify professional roles and obligations;

 b. Accept appropriate responsibility for their behavior;

 c. Make no false or intentionally misleading statements;

 d. Avoid the distortion and misuse of their work;

 e. Clarify their roles and responsibilities with each party from the out-
set when providing services at the behest of a third party;

 f. Accept appropriate responsibility for the behavior of those they 
supervise;

 g. Model ethical behavior with co-workers and those they supervise 
and in the larger academic community.

SKILLS AND BOUNDARIES

To practice effectively educational developers need an awareness of their 
belief systems, personal skills, and personal knowledge base and cogni-
zance of their own and their clients’ boundaries. Ethical practice requires 
that educational developers:

 a. Be refl ective and self-critical in their practice;

 b. Seek out knowledge, skills, and resources continually to under-gird 
and expand their practice;

 c. Consult with other professionals when they lack the experience or 
training for a particular case or endeavor or if they seek to prevent 
or avoid unethical conduct;

 d. Know and work within the boundaries of their competence and 
time limitations;
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 e. Know and act in consonance with their purpose, mandate, and phi-
losophy, integrating the latter insofar as possible;

 f. Strive to be aware of their own belief systems, values, biases, needs, 
and the effect of these on their work;

 g. Incorporate diverse points of view;

 h. Allow no personal or private interests to confl ict or appear to con-
fl ict with professional duties or clients’ needs;

 i. Take care of their personal welfare so they can facilitate clients’ 
development; and

 j. Ensure that they have the institutional freedom to do their job ethically.

CLIENTS’ RIGHTS

Because educational developers work in a variety of settings with a vari-
ety of clients and interact within different teaching and learning contexts, 
they must be sensitive to and respectful of intellectual, individual, and 
power differences. Educational developers should thus:

 a. Be receptive to different styles and approaches to teaching and 
learning, and to others’ professional roles and functions;

 b. Respect the rights of others to hold values, attitudes, and opinions 
different from their own;

 c. Respect the right of clients to refuse services or to request the 
services of another professional;

 d. Work against harassment and discrimination of any kind, including 
race, ethnicity, gender, class, religion, sexual orientation, disability, 
age, nationality, etc.; and

 e. Be aware of various power relationships with clients (e.g., power 
based on position or on information) and not abuse their power.

Confi dentiality

Educational developers maintain confi dentiality regarding client identity, 
information, and records within appropriate limits and according to legal 
regulations. Educational developers should:

 a. Keep confi dential the identity of clients, as well as their professional 
observations, interactions, or conclusions related to specifi c clients 
or cases;

flast.indd   xxxviiiflast.indd   xxxviii 04/08/11   3:11 PM04/08/11   3:11 PM



ethical guidelines for educational developers xxxix

 b. Know the legal requirements regarding appropriate and inappropri-
ate professional confi dentiality (e.g., for cases of murder, suicide, or 
gross misconduct);

 c. Store and dispose of records in a safe way; and comply with institu-
tional, state, and federal regulations about storing and ownership of 
records; and

 d. Conduct discreet conversations among professional colleagues in 
supervisory relationships and never discuss clients in public places.

Responsibilities to the Profession

Educational developers work with colleagues in the local, national, and 
international arena. In order to assure the integrity of the profession, they:

 a. Attribute materials and ideas to their creators or authors;

 b. Contribute ideas, experience, and knowledge to colleagues;

 c. Respond promptly to requests from colleagues;

 d. Respect colleagues and acknowledge collegial differences;

 e. Work positively for the development of individuals and the profession;

 f. Cooperate with other units and professionals involved in develop-
ment efforts; and

 g. Are advocates for their institutional and professional missions.

Professional Misconduct

The professional misconduct of educational developers would reflect 
gross negligence and disdain for the Guidelines for Practice stated above. 
Unethical, unprofessional, and incompetent behaviors carried out by edu-
cational developers should be brought to the attention of the association. 
Individual educational developers should take responsibility if or when they 
become aware of gross unethical conduct by any colleague in the profession.

Ethical Confl icts in Educational Development

C O N F L I C T S  A R I S I N G  F R O M  M U LT I P L E  R E S P O N S I B I L I T I E S , 

CONSTITUENTS, RELATIONSHIPS, AND LOYALTIES

Educational developers may encounter confl icts that arise from mul-
tiple responsibilities, constituents, relationships, and loyalties. Because 
educational developers are responsible to their institutions, faculty, 
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graduate students, undergraduate students, and to themselves, it is 
inevitable that confl ict will arise. For example, multiple responsibilities 
and relationships to various constituencies, together with competing 
loyalties, may lead to confl icting ethical responsibilities. The following 
examples point out situations in which confl icts may arise and identify 
the specifi c confl ict.

Example 1: An instructor is teaching extremely poorly and stu-
dents in the class are suffering seriously as a result. Confl ict: In 
this situation the educational developer is faced with a confl ict 
between the responsibility of confi dentiality to the client-teacher 
and responsibility to the students and the institution.

Example 2: A faculty member wants to know how a teaching 
assistant with whom the educational developer is working is 
progressing in his/her consultation or in the classroom. Confl ict: 
In this situation the educational developer is faced with a con-
fl ict between responding to the faculty member’s legitimate 
concern and with maintaining confi dentiality vis-à-vis the teach-
ing assistant.

Example 3: The educational developer knows fi rst hand that a 
professor-client is making racist or sexist remarks or is sexually 
harassing a student. Confl ict: In this situation the educational 
developer is faced with a confl ict between confi dentiality vis-à-
vis the professor-client and not only institutional/personal ethical 
responsibilities but responsibility to the students as well.

Example 4: A fi ne teacher who has worked with the educational 
developer for two years is coming up for tenure and asks that a 
letter be written to the tenure committee. Confl ict: In this situation 
the educational developer is faced with a confl ict between rules 
regarding client confi dentiality and the educational developer’s 
commitment to advocate for good teaching on campus and in ten-
ure decisions.

In such instances of confl ict educational developers need to practice sensi-
tive and sensible confi dentiality. It is best that they:

 1. Consult in confi dence with other professionals when they are faced 
with confl icting or confusing ethical choices.

 2. Inform the other person or persons when they have to break confi -
dentiality, unless doing so would jeopardize their personal safety or 
the safety of someone else.

flast.indd   xlflast.indd   xl 04/08/11   3:11 PM04/08/11   3:11 PM



ethical guidelines for educational developers xli

 3. Break confi dentiality according to legal precedent in cases of poten-
tial suicide, murder, or gross misconduct. In such cases, to do noth-
ing is to do something.

 4. Decide cases of questionable practice individually, after fi rst inform-
ing themselves to the best of their ability of all the ramifi cations of 
their actions.

 5. Work to determine when they will act or not act, while being mind-
ful of the rules and regulations of the institution and the relevant 
legal requirements.

CONFLICTS ARISING FROM MULTIPLE ROLES

Educational developers often assume or are assigned roles that might 
be characterized as teaching police, doctor, coach, teacher, or advocate, 
among others. They are expected to be institutional models or even the 
conscience for good teaching on their campuses. Yet, in their work with 
professors and graduate students, they endeavor to provide a “safe place” 
for their clients to work on their teaching. Another potential area for 
confl ict arises from the fact that educational developers may serve both as 
faculty developers and as faculty members. As developers, they support 
clients in their efforts to improve their teaching; in their role as faculty 
they often serve on review committees that evaluate other faculty. Either 
role may give them access to information that cannot appropriately be 
shared or communicated beyond the committee or the consultation rela-
tionship (even if it would be useful for the other role).

An important area of potential confl ict exists in the case of the summa-
tive evaluation of teaching. Departmental faculty and campus administra-
tors (chairs, deans, etc.) are responsible for the assessment of teaching for 
personnel decisions. Educational developers should not generally be 
placed in this situation because of the confi dentiality requirements noted 
in the section on Guidelines for Practice. In general, educational develop-
ers do not make summative judgments about an individual’s teaching. In 
particular, they should never perform the role of developer and summa-
tive evaluator concurrently for the same individual unless they have that 
person’s explicit consent and with proper declaration to any panel or 
committee involved. However, educational developers may:

 1. Provide assessment tools

 2. Collect student evaluations

 3. Help individuals prepare dossiers
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 4. Educate those who make summative decisions

 5. Critique evaluation systems

Conclusion

This document is an attempt to defi ne ethical behaviors for the current 
practice of educational development in higher education. In creating this 
document the association has referred to and borrowed from the Ethical 
Guidelines of the American Psychological Association, the American 
Association for Marriage and Family Therapy, Guidance Counselors, 
the Society for Teaching and Learning in Higher Education in Canada, 
and the Staff and Educational Development Association in the United 
Kingdom. The association will continue to refi ne these guidelines in light 
of the changes and issues that confront the profession. The guidelines will 
be updated on a periodic basis by the Core Committee of the Professional 
and Organizational Development Network in Higher Education.
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GRADUATE STUDENT 
INTERNSHIPS AS A PATHWAY 

TO THE PROFESSION OF 
EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Kathryn E. Linder, Suffolk University

Stephanie V. Rohdieck, Alan Kalish, Teresa A. Johnson, Kathryn 
M. Plank, Laurie A. Maynell, The Ohio State University

Educational developers can help create a cadre of well-prepared new pro-
fessionals by mentoring them during graduate study. Through an educa-
tional development intern position, we created a mentorship opportunity 
for graduate students interested in the fi eld of educational development 
as a career opportunity. Teaching center staff, participating graduate 
student interns, and the fi eld of educational development benefi ted from 
the model.

Although graduate students are often mentored within the fi eld of edu-
cational development through opportunities such as graduate assistant-
ships in teaching and learning centers, more extensive and structured 
formal training experiences for graduate students are rare. In this arti-
cle, we argue that through an educational development intern posi-
tion, teaching centers can create a mentorship opportunity for graduate 
students who are interested in the fi eld of educational development as 
a career opportunity. While all graduate student positions in teaching 
centers may create allies or new professionals for the fi eld serendip-
itously (Gosling, McDonald, & Stockley, 2007; Meizlish & Wright, 
2009), the internship position we describe is meant to intentionally 
train new professionals who want to pursue a career within educational 
development.
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The Literature on Mentoring New Developers

In the past decade, educational development scholars have begun to study 
their own training and pathways into the fi eld (Chism, 2007; Gosling 
et al., 2007; McDonald & Stockley, 2008, 2010; Meizlish & Wright, 
2009; Stefani, 1999). With the exception of Meizlish and Wright (2009), 
these studies do not include thoughts on training and mentoring graduate 
students into careers as educational developers.

While scholars point to the importance of having multiple pathways 
into the fi eld (Gosling et al., 2007; Stefani, 1999), new educational devel-
opers have expressed their desire for mentorship before and as they are 
entering the fi eld (Jensen, 2002). Despite training programs from organi-
zations such as the Professional and Organizational Development (POD) 
Network, which offers annual one-week and one-day workshops for new 
professionals, scholars have found that developers are entering the fi eld 
with little experience. Indeed, Chism (2007) found that developers often 
receive “on-the-job” training without any prior preparation (p. 1).

The literature on acculturation to the academic profession suggests 
that formal, sequential, serial, and affi rming forms of socialization tend 
to lead to more successful outcomes for those seeking to join the profes-
sion (Tierney & Rhoads, 1994). Recent research has pointed to the value 
of similarly structured activities for professionals entering the fi eld of 
educational development to gain both content knowledge and hands-on 
experience (Chism, 2007; McDonald, 2010). Scholars in the fi eld have 
also begun to argue for the importance of “growing our own” (Meizlish & 
Wright, 2009, p. 386), encouraging teaching centers to take on the 
responsibility of training and mentoring new professionals into the fi eld.

Mentorship initiatives such as the POD internship grant program have 
illustrated the success of intentional pipeline support in which opportuni-
ties are created for graduate students and faculty members to be trained 
as educational developers. Ouellet and Stanley (2004) found not only 
that the POD internship grant program benefi ted teaching centers that 
participated, but also that the program “does appear to serve as a cata-
lyst for engaging interns further in faculty and instructional development 
careers” (pp. 215–216). For centers at institutions with graduate student 
populations, the opportunity exists to mentor new professionals from the 
beginning of their academic careers.

With no specifi c higher education program devoted to training future 
educational developers (Gosling et al., 2007; Knapper, 2010; McDonald & 
Stockley, 2008), graduate students interested in the profession must often 
pursue whatever activities are available to them through their campus 
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teaching center or other campus organizations that support teaching and 
learning. These opportunities may include volunteer facilitator positions 
for workshops or events or paid positions as administrative staff or gradu-
ate assistants within a teaching center. Because “the educational developer 
has become a recognized professional role which has moved from the 
fringes to the mainstream of higher education” (Gosling et al., 2007, p. 4), 
we believe that centers should consider offering graduate students struc-
tured mentorship opportunities to learn more about educational develop-
ment as a career choice within the larger academy.

A Doctoral Internship Program at 
The Ohio State University

The University Center for the Advancement of Teaching (UCAT) at The 
Ohio State University developed a two-year doctoral internship position 
in 2007. The center is a moderately sized development unit, employ-
ing fi ve permanent full-time consulting staff, a program coordinator, an 
offi ce manager, a visiting consultant, and several graduate and undergradu-
ate students. Through conversations and interactions with senior graduate 
students who had previously worked with our offi ce, the staff identifi ed 
potential candidates for the internship who were interested in exploring 
educational development in higher education as a career and invited them 
to apply for the position. Candidates were then interviewed by staff and 
selected based on their career path plans, their level of teaching experience, 
their indication of a genuine interest in the fi eld, and their time to degree. 
One intern was selected for the fi rst cycle (2007–2009), one for the second 
cycle (2009–2011), and one for the third cycle (2011–2113). All of our 
interns to date have been senior graduate students who have graduated on 
schedule; our most recent intern graduated before completing the intern-
ship after accepting a job in educational development.

The UCAT doctoral intern position consists of a twenty-hour-per-week 
paid graduate administrative associateship and independent study. The 
intern is expected to assume both research and administrative tasks, 
while also assisting professional staff in the teaching support mission of 
the offi ce. Although the intern has many similar job tasks to our other 
graduate associates (GAs), such as consultation, workshop facilitation, 
and research responsibilities, the intern assumes a greater leadership role 
in a wider range of center activities.

Each intern fi rst meets with and interviews each UCAT staff member 
to learn about various aspects of UCAT’s work. The intern also learns 
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about each staff member’s educational development responsibilities and 
philosophy and entry into the fi eld. Throughout the two-year term, the 
intern continues to meet monthly with UCAT’s director to discuss 
the progress of the mentorship and to ask questions that have arisen 
about educational development during this training. At each meeting, the 
intern produces a monthly refl ection paper on her or his experiences and 
receives feedback on her or his training. After the fi rst year, the intern is 
given the opportunity to pursue a writing project of choice: the fi rst-year 
intern transitioned her monthly refl ection papers into writing an article, 
and the second-year intern transitioned her papers into drafts of a phi-
losophy of practice for use on the job market. In each of six areas of 
doctoral internship training and mentorship—events, consulting, learning 
communities, teaching, teaching center administration, and general pro-
fessionalization activities—our interns receive direct feedback from staff 
on performance, client feedback in the form of event assessment surveys 
and an annual client survey on consultation services, and anonymous 
client feedback solicited for an annual performance review.

Events

The academic year at UCAT begins with our annual university-wide 
teaching orientation for more than fi ve hundred new graduate teaching 
associates. Both interns have helped UCAT staff redesign orientation 
curriculum, facilitate sessions at the orientation, train graduate student 
facilitators, and work with various orientation committees.

Throughout the year, our center also offers both campuswide and 
departmental workshops that are designed and presented by individual 
consulting staff. Since this is an integral component of teaching center 
services, both interns have been involved in all stages of workshop plan-
ning. As an introduction to the workshop experience, each intern went 
through a training process that included observing a workshop facilitated 
by a staff member, cocreating content and agendas, cofacilitating the 
workshops, and ultimately independently facilitating a workshop with 
feedback from staff observers and campus participants.

The hiring of our second intern in summer 2009 coincided with our 
university’s beginning the process of converting from a quarter-based to 
a semester-based system. To facilitate this large-scale transformation, our 
teaching center created a fifteen-hour institute on course design and 
another on curriculum design. The intern thus had an opportunity to 
participate in the design and implementation of a long-term event series 
from its earliest planning stages through its assessment and revision.
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The UCAT staff believed it was important to provide the interns with 
a full and realistic experience of the skills consultants need to successfully 
design and facilitate campuswide events and an understanding of the 
complex nature of such events in terms of public relations, content, goals, 
logistics, and staffi ng. Our choice to involve the interns with large-scale 
events from start to fi nish allowed staff to contextualize each event in 
terms of both the center’s role within the university and the purpose of 
the event within the larger mission of our teaching center.

Consulting

Individual teaching consultation is a signifi cant component of educa-
tional development and one of the core services that our center provides. 
In order for our interns to receive a foundational understanding of the 
intricacies of the consultation experience as well as the complexity of 
the consultant-client relationship, they go through a shadowing and 
debriefi ng process that is required of all new staff and graduate student 
consultants.

The training procedure is similar to that described for events. The 
three-step process follows the developmental path of new practitioners 
as they build knowledge and confi dence before working with faculty 
and graduate student clients independently. First, the intern shadows 
several staff members on a number of consultations, sitting in on the 
meetings and taking notes on the interactions without interacting with 
the client. The staff members and intern then debrief the consultation, 
discussing questions the intern has for the staff members about choices 
made in the interaction, the rationale for the choices made, and ways 
that the intern may have done things differently had he or she been the 
consultant.

The second step in the training process is co-consultation: the intern is 
brought into a consultation that  a staff member usually leads. The intern 
eventually becomes an equal participant in the interaction by asking clari-
fying questions, answering client questions, and offering recommenda-
tions. This intermediate step allows the intern to gain confidence 
interacting with clients as part of a team.

The fi nal step in the training is for the intern to conduct consultations 
independently but with staff members present. The intern has complete 
autonomy as to the direction of the consultation, and the staff member in 
the room takes notes on what the intern has done well and ideas for 
improvement. The additional benefi t of this step is that the intern can 
bring the staff member into the conversation or ask questions if 

c01.indd   7c01.indd   7 10/08/11   9:05 AM10/08/11   9:05 AM



8 to improve the academy

necessary. Intern progression through these three steps depends on intern 
skills as well as the consultation needs of the center. After the intern com-
pletes all three steps to staff satisfaction, the intern can then consult with 
clients independently.

In addition to shadowing, the intern attends monthly codevelopment 
meetings where we discuss client cases, training progression, and relevant 
literature, as well as engage in case scenarios and role-play activities 
designed to strengthen the intern’s consultation skills. The interns have 
found that these codevelopment meetings have the benefi t of building 
community with other GAs in the offi ce who are frequently working on 
different projects from the intern. Building community around consulta-
tion experience allows all participants in the codevelopment sessions to 
contribute their thoughts and ideas for tough cases (for example, clients 
who come to the center without a specifi c reason or graduate students 
with very low teaching evaluation scores).

The training procedure for interns is very similar to that of new con-
sultants and GAs, although there are several important differences. First, 
rather than working with one staff member, interns are asked to shadow 
and co-consult with multiple staff members so they are exposed to a 
wide variety of models. Also, whereas the procedure we have outlined 
for consultants and GAs typically occurs over a full year, interns follow 
an accelerated schedule. Finally, the debriefi ng portion is usually more 
in-depth for interns than for other graduate students. Interns may also be 
given tougher consults than their GA peers and are asked to co-consult 
with staff members on faculty consultations about individual teaching 
needs, as well as collaborate with staff to provide departmental 
consultation.

Learning Communities

In addition to facilitating large events, workshops, and individual con-
sultations, our center’s staff members coordinate instructor learning 
communities. These learning communities meet monthly throughout 
the academic year, and participants present their accomplishments at an 
annual breakfast that celebrates their work.

Our fi rst-cycle intern became involved with our graduate teaching fel-
lows learning community because the staff member who ran that pro-
gram took an extended leave. The intern scheduled and attended all 
meetings, helped create agendas, independently facilitated several of 
the meetings, and consulted with learning community members as 
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needed. Because the intern was involved in the community from the very 
beginning, participants reacted positively toward the shared facilitation 
in their end-of-year feedback.

Our second-cycle intern expressed an interest in working with our 
center’s midcareer learning community in order to become familiar with 
services for experienced faculty. Because of the small size of the group 
(nine members, one of them a faculty facilitator), the staff agreed that it 
would be best for the intern to attend meetings as a participant rather 
than a facilitator so that the dynamic of the group’s structure did not 
change. The community welcomed her participation in the discussions 
and expressed interest in her career development.

Since learning communities are very much participant driven, these 
experiences gave our interns the opportunity to observe and practice a 
diverse set of facilitation skills. The challenge in facilitating learning com-
munities is often to provide guidance and boundaries while still allowing 
the group to set its own agenda and encourage discussion to evolve 
organically. In particular, the staff wanted each intern to observe the lis-
tening skills, fl exibility, and ability to bring in resources that are neces-
sary components of facilitating a faculty learning community.

Teaching

During the 2010 winter quarter, one of the consultants was revising a 
graduate course on college teaching, and the staff decided this would be 
an appropriate learning experience for the intern. In collaboration with 
the staff member teaching the course, the intern codesigned the syllabus, 
reading list, lesson plan, assessment activities, and course wiki system. In 
addition to team teaching with the staff member, the intern independently 
designed and taught two of the ten class sessions. Team teaching pro-
vided a unique professionalization experience for both the staff instructor 
and intern.

Because the teaching experience was such an intensive collaboration, 
there were effective opportunities for experimenting with team-teaching 
styles, developing rapport as cofacilitators, and learning from each 
other’s pedagogical philosophies. The debriefi ng that followed each class 
session provided ample opportunity to discuss the rationales for and 
impact of instructional choices. Because neither the staff member nor the 
intern had cotaught before, both left the experience with an additional 
skill set that simultaneously offered personal fulfi llment and professional 
value.
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Teaching Center Administration

During the fi rst cycle (2007–2009) of our internship program, the intern 
was engaged in conversations about the administration of the unit and 
attended numerous staff meetings. However, because the fi rst intern was 
quite clear in exit interviews that some of our decision-making processes 
remained opaque, the second intern was treated from the beginning 
as a full member of the core staff team. She attended almost all staff 
meetings, was given an annual review, and participated in our adminis-
trative decision-making discussions whenever and wherever appropriate. 
During the second cycle of the internship, for example, UCAT hired a 
visiting consultant, a new program coordinator, a new graduate associ-
ate, and several new graduate student facilitators for our university-wide 
teaching orientation. Our second intern was included in the review of 
applications and materials, the interview processes, and the hiring discus-
sions for each of these positions.

Interns have also been given program coordination responsibilities, 
including our graduate interdisciplinary specialization in college and uni-
versity teaching. In addition to collecting syllabi for courses in this pro-
gram, interns responded to questions from interested graduate students 
and updated the program website with information as needed.

Finally, interns are given the opportunity to observe university commit-
tee meetings with the director of our center and other members of the 
staff. We have found that these committee shadowing opportunities allow 
the intern to learn more about the university’s structure, the relationship 
between the teaching center and other administrative offi ces, and the 
kinds of administrative decisions to which teaching centers contribute.

Professionalization Activities

Each of our interns attended two POD conferences. In their fi rst year, 
they traveled to the conference as an attendee to observe the presenta-
tions, network with other graduate students, and participate in the pre-
conference workshop for new consultants in the fi eld. In their second 
year, together with staff, interns prepare proposals on components of 
educational development.

Attending the annual POD conference also helps interns to experience 
the scholarship that is valued within the educational development com-
munity. Because our interns represent the interdisciplinarity of our fi eld 
(thus far, one from education and the other from women’s studies), 
attending a national conference allows them to see a variety of potential 
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research projects. While other graduate students within our center may 
also participate in scholarly activities, their level of engagement in 
research is usually limited to supporting the staff’s larger projects. Our 
interns, however, are encouraged to conduct research projects indepen-
dently and in collaboration with staff and to submit their efforts for pub-
lication. In their initial training and as part of their more individualized 
research projects, both interns read widely within the fi eld of educational 
development in order to contextualize their internship experience.

Our interns are also trained to develop technology skills that are 
becoming increasingly relevant to our fi eld, such as Web design and the 
use of databases. In the second cycle of our mentorship program, our 
intern was trained on the design and implementation of wikis for inter-
disciplinary institutes in course and curriculum design, as well as wikis’ 
use for structuring student learning experiences.

The Benefi ts for Interns

Throughout the two cycles of our mentorship program, based on feed-
back received through intern monthly refl ection papers and exit inter-
views, we have found that the internship position meets at least four 
specifi c needs for graduate students interested in exploring educational 
development as a career.

Hands-On Experience

At the end of their two-year experience in our offi ce, each intern was 
especially grateful for the opportunity to observe and have hands-on 
experience with workshops, consulting, large-event coordination, teach-
ing, a variety of administrative tasks, and the facilitation of learning com-
munities. Interns felt that the opportunities to talk through assessment 
practices of teaching centers, measure the effectiveness of services, and 
ask questions about their experiences before, during, and after they facili-
tated various activities were powerful components of their training.

Mentoring and Debriefi ng

Both interns appreciated being mentored by multiple staff members 
with different backgrounds, professional styles, and problem-solving 
approaches. The open conversations between interns and faculty mem-
bers concerning instructional decisions, student engagement, and course 
planning were especially valuable to the fi rst intern, who commented, 
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“These conversations led to an appreciation of the multiple disciplines 
on campus, a grasp of students’ experiences at a large research university, 
and an understanding of work-life challenges for faculty.”

A Contextualized Introduction to the Field

Through the expectation that interns read widely within the fi eld and 
begin to add to the research of educational development, they found that 
their work experience was contextualized in a variety of ways. Our fi rst 
intern commented that she “appreciated the opportunities to frame teach-
ing and learning in terms of student understanding. Considering the stu-
dent experience from a university, program, and classroom perspective 
underscored the value of educational development as a growing fi eld.”

Our second intern, on returning from a job interview in the fi eld, expressed 
her thanks that the internship exposed her to the underlying philosophies of 
practice in our center and of the fi eld, including rationales for client confi den-
tiality, the limitations of our center’s mission, and the ethical obligations of 
consultants. Her awareness of these larger educational development concerns 
helped her more clearly articulate her personal philosophy of practice.

Formalized Skill Building Through Intentional Training Activities

Interns appreciated building their skills as educational developers through 
structured training rather than through self-teaching. From the begin-
ning, staff envisioned a distinct sequence of planned activities that lead 
to a specifi ed role in the organization and illustrate the complexities and 
challenges of work in educational development. Each intern learned that 
becoming a consultant involves building skills over time, recognizing 
one’s strengths and weaknesses, and honing one’s abilities to work with 
teaching center clients in a variety of environments.

The Center Perspective

After two cycles of this internship program, the UCAT staff have identi-
fi ed both benefi ts and challenges to mentoring graduate students into 
the fi eld using this method.

Benefi ts

Perhaps the most obvious benefi t to an internship program is having an 
extra staff member who, within a few months (depending on his or her 
background), can contribute to the center. After an introductory period, 
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our interns handle basic, straightforward teaching center tasks (for example, 
small group instructional diagnoses and making short promotional presenta-
tions) as well as assist staff in tackling projects that frequently haunt staff 
to-do lists but fail to be accomplished due to work overload.

As consultants, we often hear our clients say that they are amazed at 
how much they learn from teaching, and the internship program has rein-
forced this statement. Having an intern on staff provided opportunities 
for refl ection on our practice by stimulating conversations that may have 
occurred only because there was an intern in the center. Aspects of the 
mission of a teaching and learning center, such as confi dentiality and 
the importance of voluntary client participation, are often embedded in 
daily practice but not explicitly discussed unless new staff are present. 
Discussing our center’s mission and purpose on a regular basis as each 
new cycle of the internship program is initiated has led to many larger-
scale conversations about our center’s strategic plan.

Having the intern shadow consultations has benefi ted both intern and 
consulting staff. Because consultation is so often done behind closed 
doors and under strict policies of confi dentiality, it is all too often a skill 
that is developed in isolation. Just as we encourage instructors to 
open the classroom door and engage in a community of teachers, as con-
sultants it is equally important to share and learn from one another. 
Although we frequently discuss the consultation process or specifi c con-
sultations with colleagues, we have found that the presence of an intern 
creates an added structured opportunity for refl ection and growth.

When discussing consultation with an intern, staff members are fre-
quently required to articulate a rationale for decisions made about what to 
do and say (or not say). In some cases, intern questions have forced us 
to explore actions that have become so automatic that we are barely aware 
of them. In addition, debriefing after shadowed consults helps us think 
about other intervention options. Since the intern has shadowed several dif-
ferent consultants, she or he is often the link between different styles and 
approaches and can bring them into the conversation. Having a third person 
in the room gives a unique opportunity to hear another person’s perspective 
on our words or actions and to see ourselves as our clients may see us. All 
of this helps us to become more self-aware and intentional in our practice.

Challenges

One administrative challenge was differentiating the internship position 
from other graduate associate positions. We learned that we had to clar-
ify to staff and students that although both positions share job tasks, the 
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intern is provided a wider range of experiences, is expected to take more 
of a leadership role in some of those tasks, and is simultaneously engaged 
in a study of the fi eld. Those clarifi cations come at the start of employ-
ment for both interns and GAs, during staff meetings, and in individual 
meetings with GAs.

The other challenge we have encountered is the necessity of fi nding time 
to integrate, collaborate with, train, and supervise each intern. With any 
mentorship or training, time needs to be devoted to making sure the intern 
gains necessary skills and knowledge to be able to work independently. 
Monthly meetings with staff members; regular planning meetings about 
events, consultations, and other tasks; and impromptu discussions about the 
educational development fi eld and job market all take time. Without these 
meetings and discussions, however, we have found that both the intern and 
the center staff can too easily lose focus or momentum and miss important 
learning opportunities. By organizing meeting times and delineating which 
staff will attend to specifi c discussions, we believe this challenge can be eas-
ily overcome.

Conclusion

We have found that the benefits of an internship program outweigh 
the challenges. However, because our internship program is still in its 
infancy, with only two interns having completed the program, our staff 
is just beginning to discuss formal mechanisms to measure the long-term 
success of this training and mentorship structure. Going forward, we plan 
to develop a set of measures of success for the internship structure that 
includes the following items:

• Regular staff review of interns. While interns are employed by our 
center, we ask that staff regularly review them through annual reports 
and throughout their participation in various events and training mod-
ules. These staff check-ins allow us to make sure each intern is receiving 
a wide range of experiences by working with several staff members.

• Exit interviews. Interviews with our former interns regarding their 
mentorship experience will assess a number of facets of the experience:

• Completeness. Do our interns believe that their training prepared 
them for what they are encountering in the fi eld? Do any compo-
nents of their training need more depth or breadth?

• Challenge. Are the interns challenged and intellectually stimulated 
by their work in our offi ce? Are there areas where they would 
have liked to have received further training?
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• Support. Do we support our interns appropriately as potential 
new professionals as they train to enter a career track that may 
be different from what they originally planned? Is the fi eld con-
textualized appropriately for interns as they prepare to fi nd a job 
in educational development?

• Information regarding future employment. We will continue to track 
where our interns are employed after they leave our institution. Do they 
enter the fi eld of educational development? What kind of position and at 
what level of skill are they hired?

• Longitudinal interviews. We plan to stay in touch with our interns 
in the long term so that we can see their progress and celebrate their 
accomplishments as colleagues. If our interns enter the community of 
educational developers, these interviews will probably be conducted regu-
larly at POD gatherings.

Although we do not yet have long-term assessment data for our pro-
gram, the initial feedback that we have gathered from both the interns and 
the staff with whom they have worked suggests value in the process. We 
believe that our doctoral internship program benefi ts the fi eld of educa-
tional development as former interns enter the workforce. Intern exposure 
to guided refl ection, the scholarship of teaching and learning, and the 
philosophies of educational development in advance of joining the fi eld 
may allow smoother transitions into their positions as new professionals.

Based on our experience, we highly recommend that other teaching 
centers develop the opportunity to employ and mentor graduate student 
interns into the fi eld of educational development. Our hope is that intern-
ship programs for graduate students will serve the fi eld by creating a larger 
number of well-prepared new professionals. In the future, a comparison of 
outcomes from several internship systems may help us further determine 
the critical features of mentorship programs for new professionals.
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THE DIGITAL ACADEMY

PREPARING FACULTY FOR DIGITAL COURSE 

DEVELOPMENT

Sunay V. Palsole, Beth L. Brunk-Chavez, 
University of Texas at El Paso

New generations of learners necessitate new ways of teaching, and hybrid 
courses can help institutions leverage technologies to improve teaching 
and learning. The adoption of a new instructional paradigm, however, 
requires attention to the faculty’s ability to create and deliver effective 
courses. The University of Texas at El Paso has developed the Digital 
Academy to help faculty interweave online elements with face-to-face 
teaching. The model is pliable and portable in its application to 
other universities.

University educators are challenged to engage and educate a generation 
of learners who were born into the digital age, grew up with digital tech-
nologies readily available, think and learn very differently from previous 
generations of students, and are highly engaged with technology in mul-
tiple ways (Howe & Strauss, 2000; Palfrey & Gasser, 2008; Tapscott, 
1999). Given the technological attitudes and experiences of the digital 
generation, it is no surprise that these students enter universities with 
signifi cant expectations regarding the use of technology to support their 
learning. However, students’ expectations of learning anywhere, anytime, 
and with a variety of technological tools may exceed their instructors’ 
abilities to use technology innovatively and effectively (Roberts, 2005). At 
the same time, universities are experiencing growing enrollments and 
therefore an increasing demand for classroom space, putting tremendous 
pressure on them to meet scheduling demands.

These dual demands of shifting student learning styles and limited 
space are certainly challenging, but they also generate an opportunity for 
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faculty developers to work with instructors toward creatively and 
effi ciently transforming the delivery of university courses while continu-
ing to maintain high academic standards. Much can be achieved by 
rethinking traditional classroom spaces and replacing face time by lever-
aging various technologies to deliver content and encourage interaction 
online (National Center for Academic Transformation, 2005). One solu-
tion is to move selected courses into a hybrid environment. Hybrid, or 
blended, delivery combines the best features of online learning and face-
to-face teaching (Sands, 2002). Although variations are possible, students 
enrolled in hybrid courses generally meet one day a week in a classroom 
and shift a signifi cant portion of the work into an online environment 
such as a course management system or wiki. Therefore, hybrid delivery 
of courses enables universities to reduce the need for classroom space by 
50 percent or more and provide students with the opportunity to learn in 
a more fl exible anytime, anywhere environment.

The Challenges of Shifting to Hybrid Delivery

While campuses embrace the multiple benefi ts that hybrid courses pro-
vide, the reality is that many college faculty are not prepared to teach 
in this blended environment. They are content specialists but not yet 
“computer-empowered users,” whom Selber (2004) described as being 
able to “integrate computers . . . productively, and [to] cope reason-
ably well in dynamic environments” (p. 46). Instructors need to be 
computer-empowered users who can “confront skill demands, collab-
orate online, and explore instructional opportunities” (Selber, 2004, 
p. 46). Therefore, faculty developers can play an integral role in gauging 
the technological literacies of faculty who are sometimes intimidated by 
learning new technologies or have diffi culty translating what they do well 
in the physical classroom to an online environment. In addition, instruc-
tors who are empowered users in the traditional classroom often learn 
that these strengths alone are not suffi cient for making the transition to 
a hybrid course. To teach a successful hybrid class, instructors need 
to do more than know how to use technology. They must also reenvision 
their instruction and be willing to replace the traditional sage-on-stage 
approach with more student-centered pedagogy.

Cho and Berge (2002) identifi ed  major barriers that most faculty face 
when creating and delivering hybrid or online courses, no matter what 
their comfort level with technology, including administrative structure, 
evaluation of effectiveness, quality of social interaction, student support 
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services, access, faculty compensation, time, and legal issues. When 
moving a traditional class to a hybrid environment, such obstacles can 
become a great source of frustration for instructors. The Digital Acad-
emy, a series of faculty engagement and training workshops that 
immerses instructors in the course model they are developing, can help 
alleviate these frustrations. By assuming the roles of both instructor and 
student within the Academy, faculty can become comfortable in the 
design and delivery of their own hybrid courses.

The Digital Academy

Since the early 2000s, many outstanding articles and books have been 
published to assist faculty in making the transition from face-to-face 
to hybrid courses, and many studies have helped us understand what 
pedagogies and online tools work most effectively. Although these are 
useful on their own, collectively they form a disparate bundle of informa-
tion that needs to be brought together as a cohesive, structured whole. 
So when faculty at the University of Texas at El Paso expressed inter-
est in teaching hybrid courses, instructional support services (ISS) saw 
value in creating a community of faculty learners who work together 
to design, develop, and eventually deliver hybrid courses. The Academy  
was formed, and in order to ensure effective teaching, the provost’s offi ce 
required that all faculty new to hybrid courses participate.

One of the initial steps was for ISS faculty developers to create a general 
framework and guiding principles for hybrid courses at our university. Acad-
emy participants learn that no matter the discipline, hybrid courses should 
not be run as two separate and distinct teaching environments. Rather, 
the face-to-face and online activities, engagements, and learning strands 
should interweave and inform one another. The work students do in 
class should directly relate to and inform the work students do online, and 
vice versa; the two modes of instruction must be truly blended.

In addition, we determined that instructors need support in embracing 
and implementing student-centered instruction, effective and timely inter-
vention and feedback, peer-to-peer interaction, and multiple input 
sources within a highly interactive learning context. The success of a 
hybrid course depends on an instructional design that supports specifi c 
learning outcomes, allows fl exible delivery, and encourages both student 
and instructor participation (Dudeney, 2001; Laird, 2003; Sharp, 2005). 
Establishing these general principles from the start enabled ISS faculty 
developers to determine goals for the Academy.
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Academy Goals

Based on our hybrid framework and general principles, the central goals 
of the Academy are to help participants organize and then prepare to 
deliver hybrid courses in their program. To do this, the Academy focuses 
on four subgoals of assisting faculty:

• Modifying and applying teaching techniques for hybrid 
environments

• Applying practical knowledge of basic courseware management 
environments

• Developing strategies to engage students in a hybrid setting

• Developing effective student assessments for hybrid learning

Academy Participants

Each Digital Academy enrolls between eight and twelve participants. The 
fi rst Academies were focused on specifi c programs such as fi rst-year com-
position and the entering student program because there was a critical 
mass of interested instructors within these programs. While we initially felt 
that having participants with similar backgrounds would be productive, 
the Academies were altered when we realized that having a broad mix of 
backgrounds led to more robust and open feedback. Current Academies 
are run using an open call for proposals, so faculty from education may 
be in an Academy along with engineering, liberal arts, and science faculty. 
Participants have reported that they enjoyed meeting and networking with 
colleagues from different colleges and backgrounds, and they felt that they 
received valuable feedback on their instructional design and interactivities 
when paired with someone who was not familiar with their fi eld of expertise.

Academy Content

Instructional tasks and readings vary depending on the strengths, weak-
nesses, disciplinary focus, and experience of the participants, but each 
Academy generally covers the following topics:

• Building content: Writing content for and with digital media; using 
the tools within the learning management system; using external 
tools; chunking content

• Considering copyright: Understanding copyright concerns and 
rules when distributing content in digital formats
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• Building an effective course syllabus: Identifying key learning out-
comes; uncovering hidden goals; providing a structure for class 
performance and rules

• Selecting technology: Experiencing different technologies and 
adapting technologies to achieve desired outcomes; evaluating 
technologies; considering student-driven adoption strategies

• Mapping the course: Approaching the course from a student per-
spective; creating visual maps of the course and identifying gaps 
in goals, assessments, and content; creating navigation schema for 
students

• Encouraging student engagement: Developing strategies for engag-
ing students in online and face-to-face environments; connecting 
in-class activities to online activities and vice versa; considering 
alternative assessments, reward structures, and competition within 
the classroom; establishing instructor presence in online settings; 
using Web 2.0 tools (Twitter, Facebook) to create a social network 
within the course

• Developing assessments: Writing effective assessments to mea-
sure learning outcomes; developing formative and summative 
assessments; adopting a culture of assessment; adopting various 
assessment tools in a learning management system; using external 
applications (Articulate, StudyMate)

• Managing the course: Developing effective strategies to handle stu-
dent concerns; considering workload issues and time constraints; 
setting course management goals; cycling student feedback into 
a continuous improvement loop; creating time lines for course 
updates; creating effi ciencies using the grade book tool

Academy Structure

With such a robust list of goals, the fi rst versions of the Academy con-
sisted of two face-to-face workshops a month for one semester. However, 
we realized that this format created a signifi cant disconnect for partici-
pants and that they required several follow-up sessions on both pedagogi-
cal strategies and technologies for course creation. Faculty developers felt 
that participants would be more engaged in the content of the workshops 
if they were offered in a compressed format and if more of the work were 
completed online. In addition, we determined that offering compressed 
Digital Academies for a week while classes were not in session would 
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allow participants to focus on course redesign instead of being distracted 
by their current teaching and grading responsibilities.

Although the Academy was compressed, the intensity of the interac-
tion allowed faculty developers to expand the topics addressed and better 
integrate the theoretical with the practical. Reshaping the format to more 
closely refl ect a hybrid course (50 percent face-to-face and 50 percent 
online) helped participants understand the student experience of being 
enrolled in one. The Academy now weaves the two seemingly disparate 
but complementary elements of hybrid courses to save time and model 
the experience. Figure 2.1 illustrates how the workshops interweave the 
face-to-face and online components.

In this compressed hybrid model, participants meet for fi ve hours a day 
Monday through Friday. During the morning, instructors fi rst participate 
in an “experience session” when they experience different interactions 
(content modules, crossword interactions, Webquests, and so on) that 
students may also experience in a hybrid course. These activities are 
designed to get participants thinking about student engagement and 
course design. The experience session is followed by a “think session,” 
which addresses the pedagogical and theoretical aspects of course rede-
sign. During this time, instructors are engaged in the previously assigned 
readings through active discussions in a face-to-face classroom setting. 
They are also given the assignment of redesigning existing elements of 
their face-to-face course by considering a variety of potential technologi-
cal tools and then gathering feedback from their peers in the Academy.

The afternoon “learning the technology sessions” are spent discussing 
and applying technologies needed to achieve outcomes identifi ed in the 
morning sessions. To integrate face-to-face meetings with online work, 
participants are given time to engage in online portions of the Academy 
course at the end of the session. They then have homework to complete 
before the next class meeting. Often this is a reading assignment followed 
by online discussions, as well as creation of one element in their new 
hybrid course module. By continuing through this cycle, participants 

Figure 2.1 The Digital Academy Model
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build at least one complete course module that includes content, engage-
ment exercises, and discussion questions. To test the effi cacy of the mod-
ules as they are being developed, at least two other Academy participants 
are enrolled as students within them and are asked to provide feedback. 
This feedback is then cycled into the development loop, thus leading to 
the improved quality of the module before it is delivered inside a hybrid 
course. Figure 2.2 illustrates each day’s structure.

Although each Academy is designed to attain similar goals, the sched-
ule and focus may change based on participant preparedness and experi-
ence with formal course design principles and technology use. The level 
of technology instruction and application is made more complex if most of 
the incoming participants are fairly comfortable with technology and are 
empowered users. This ensures a learning environment no matter what 
level of expertise participants have before the Academy begins.

Academy Completion

The end result of the Academy is that each participant creates a course 
module to be evaluated using the framework outlined by Chickering and 
Ehrmann (1996). The Academy emphasizes the principles of contact 

Figure 2.2 One Day in the Digital Academy
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between students and faculty, reciprocity and cooperation among stu-
dents, use of active learning techniques, high expectations, and respect 
for diverse talents and ways of learning. Beginning in the semester fol-
lowing the Academy, participants are expected to teach at least two 
technology-enhanced courses (less than 50 percent online), followed by 
fully hybrid courses (50 percent or more online) in successive semesters. 
Academy participants receive various incentives for completion includ-
ing stipends ($1,000 to $1,500), travel money ($500), or new computers 
(ranging in price from $750 to $1,500). The incentive is awarded after 
the hybrid course is delivered.

Outcomes

Over the past fi ve years, nearly one hundred faculty have participated 
in the Digital Academies offered every summer and during some win-
ter intersessions. We have collected a variety of data and feedback from 
Academy participants and students enrolled in their classes.

Faculty Feedback

Eighty-seven faculty responded to the feedback survey. Approximately 83 
percent felt that the experience expanded their knowledge about hybrid 
courses, and 93 percent felt that the Academy prepared them to develop 
and effectively teach their own hybrid courses. Seventy percent of par-
ticipants expressed confi dence in their ability to teach with technology to 
the extent that they forwent the technology-enhanced course and taught 
a hybrid course immediately. We gathered the following answers from the 
questions on the survey instrument:

• “Before participating in the Academy, my knowledge of teaching 
online, hybrid, and technology-enhanced courses could best be 
classifi ed as”:

None: 21 percent

Introductory: 0 percent

Moderate: 43 percent

Extensive: 23 percent

• “After participating in the Academy, my practical knowledge 
about teaching online, hybrid, and technology-enhanced courses 
satisfactorily increased.”
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Strongly agree: 49 percent

Agree: 23 percent

Disagree: 5 percent

Strongly disagree: 0 percent

• “The Academy effectively taught me the following about teaching 
online, hybrid, and technology-enhanced courses, and these things 
helped me in developing and teaching my course(s) (check all that 
apply).”

How to rewrite course objectives that can be effectively 
achieved in an online, hybrid, and technology-enhanced course 
environment: 67 percent

How to implement some digital tools (for example, software, 
hardware, Web 2.0 tools) to promote active learning: 85 percent

How to develop authentic assessments of student learning for 
online delivery: 51 percent

How to engage students online and build an online learning 
community: 74 percent

How to plan the structure and content in an online, hybrid, and 
technology-enhanced course: 78 percent

How to structure my course so that I can use the tools to 
improve my effi ciency and balance instructor presence in the 
course with use of instructor’s time: 69 percent

In addition to survey data, success of the Academy is illustrated through 
the following statements from Academy participants. A lecturer in history 
said: “The Academy really helped me see that my subject—which 
I thought really needed me in the classroom to be successful—could be 
changed to reduced class time and actually enhance the student learning. 
I can be a bit more creative with their assignments, which has made this 
interesting for the students and me.” An education professor felt that the 
process of formally creating a hybrid course caused her to redesign her 
face-to-face courses to incorporate more online elements.

Finally, faculty satisfaction is borne out by the increased number of 
hybrid courses offered on campus. We believe that if Academy partici-
pants were not satisfi ed with the courses, they would not continue to 
teach them or encourage others to do so. The total number of offi cially 
scheduled hybrid courses has increased from 13  sections in academic 
year 2004–2005 to more than 250 in 2009–2010. We have also noticed 
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an increase in the offerings of technology-enhanced courses: more than 
eighteen hundred  sections in academic year 2009–2010. Informal data 
collected from faculty who offer these courses suggest that this may be 
the result of Academy participants’ encouraging their colleagues to teach 
with technology.

Student Feedback

While instructor satisfaction and increased offerings are important mea-
sures, the success of the Academy is ultimately measured in terms of stu-
dent satisfaction and learning. Therefore, we include student surveys in our 
feedback loop to help inform future iterations of the Academy. Surveys 
have measured student comfort levels with software applications, as well 
as general anxieties about use of technology in the classroom. Surveys also 
measured student reactions to the hybrid course format. Initial outcomes 
indicated that over 85 percent of students surveyed would take hybrid 
courses again, and over 90 percent of those same students would recom-
mend that other students take hybrid courses. Qualitative data gathered 
with the student surveys suggest that students experience an increase in both 
knowledge and comfort with technology, in particular the learning man-
agement system and other classroom technologies. Informal student data 
collected from students in hybrid courses and analysis of the grade spread in 
hybrid courses compared to face-to-face classes suggest that hybrid courses 
are as engaging as face-to-face classes, with no signifi cant differences in 
learning outcomes and grade spread. Follow-up data that analyzed student 
writing in all of the writing courses suggest that student retention and qual-
ity of refl ective work are better in hybrid than in face-to-face courses.

Overall Outcomes

Some academic units such as the fi rst-year composition program, devel-
opmental English, and education have found hybrids to be so successful 
that they now offer all sections of specifi c courses as hybrids to improve 
the students’ technological literary and save on classroom space. For 
example, all sections of the fi rst-year composition course—more than 
ninety of them—can be taught in existing computer lab spaces instead 
of  in the more tightly scheduled classroom spaces. There has been an 
increasing demand to move some doctoral courses in education and geo-
sciences to hybrid because faculty have found that this instructional for-
mat builds a community of learners who stay connected to course content 
and continue to be trackable outside the classroom discussions.
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Starting a Digital Academy

Offering an Academy is an effective way of helping groups of faculty 
learn how to design and teach hybrid courses. We believe the experiences 
and data presented here speak to the value of instituting a structured 
faculty development Academy that immerses participants in the hybrid 
teaching environment. Before instituting a Digital Academy, faculty 
developers should consider time commitment, faculty and administrative 
buy-in, transferability across technologies, portability across disciplines 
and courses, campus-specifi c factors, and sustainability over time.

Time Investment

The Academy does have signifi cant time investments associated with its 
design and delivery. The initial two academies had a substantial time 
investment of over four hundred net hours as developers were considering 
all elements at once: content, delivery, faculty relations, and technologies.

As content has stabilized and the mode of delivery has been tested and 
proven, time commitment has diminished. However, over one academic 
year, faculty developers spend approximately 220 hours in researching 
and adding new ideas to content, delivering content, providing follow-up 
support, and assessing courses and students. Faculty spend about 
50 to 60 hours a week attending the Academy (face-to-face and online), 
working on homework, and working on course development. Although 
this may seem like a huge time commitment for faculty developers, the 
net payoff is high compared to providing one-on-one consultations and a 
series of workshops with sporadic attendance where tracking of out-
comes becomes diffi cult and faculty get distracted by other issues.

Ensure Faculty and Administrative Buy-In

Before engaging in course development efforts, faculty developers need 
to secure administrative buy-in and become aware of possible incentives 
such as course reductions, research support, or summer stipends. Faculty 
buy-in is also important for ensuring robust involvement and program 
growth. Providing student survey data along with research on the effi -
cacy of hybrid and online courses helps to make the case for adoption. 
Over time, successful online instructors can be tapped to lead workshops 
within their departments or colleges to encourage the development of 
more courses. Without these key elements of support, sustaining training 
efforts can become an issue.
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Transferability Across Technologies

Traditional courses have common instructional tools; the same is true 
for hybrid courses. However, an Academy must consist of more than 
a series of application-specific how-to workshops. Sustainability is 
one reason; as we know, technologies constantly change, so what 
is usable for one semester may not be a viable or supported option in 
the next. The most signifi cant reason to support hybrid teaching across 
technologies, however, is that using technology should not take prece-
dence over achieving learning goals. Participants should fi rst be asked 
to consider course learning objectives and goals and then to consider 
the technologies that will help achieve those goals. Faculty should also 
be encouraged to fi nd what works, but not to become wedded to one 
technology. In addition, it is important to encourage the use of tech-
nologies that are supported by the institution through licensing and 
technical support.

Portability Across Disciplines and Courses

To create a “culture of use” (Brunk-Chavez & Miller, 2009), Academy 
leaders need to build a “portable model simple and dynamic enough 
to be a framework for developing an Academy, but one that [does] 
not make up a completed, static structure” (p. 14). Some topics should 
remain common across all Academies, including syllabus reenvisioning, 
content planning and design, structured assessment, and need-based 
adoption of technologies. However, within this structure, fl exibility needs 
to be provided for adaptations depending on the leaders’ objectives and 
participants’ needs. Another way to facilitate portability is to chunk all 
Academy content so that it is packaged in small, self-contained portions 
that can be reused and reshaped for future Academies.

Campus-Specifi c Factors

An integrated model, where pedagogical strategies and technological 
training coexist, is the necessary solution for enabling faculty to design 
hybrid content and interactions for students. Because of our focus on 
course redesign and pedagogy, the Academy is independent of specifi c 
learning management systems (the Academy has been delivered using 
WebCT 4.2, Blackboard 8.1, Moodle, and Sakai) or any other tech-
nologies, and is thus portable to other universities. For example, for an 
Academy delivered in Chile, our pre-Academy surveys indicated a strong 
preference for open source tools. Therefore, the Academy facilitators 
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located and prepared recommendations for open source technologies 
that participants could use to engage their students in learning activities. 
The structure of the Academy allowed faculty developers to be fl exible in 
meeting the needs of the local population.

Sustainability

For the Academy to sustain momentum across campus, it is imperative to 
have strong faculty buy-in and participation in terms of attendance and 
in the design and delivery of future Academies. While faculty developers 
often develop a strong sense of ownership of their “product,” the key to 
sustainability is letting the product be reshaped by its users. Over time, 
the Academy has become largely faculty led, with ISS staff playing a sup-
port role in research and delivery. We fi nd that content delivery by faculty 
colleagues is sometimes not perfect, but it can engage faculty participants 
at a deeper level.

Assessment and Continuous Improvement

Assessment and continuous improvement apply to both the Academy and 
the individual hybrid courses delivered. It is important that all faculty 
who are teaching hybrid courses conduct a learning outcomes analysis 
with an improvement focus. We encourage the forming of partnerships 
in Academies so participants look at one another’s data and provide 
improvement-focused feedback. ISS staff, of course, help the faculty 
make changes to their course as requested and needed. We also encourage 
refresher workshops for all faculty who were involved in the Academy as 
participants and facilitators.

Conclusion

Training faculty in learning management technology and online and 
hybrid pedagogies can be a daunting task, and yet this is just what may 
be required to create a strong foundation of hybrid courses and well-
versed, experienced hybrid instructors at any university. Increasingly 
diversifi ed student populations, as well as growing enrollments, create an 
immediate demand for such training, though often the required paradigm 
shift in faculty pedagogy is ignored in the name of effi ciency. The Digital 
Academy, an integrated model where technology training and practical 
teaching strategies coexist, is a solution for enabling faculty to create and 
deliver effective hybrid courses.
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WRITING GROUPS FOR 
WORK-LIFE BALANCE

FACULTY WRITING GROUP LEADERS 

SHARE THEIR STORIES

Dannielle Joy Davis, Alabama State University

Kara Provost, Curry College

Amanda E. Major, Alabama State University

Faculty writing groups can promote both the work-life balance and 
productivity of members of the professoriate. The benefi ts of such devel-
opment initiatives expand beyond productivity to include retention, pro-
motion, and improved teaching. Through the development of writing 
groups, faculty developers can empower faculty to meet research obliga-
tions, establish equilibrium in their work practices, and maintain work-
life balance.

With scholarship being one of the three pillars of faculty tenure and pro-
motion, faculty and administrators have an impetus to publish scholar-
ship and support such efforts, respectively. Yet writing and publication 
compete for attention with more immediate academic work obligations: 
teaching and service. Some faculty, especially those early in their careers, 
lack the experience and motivation needed to become prolifi c writers. 
Writing groups can remove such barriers to publication.

Writing groups vary from collaborative writing groups to circles of writ-
ers who individually author their own pieces. These groups may have 
interdisciplinary, discipline-specifi c, or interprofessional focus. The size can 
range from two to multiple members, and a university may have one group 

Many thanks to Dominique N. Gibson for technical assistance with later drafts 
of this chapter.
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or many. Groups form for different reasons under a range of conditions, 
with their main focus or purpose changing with the needs of the group. 
Nevertheless, one purpose remains clear: to engage in scholarly writing.

The reflections of four faculty members about their writing group 
experiences were captured by Pasternak, Longwell-Grice, Shea, and 
Hanson (2009). These faculty decided to participate in writing groups 
because they sought social structure to help them make meaning of their 
writing. They identifi ed revising support, inquiry-based learning, and a 
forum for learning through writing as benefits of their participation. 
Their departments supported writing groups by providing approval, 
fi nancial and logistical support, facilitation, and mentoring.

On a large scale, about two-thirds of the faculty at a large state institu-
tion participated in interdisciplinary research writing circles, each com-
posed of three to four faculty (Gillespie et al., 2005). These research 
circles were specifi cally designed to facilitate junior faculty members’ 
adjustment to tenure-track positions. A senior faculty member organized 
the circles and coordinated group membership. Each member received 
thirty minutes of the group’s time. Sessions began with the writer explain-
ing the type of feedback she or he wanted, followed by the group reading 
three pages of the work and giving noncritical oral feedback. Member 
self-refl ections and evaluations by research circle participants revealed 
that reader interest and feedback promoted productivity and motivated 
improvements in writing perspective and style. Furthermore, participa-
tion facilitated acculturation of junior faculty to the research process and 
helped them see the link between scholarly practices and teaching. Over-
all, the research circles facilitated faculty writing and an interdisciplinary 
community that resulted in increased creativity and professional 
development.

Administrators at an Australian university allocated part of the 
research budget to establish writing groups as a professional development 
strategy to meet policy objectives (Lee & Boud, 2003). The writing 
groups were organized by faculty members’ level of experience; for exam-
ple, one group consisted of new researchers and another of those who 
had published. Faculty from multiple disciplines took turns fulfi lling each 
role in their respective groups. From detailed records of the groups’ activ-
ities, refl ections, and evaluations, it became clear that in addition to the 
normal business of developing research skills and writing to meet objec-
tives, the groups all addressed emotional dimensions of development and 
change, identity formation, and knowledge of the research process.

Another study featured a multidisciplinary collaboration among an 
associate dean as coordinator and seven tenure-track faculty members 

c03.indd   32c03.indd   32 04/08/11   2:17 PM04/08/11   2:17 PM



writing groups for work-life balance 33

who met each month to group-edit draft manuscripts (O’Malley et al., 
2006). Over a two-year period, the format evolved to accommodate 
group needs. Instead of group editing, the group paired colleagues for 
co-mentoring feedback on writing with different dyads for each group 
meeting. By the end of the two-year period, the group had reviewed eigh-
teen manuscripts. Group members identifi ed benefi cial outcomes that 
included publications, improved scholarship, empathy for other writers, 
collaboration opportunities, professional accountability, and develop-
ment of meaningful personal research agendas. Participants further 
reported that the group strengthened their ability to balance scholarship 
demands with other demands of academic life.

Faculty members seek ways to balance their personal lives with the 
work requirement of publishing, which is sometimes perceived as an 
extraneous activity to complete during off-hours (Hochschild, 1997). 
Writing communities have the potential to foster more efficient and 
focused writing efforts than individual writing, thereby providing faculty 
more time to focus on other work or life obligations. For instance, 
faculty participating in group writing activities at a writing retreat 
reported more motivating, enjoyable, and productive experiences than 
they normally encountered at work (Davis, Chaney, Edwards, Rodgers, & 
Gines, 2011), abating the usual stress around professional writing that has 
the potential to spill over into life negatively or contribute to work-life 
confl ict (Olson-Buchanan & Boswell, 2006). A positive writing experience 
stems from the establishment of a collaborative community of writers, 
the space and time for writing (Johnson & Mullen, 2007), and a safe 
physical and psychological work environment. Satisfaction gained from 
participating in writing groups serves as a reward for engaging in writing 
activities, thereby improving the chances that participants collaborate or 
write again while easing the stress of work and life in general.

The need to balance work and life prompts faculty to fi nd creative 
ways to accomplish required writing. Specifi cally addressing the barriers 
to writing that female medical doctors experienced, Candib (2006) states 
that the “problems of women’s writing have a gendered past as well as a 
gendered present” (p. 2). For women, a host of related factors impede 
writing, including a lack of self-confidence, family responsibilities, 
and high levels of professional service. Candib (2006) explains that 
women are challenged to turn their “susceptibility to relatedness, usually 
construed as a weakness, into a strength” (p. 14). She goes on to say that 
writing-in-relation (by writing to a partner, group, class, or another) 
allows women a way to both nurture a relationship and complete writ-
ing. Writing communities offer faculty an outlet to uphold their 
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relationships in and out of work and write at the same time, thereby 
balancing their work-life obligations.

Although writing groups differ in composition, size, scale, purpose, and 
outcomes, they have commonalities as well. Members participate in schol-
arly learning through writing, a skill set that has the potential to transfer 
from the faculty-writing community member to the students whom the 
faculty instruct. Writing communities offer collegiality, tenure and promo-
tion support, development of independent research skills, and 
enjoyment.

The journey toward work-life balance in today’s academic culture 
often feels like swimming upstream. Many faculty face challenges in bal-
ancing teaching, research, and service responsibilities with their personal 
lives. We describe the writing group leadership experiences of the fi rst 
two authors, an African American female academic from a historically 
black institution (HBCU) and a Caucasian female from a predominantly 
white institution (PWI). Both authors are Generation Xers, born between 
1965 and 1980. Their interest in work-life balance and the use of writing 
groups to promote that balance are informed by their generational 
outlook.

An HBCU Faculty Member’s Story

Interest in forming my first writing group as a postdoctoral fellow 
stemmed from my need to recreate the structure and accountability 
I experienced while writing my dissertation. I started by inviting collabo-
rators on a grant proposal to join me as group members. We met weekly 
for the primary purpose of completing the proposal. Following submis-
sion of the proposal, we continued to meet regularly for both collabora-
tive and individual academic writing. Facilitating and participating in the 
group promoted both strong collegial relationships and productivity in 
the form of submissions of manuscripts and proposals. The participants 
in this fi rst writing group were six black female faculty, representing the 
fi elds of education and engineering, at a predominantly white institution. 
All except one were junior tenure-track faculty. We met weekly for two 
hours at a time. While our initial collaboration involved review of writ-
ten materials, ultimately the group evolved into a write-on-site group. 
Although we made no written purpose statements or agreements, we 
all vowed to attend each weekly writing session and encourage others 
toward their goals.

My subsequent organization of and participation in writing groups as 
a tenure-track faculty member helped my continued productivity. 
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Specifically, the formal and informal accountability prompted by the 
writing groups helped me maintain productivity while experiencing major 
life issues. During one pretenure year, I became pregnant, and my father 
and father-in-law both passed away. Any one of these constitutes a major 
life event. Yet despite these personal challenges, my writing goals contin-
ued to be met and my publication record remained competitive, consis-
tent with my prior output of at least two publications per year.

In addition to my increased writing output, an unanticipated benefi t of 
the writing groups was the professional networking and peer mentoring I 
experienced. Meeting regularly with faculty within and across disciplines 
offered new ways of viewing my own work and opened opportunities 
for collaboration regarding writing, publishing, and teaching. Because 
participants were at various stages of their careers, intergenerational men-
toring occurred.

As faculty, we all refl ect our individual life experiences and training. 
The University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, my alma mater, had a 
strong social justice orientation. For many years I have been active in 
Sisters of the Academy, an international organization of black female 
academics and administrators. These professional experiences, as well as 
my own personal experiences of immersion in African cultures, shape the 
way I view academic life. While Western culture largely mirrors an indi-
vidualistic meritocracy, I am very community minded. My orientation 
toward the collective is an important element of my long-term interest in 
and work with writing groups.

I know from years of interactions with other academics that some lack 
confi dence in their writing abilities, resulting in reluctance to publish. 
However, nonacademic experiences have developed my intellectual tough 
skin and confi dence that I have transferred into my life as a writer. For 
instance, as a graduate student, I studied dance at the University of Ghana 
at Legon in West Africa for six months and spent weeks studying dance 
with natives in Senegalese villages. My Senegalese teachers changed my 
life, in that they literally forced me to acknowledge my talents and to 
confi dently share them within the community “circle.” They would not 
allow the band of drummers (all standing in a circle) to stop drumming 
until I demonstrated mastery of what I had learned to the entire village—
solo. It was intimidating, but it worked. I still remember the wonderful 
feeling of validation upon successfully mastering what I learned, coupled 
with applause, cheers, and hugs from proud teachers and members of the 
local community. This experience continues to permeate my life as an aca-
demic writer through its infl uence on the development of my persistence 
and ability to weather the ups and downs of the publishing process.
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This tenacity complements my worldview, which is informed by my 
generational outlook. Some scholars suggest that a generational shift is 
occurring in academe, with senior faculty holding on to former ways of 
work and new faculty looking for more balanced work lives while adher-
ing to excellence in their fields (Davis, Green-Derry, & Wells, 2009). 
I remember going to a conference for academics where I learned of another 
academic who reconsidered her work habits upon seeing a picture of her-
self that her child drew at school. The drawing was of a woman working 
on a computer, and only the back of her head was shown. She refl ected 
that if this is how her child saw her, she needed to make changes to pro-
mote balance between her work and home lives. This story stays with me, 
a new academic mom, particularly when I am working on a deadline in 
my son’s presence. What picture will he draw of me in the future? Fortu-
nately, writing groups have resulted in my writing during typical work 
hours (between 9:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m.) and engaging in less binge writ-
ing, a practice that leads to less output in the long run (Boice, 2000).

Informally coaching other writing group members has prompted me to 
practice what I preach and sparked my interest in learning more about 
writing strategies. Now I waste far less time on procrastinating, worry-
ing, and writer’s blocks, which leaves more time for nurturing family 
relationships and doing community service. This interest in promoting 
balance refl ects Trower’s (2010) fi ndings of Gen X faculty members’ com-
mitment to working toward full professional and personal lives. She 
writes, “Gen Xers . . . have been vocal about wanting increased fl exibil-
ity, greater integration of their work and home lives, more transparency 
of tenure and promotion processes, a more welcoming, diverse, and sup-
portive workplace/department, and more frequent and helpful feedback 
about progress” (para. 6). Lancaster and Stillman (2002) also note gen-
erational workplace differences. They associate with Gen Xers (born 
between 1965 and 1980) a high value placed on collaboration, auton-
omy, the desire for clear feedback, the expectation that the workplace 
should be fl exible to accommodate the balancing of occupational and 
personal goals, and a willingness to change jobs. Collaboration and clear 
feedback are major components of writing groups. In essence, writing 
groups support the generational outlook of Gen X members by offering 
a supportive community of authors. The following poem, which I wrote 
as a journal entry, refl ects this generational stance:

On Being a Generation Xer and Black in Academe
The symbol: X,
That of anonymity,
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Or critique of the status quo,
We work against eXploitation.
As our X illustrates civic partnership,
Pursuing eXcellence of the mind and spirit.
X . . .
The neXus of eXactly two lines,
 The yoga of a generation’s intellectual thoughts, academic words and 
political deeds.
Critical, engaging, eXtraordinary scholars and family women,
EXceeding limits guided by eXemplars.
Yes we can,
Yes we will,
Forever be. . .
Gen X.

A PWI Faculty Member’s Story

I wear many hats inside and outside my professional role as a faculty 
member. I am a teacher; a scholar of pedagogy; a poet who regularly pub-
lishes and gives readings; a visiting poet-in-the-schools; a creative writing 
teacher in the community; a leader and member of two active writing 
groups (one inside and one outside the college); a parent; and a runner. 
Although I do not attempt to be my students’ friend or mother, I think 
allowing them to glimpse areas of my life beyond the classroom such as 
through reading and discussing a poem I recently published, having them 
see my children’s artwork when they come to an advising appointment 
in my offi ce, or exchanging suggestions for good jogging routes nearby 
can help them negotiate their growth into adulthood. What we do in the 
classroom is vital, but experiences outside class are critical to my own 
and our community’s authenticity, growth, and well-being. Initiating a 
faculty creative writing group at Curry College is both an outgrowth of 
this philosophy and a way I maintain work-life balance and coherence.

When I left a full-time faculty position and began a multifaceted posi-
tion at a new institution, I knew I would have to develop additional 
strategies to carve out time for writing, reading, publishing, and perform-
ing poetry. I saw starting a writing group at my new institution as a way 
to nurture my connection to creative writing and maintain my balance as 
I took on a new job with both administrative and teaching responsibili-
ties and negotiated my family roles as a spouse and parent. Being new 
to campus, I felt a creative writing group would provide a good venue to 
build a community with like-minded individuals.
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Soon after coming to Curry, I met several faculty who were also creative 
writers. I asked them and my department chair about others who wrote 
and invited a group of faculty to join a creative writing group to support 
each other’s efforts and provide feedback on work in progress. Although 
no such writing group existed on campus at the time, the institution pro-
moted peer mentoring in general through a faculty peer support program, 
which encouraged faculty to form mentoring relationships and rewarded 
participation by allowing us to include peer mentoring as an aspect of 
service in our promotion fi les. Now in its fourth year, our creative writing 
group has grown from fi ve to eight members and has increased meeting 
frequency from monthly to biweekly. Before we invited new members, we 
agreed on and circulated expectations for participation in the group. 
I established a rotation so individuals would know when to submit work, 
ensuring that everyone had equal opportunities for feedback. A few days 
before we meet, participants generally distribute via e-mail several poems 
or a prose piece so members can read submissions ahead of time. During 
meetings, the writer often reads the poem or an excerpt from a prose 
piece, followed by comments and discussion of the work. Sometimes the 
writer also receives written feedback from group members.

A wonderful attribute of the group is its diverse membership. Our 
eight members represent gay, straight, black, white, married, single, par-
ents, full- and part-time academics, faculty new to Curry and those with 
many years at the institution. The two men include one librarian and an 
editor of the college’s arts and literary magazine. Our disciplines include 
education, English, women’s and gender studies, developmental composi-
tion, history, African American studies, and honors studies. Some of us 
write poetry, some of us fi ction, some memoir or hybrid forms that blend 
personal, creative, and scholarly writing in various genres.

The group has been professionally and personally benefi cial in more 
ways than I had initially imagined. One of the primary benefits has 
clearly been supporting work-life balance: the group provided all of us 
with impetus to carve out writing time and affi rmed the value of the cre-
ative, social, and emotional aspects of our being. The group has been a 
positive force in other ways as well, including acting as a testing ground 
for work that has gone on to be published or presented at conferences; 
helping us solve teaching dilemmas within a supportive community of 
fellow educators; building collegiality; and strengthening our knowledge 
of other programs and departments at the college—all while being highly 
pleasurable, even fun!

The members of the creative writers’ group have elaborated on the 
group’s value in their own words. Melanie Long, an associate professor 
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in politics and history and coordinator of African American studies, 
eloquently testifi ed to how the group contributes to work-life balance by 
providing members with creative, professional, social, and emotional 
support. She says the writers’ group offers

a place where colleagues can “feed their souls” through creative 
writing. I cannot express how much this group means to me as some-
one who generally feels overwhelmed by the amount of nonteaching 
work required. . . . This group provides a place where you can breathe 
and share your creative work with your peers and discuss it in sup-
portive and substantive ways that are often impossible in the class-
room. The group continues to provide support, boost self-confi dence 
and offer a sense of collegiality that is vital to helping faculty reach 
their full potential as scholars.

Similarly, Karen Mato, a senior lecturer in English, describes the 
writers’ group as being “a great gift to me personally,” noting that it 
provides “a way to keep my writing current while teaching,” as well as 
opportunities “to learn from my colleagues’ teaching in action” as we 
engage in thoughtful conversation about one another’s work.

Daniel Mills, acting director of the library, describes the group’s con-
tribution to community building, stating that it fosters our “continuing, 
developing self-awareness as a community with an active literary life.” 
Mills also testifi es to how the group supports faculty development by 
furthering intellectual and creative growth, sometimes leading to concrete 
outcomes such as publications, presentations, or readings. He comments 
that the writing group

has been absolutely invaluable to me, in terms of my develop-
ing work as a poet. It’s no exaggeration to say that without this 
group . . . I would not have found a forum enabling me to make 
the kind of progress I have made or achieve the confi dence to do 
so. This includes developing the ability to witness and comment on 
other people’s work. The work of the writers’ group has also been 
brought forward to other members of the campus through several 
presentations.

Gabe Regal, a full-time faculty member who teaches in both English 
and women’s and gender studies, sums up the pleasure and renewal all of 
us experienced as a benefi t of participating in the creative writing group 
when she comments that it has been “one of my most rewarding and 
enjoyable experiences at Curry. . . . It inspires me and teaches me on 
many levels.”
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Discussion

The featured writing groups were prompted by an interest with connect-
ing with other faculty. They transformed potentially isolating experiences 
of writing into collegial, enjoyable experiences. These experiences con-
tributed to the engagement of participants within their academic fi elds as 
a whole through increased publications and presentations.

Writing groups played a role in promoting productivity and work-life 
balance for the faculty featured in this work. In addition, they offered 
group members an opportunity to strengthen or establish professional 
relationships. Our experiences suggest that ongoing faculty writing 
groups can have signifi cant benefi ts in the form of increased publications, 
presentations, and grant applications; providing a safe space for peda-
gogical problem solving; building collegiality; and contributing to overall 
work-life balance for faculty.

Both writing group leaders are members of Generation X. Differences 
between the silent generation (born 1925–1944), baby boomers (born 
1945–1962), Generation X (born 1963–1980), and millennials (born 1981–
2001) hold potential to have a positive or negative infl uence on collegiality 
among faculty and staff in university settings. Differences in percep tion 
are most evident between the silent generation, who married at younger 
ages and respected authority or hierarchies, versus Gen Xers, who ques-
tion authority and have either remained single or married later in life 
(Bickel & Brown, 2005) and value work-life balance. The development of 
writing groups and interest in promoting healthy balance in their careers 
and personal lives refl ect the featured authors’ generational group.

The diversity of the Curry College group in terms of gender, sexual 
orientation, race, and rank brought to the discussion different perspec-
tives on work. Preliminary feedback from a diverse array of individuals 
is particularly important when seeking publication and making effective 
presentations at conferences.

Recommendations for Faculty Developers

Regardless of institutional type, faculty developers may want to imple-
ment similar writing groups to promote academic productivity, work-life 
balance, and occupational satisfaction among faculty, thereby retaining 
faculty members and promoting their professional development. We offer 
our specifi c recommendations for faculty developers:

• Build motivation. Regularly offering workshops on writing pro-
ductivity and publication strategies suggests the importance of 
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scholarship at an institution. Faculty developers can also share with 
faculty research on the benefi ts of accountability and writing groups.

• Lay the groundwork. Faculty developers and administrative lead-
ers must assess faculty concerns regarding writing and publication 
and use this information to inform programming. Institutions can 
facilitate the formation of such groups by providing networking 
opportunities, valuing peer mentoring in promotion and tenure 
decisions, and offering resources such as space and funding for 
writing group meetings and for events where faculty can present 
work developed through the group.

• Build an infrastructure. Leaders’ support of work-life balance 
strengthens the likelihood of faculty participation. Academics with 
heavy teaching loads and who are overwhelmed with long meet-
ings receive the unconscious message that research and writing are 
not institutional priorities. Differentiated teaching loads, teaching 
releases for the purpose of scholarship development, and a one-
hour limitation on meetings create work cultures that provide 
space for innovation and subsequent scholarship.

• Support the process, but only as much as it needs. For faculty 
writing groups to be successful, they should be voluntary and 
driven by goals that all members agree on, formally or informally. 
Some groups may fi nd it helpful to set out written expectations 
or objectives; such statements may evolve with the needs of the 
group. Faculty developers may act as facilitators or provide guid-
ance to faculty interested in serving this role. Ideally the facilitator, 
whether a faculty developer or faculty member, should have expe-
rience in the publishing process.

Faculty writing groups create a safe space for members to take creative 
and intellectual risks and to be their authentic, full selves. Such initiatives 
yield the institutional benefi ts of scholarly productivity, informed pedagogy, 
and faculty who feel in control of the multiple demands on their time.
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REFLECTING TOGETHER ABOUT 
TENURE AND PROMOTION

A FACULTY LEARNING COMMUNITY APPROACH

Leslie G. McBride, Janelle DeCarrico Voegele, 
Portland State University

What happens when faculty representing various disciplines and career 
stages refl ect together on the tenure and promotion process? How does 
the learning community they form facilitate development of their aca-
demic portfolios, and what insights into various forms of scholarship 
does it provide? This chapter addresses these questions. It describes the 
learning community over a fi ve-month period, explains how academic 
portfolio development was used as a common reference point for address-
ing tenure and promotion issues, and summarizes insights and perspec-
tives shared among faculty members as they tried to understand the value 
of diverse forms of scholarship.

Boyer’s (1990) landmark book, Scholarship Reconsidered, called into 
question the restricted approach toward scholarship taken on most col-
lege and university campuses and argued convincingly for the value of 
multiple forms of scholarship, including the scholarship of teaching. 
Although academics have found the four complementary types of schol-
arship in Boyer’s extended model (discovery, integration, application, 
and teaching) both affi rming and liberating, junior faculty members have 
hesitated to stray too far from either disciplinary norms or department 
expectations regarding the type of scholarly work they should produce 
for a successful promotion and tenure review.

At Portland State University (PSU), hesitancy on the part of new fac-
ulty is particularly apparent in regard to scholarship that focuses on service-
learning and civic engagement—what Ward (2003), in an extension of 
Boyer’s work, refers to as the scholarship of engagement. In new faculty 
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orientation sessions and during individual promotion and tenure consul-
tations, new and untenured faculty inevitably express curiosity about the 
scholarship of engagement and its value compared to traditional scholar-
ship. They are particularly interested in learning how their disciplinary 
colleagues regard the scholarship of engagement and about the kind of 
support it typically receives during promotion and tenure review 
(O’Meara & Rice, 2005; Ward, 2003).

At the Center for Academic Excellence at PSU, we responded to such 
concerns by designing a faculty learning community with an embedded 
academic portfolio development component. We used participants’ initial 
consideration of how to organize their portfolios and what to include in 
their written narratives as a common reference point for exploring the 
range of scholarly activity present within the group. This approach stimu-
lated deeper inquiry into diverse forms of scholarship and, as a result of 
learning community discussions, participants gained helpful insights into 
the faculty review process.

PSU is an urban university that enrolled nearly twenty-eight thousand 
full- and part-time students in 2009. It has nearly fi fteen hundred full- 
and part-time faculty and offers 213 degree programs. The university’s 
motto, “Let Knowledge Serve the City,” carries a great deal of meaning 
for both faculty, who refer to it regularly in the context of their work, 
and administrators, who build on it when establishing priorities, fund-
raising, and during promotional campaigns. Recently identifi ed in the 
Chronicle of Higher Education as one of fi ve “smaller institutions that 
have either honed great reputations in their markets or are on the rise” 
(Carlson, 2010, p. 1), PSU has been recognized for its service-learning 
and senior capstone programs; its learning communities, internships, and 
cooperative learning; and, related to these, its outstanding community 
involvement. In 1996, PSU institutionalized support for the scholarship 
of community engagement by including appropriate explanations and 
examples in a revision of university promotion and tenure guidelines. 
More recently, a year-long process involving key administrators produced 
a 2007–2009 vision statement describing PSU’s leadership in 
engagement.

The academic portfolio learning community project emerged out of 
this campus context. As director and assistant director for the university’s 
faculty development programs, we wanted to support faculty members’ 
attempts to understand and respond to institutional expectations for 
engagement and service to the city, while at the same time attending to 
disciplinary norms and expectations for scholarship within academic 
units. Building on previous work that explored shifting institutional 
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norms pertaining to defi nitions of scholarship on our campus (Rueter & 
Bauer, 2005), we wanted to better understand how faculty interpreted 
these expectations.

Although the process-driven learning community framework we 
decided on was time intensive and at times unwieldy, we chose it because 
of the relatively untapped potential of faculty learning communities for 
rendering the tenure review process more transparent (Cox, 2004). We 
also wanted to explore how development of academic portfolios (Seldin & 
Miller, 2009) and investigation of scholarship of teaching, learning, and 
engagement literature within a learning community framework would 
contribute to members’ understanding of the promotion and tenure pro-
cess. We assumed that an implicit understanding of this process would 
emerge when learning community discussions were coupled with the 
work that faculty did on their individual academic portfolios between 
meetings. We also assumed that this understanding could be made more 
explicit through group refl ection activities that focused attention on par-
ticipants’ developing understanding of promotion and tenure.

The AIM Model

For sixteen years, faculty and staff working in the Center for Academic 
Excellence have used a learning community approach to encourage inno-
vative teaching and scholarly activity. This approach, currently referred 
to as the Academic Innovations Mini-Grant (AIM) program, has focused 
primarily on the scholarship of teaching and learning and the scholar-
ship of engagement. However, the same approach has also been used to 
encourage faculty to participate in projects they might not be able to pur-
sue without staff and resource support. Incorporating community-based 
learning into established courses, transitioning from traditional class-
room to blended or fully online course formats, and developing innova-
tions in program assessment are three examples of faculty innovation and 
curricular change supported by AIM groups.

Currently AIM provides the organizational support for three to fi ve 
faculty learning communities each year. These groups typically involve 
ten to fi fteen members who meet together once a month for fi ve to six 
months, although the overall time frame and frequency of meetings 
reflect each group’s basic goals. Facilitation duties are often shared 
between a faculty developer and a member of the group. Participating 
faculty receive stipends ranging from fi ve hundred to fi fteen hundred dol-
lars for regular participation and development of a work product that is 
described in general terms in the call for proposals. Past work products 
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have included curricular and course redesign in such areas as community 
engagement, sustainability, and blended learning; scholarship of teaching 
(or engagement) manuscript drafts; and written refl ections in Our Voices, 
an annual publication on teaching and learning at PSU produced by the 
center. Although we encourage faculty participation in AIM learning 
communities by offering stipends, we also listen carefully to the felt needs 
that faculty express and attempt to integrate our understanding of these 
into AIM program themes. When appropriate, we align AIM themes with 
institutional priorities and strategic initiatives. Often these overlap. For 
example, campus priorities related to engaged scholarship, coupled with 
faculty curiosity regarding levels of support this scholarship received 
across departments, proved to be important incentives for participation 
in the AIM academic portfolio group.

Within the normal range of topics or goals that AIM groups pursue, 
those of the academic portfolio groups were somewhat different. These 
groups offered participants the opportunity to focus for a brief time on 
themselves—their career goals, their faculty responsibilities, and their 
research and scholarship—and share insights and resulting work in a learn-
ing community framework. We describe how the two groups were orga-
nized, their schedule, and details of specifi c activities in the next section.

AIM Academic Portfolio Groups

The call for AIM academic portfolio proposals was distributed during 
fall 2008 and again in fall 2009. Ten faculty members applied and were 
accepted each year. The sixteen tenure-track, two tenured, and two fi xed-
term faculty represented professional schools (business, education, engi-
neering, social work, and urban and public affairs); liberal arts; fi ne and 
performing arts; honors; and general education. A member of the library 
faculty also participated. Of the twenty participants, three were men. 
Some participants were in their fi rst year at PSU; others were anticipat-
ing promotion and tenure review during the following academic year. 
One participant, returning to the faculty after serving a fi ve-year term 
as associate dean, was pursuing promotion to full professor. In response 
to the fi rst call for proposals, a tenured full professor and an untenured 
assistant professor in the same professional school applied as a team, 
proposing to develop a teaching portfolio (the junior member) and a lit-
erature review on the use of student evaluations in promotion and ten-
ure decisions (the senior member). Their goal was to better understand 
the relative merits and contributions of each approach to the tenure and 
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promotion process and to share what they learned in presentations to 
their colleagues.

Both groups met monthly from January through May and followed the 
same general schedule. We assumed more active leadership roles than 
usual within a faculty learning community format because most members 
were junior faculty who had many questions about the promotion and 
tenure process and were experiencing varying degrees of stress related to 
it. Our fi rst priority was to establish an environment in which partici-
pants felt comfortable asking questions about various aspects of the pro-
motion and tenure process and sharing early drafts of their portfolio 
narratives. To encourage this, we provided ample time during the fi rst 
meeting for participants to get acquainted. We also created a composite 
list of the group’s reasons for participating, the benefi ts they expected to 
gain, and the collective goals members held for creating portfolio drafts. 
We distributed this list during the fi rst session as a means of initiating 
discussion about the learning community process and what results par-
ticipants might expect. Early on we also wanted to familiarize members 
with different portfolio types and introduce them to related literature. We 
asked them to read chapters from Scholarship Reconsidered (Boyer, 
1990), selections from O’Meara and Rice’s (2005) work tracing the his-
tory of efforts to redefi ne scholarship, and further elaborations on the 
scholarship of teaching (Hutchings & Shulman, 1999) and the scholar-
ship of engagement (Ward, 2003). We encouraged learning community 
members to deepen their understanding of the types of scholarship 
described in these readings through general discussion and sharing 
accounts of disciplinary experiences.

The second session included a key activity, Will It Count?, designed to 
stimulate extended discussion about what made work scholarly and what 
constituted scholarship. Participants read descriptions of academic work 
in teaching, research, and service (both community and professional), 
discussed in small groups how colleagues in their respective units would 
value each example, and then discussed results with the entire group. 
Among the examples that participants considered were these:

• Published an article in a discipline-based refereed journal

• Published an article on student learning and technology in a 
refereed journal

• Published an article on assessment of community-based learning 
outcomes in the refereed journal Community Partnerships

• Published an article in a nonrefereed online journal
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• Researched, drafted, and worked to pass legislation related to a 
scholarly agenda

• Wrote and received a grant examining the civic purposes and 
responsibilities of courses at a university

• Made regular contributions to a research-oriented blog

• Completed a comparative assessment of face-to-face and online 
learning

• Presented teaching, learning, and community-based research 
strategies at a national conference

Lively conversation ensued as participants shared their perspectives on 
work from each category and explained their opinions. As the discussion 
progressed, participants identifi ed characteristics that strengthened the 
best examples and specifi ed how weaker examples might be improved. 
Finally, the group considered how they could apply what they learned 
from Will It Count? to their own work. During this session, we also 
introduced basic portfolio types, making special reference to Seldin and 
Miller’s (2009) book describing the academic portfolio. The wide variety 
of examples presented in the book stimulated participants’ thinking 
about their own portfolios and provided background context needed to 
begin designing their own narrative statements.

Sessions 3 and 4 marked a shift in focus from general background infor-
mation to the progress participants were making on their portfolio out-
lines and narrative themes. Participants shared basic organizational plans 
for their portfolios during the third session and described themes they 
were considering for inclusion in their narratives. In groups of three, 
they reported on their progress and responded to three basic questions: 
(1) What questions or approaches do you share in common with others in 
your group? (2) Based on your discussion, what is unique about your port-
folio? and (3) What questions do you have about your portfolio work as a 
result of your discussion today? The summary discussion of this process 
indicated that members of the learning community were beginning to 
think seriously about the portfolio development process and that doing so 
was stimulating deeper insights into various aspects of their work.

Participants brought written drafts of their narratives to the fourth 
session. Once again, they divided into groups of three and spent their 
time reading and commenting on each other’s drafts. Summary discus-
sions at the close of session 4 indicated that participants found this pro-
cess helpful. Listening to issues framed from different disciplinary 
perspectives and responding to questions posed by colleagues in other 

c04.indd   48c04.indd   48 04/08/11   2:18 PM04/08/11   2:18 PM



reflecting together about tenure and promotion 49

disciplines shed new light and fresh perspective on familiar academic 
themes. Participants’ awareness of the range of meanings related to dif-
ferent forms of scholarship increased (Albers, 2007); over time, they 
reported sharing their new insights with colleagues in their home 
departments.

The fi fth and fi nal meeting of each academic portfolio learning com-
munity was an open forum to share with nonparticipating faculty what 
participants had learned. We included this forum as part of the overall 
framework to encourage each group’s refl ection over the entire process. 
Each year’s learning community planned its forum to encourage discus-
sion and consideration of the tenure and promotion process, the merits 
of academic portfolio development, and different forms of scholarship. 
As one of two fi nal products for which participants were responsible, the 
forum also ensured their accountability to the AIM program as partici-
pants refl ected together over what they had learned, set priorities as they 
developed forum goals, and considered the best design to achieve them. 
An average of thirty people attended each forum, including faculty, 
department chairs, deans and associate deans, and vice provosts. Those 
completing evaluation forms distributed at the conclusion of the 2009 
forum indicated they found the information useful or very useful, and 
rated the overall presentation quality as outstanding. They wrote that as 
a result of attending the forum, they were more aware of variations in 
the promotion and tenure process across programs and of the range of 
defi nitions of scholarship used within them. A few commented that the 
forum renewed their interest in Boyer’s (1990) vision for multiple forms 
of scholarship.

The only remaining responsibility for learning community participants 
at this point was completion of their academic portfolio outlines and the 
accompanying narrative statements for one section. Members of both 
groups struggled to fulfi ll this requirement. Some were overloaded by 
teaching and related student responsibilities that coincide with the end of 
an academic year. Others had simply procrastinated too long. At this 
point, the  stipend of fi ve hundred dollars played a key role, providing 
the additional motivation needed to persevere and complete the second 
work product.

Outcomes

Because of confidentiality concerns around tenure and promotion 
review, some outcomes from the AIM portfolio groups may never be 
known. Short-term outcomes, both expected and unexpected, related to 
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portfolio development and increased understanding of the promotion 
and tenure process.

The expectation that each faculty member would develop an academic 
portfolio outline, including an expanded narrative for one section, pro-
vided some members added clarity and insight into their work. One 
member observed that in the press of daily responsibilities, she had lost 
sight of the larger pattern of her work. Working on her portfolio brought 
her back in touch with this pattern and helped her recognize the signifi -
cance of work she had either forgotten or not recognized previously.

We also expected that the learning community process would render 
promotion and tenure review more transparent to members. Portfolio 
development, group discussion, readings, and group activities like Will It 
Count? did just that. Faculty described themselves as more confi dent of 
their ability to prepare a portfolio that would represent their work accu-
rately, and they felt better prepared for the review process. Checking in 
with us early in the academic year following her AIM participation, one 
faculty member observed how much more confi dent she felt as she assem-
bled her portfolio and entered the initial phase of her promotion 
and tenure review. When we asked her to elaborate, she used as an exam-
ple her consideration of the peers she recommended as external review-
ers. Because of participating in the AIM group, she was much more 
intentional about whom she recommended, considering their areas of 
expertise, the type of institution where they worked, and the nature 
of their responsibilities. She observed, “I never would have considered 
these factors, but after participating in the group, I realize they may make 
a difference in how my work is regarded.”

We hoped that the conversations about promotion, tenure, and what 
constitutes scholarship that took place in the learning community would 
encourage group members to engage in extended conversations beyond 
the group. Previous research conducted on our campus revealed numerous 
indicators of progress toward understanding and acceptance of expanded 
forms of scholarship; however, agreement on the value of new forms of 
scholarly products continued to vary widely across campus (Rueter & 
Bauer, 2005). Several AIM members became leaders or mentors in their 
units, often facilitating conversations that furthered departmental under-
standings of the potential value of innovative academic products and pro-
cesses. The participating library faculty member facilitated a department 
retreat on representation of diverse forms of scholarship. A faculty mem-
ber in urban planning with experience engaging students in community-
based projects met with her department chair to compare their 
interpretations of the scholarship of engagement and clarify implications 
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related to tenure and promotion. In the process of updating her portfolio, 
a senior faculty member gained insight into her practice of designing and 
teaching innovative courses (one was Creativity in Business) and using 
innovative approaches to learning in the classroom. Realizing that her 
natural ability to innovate and her experience in curricular and course 
design made her a useful resource, she now shares her expertise in these 
areas with other faculty. Finally, the department chair and assistant pro-
fessor who teamed up to focus on the relative use of teaching portfolios 
and student evaluations in the promotion and tenure process shared 
results of their inquiry with disciplinary colleagues, encouraging them to 
enlarge the review process to include scholarship of teaching indicators.

Insights and Lessons

We will no doubt experience more insights and learn more lessons as we 
continue to sponsor academic portfolio groups. Three lessons became 
clear to us so early in our work that we believe they are important to 
overall success.

Mutual Trust Is Essential to Establishing Effective Peer Support

The sense of trust that participants experience in the group facilitates 
honest, straightforward sharing of personal opinions and experiences 
related to various stages of academic review. Initially participants needed 
ample opportunity to explore common ground. Providing a written 
composite of members’ goals and expectations for their learning com-
munity was one way of supporting this process. Participants discussed 
their scholarly agendas and their understanding of expectations held by 
their units, their deans, and the university. They were intensely inter-
ested in sharing stories of their personal experiences and checking their 
understanding of various policies and procedures with one another. 
Trust developed along the way, nurtured by adequate time to support 
these early conversations.

Support the Process and Outcomes of Deep Refl ection

One of the strengths and outcomes of portfolio development is the 
deeper-than-usual refl ection about teaching, scholarship, and service that 
it encourages. As participants refl ected on work products in relation to 
their professional goals and their units’ promotion and tenure guidelines, 
questions surfaced that refl ected multiple levels and nuances of the process. 
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Different perspectives on “what counts” created lively discussions; com-
parison of personal records of accomplishment to written descriptions 
of responsibilities and disciplinary norms prompted soul searching; and, 
later, portfolio presentation and peer feedback sessions deepened members’ 
understanding of how to frame the insights and creative solutions gained 
through their collective inquiry process. As facilitators, we searched out 
information to address questions arising from this multilevel refl ection and 
review. We also developed focused questions to help guide peer feedback 
sessions as portfolios were developed; these played a helpful role in prevent-
ing discussions over individual portfolios from becoming too wide ranging.

Public Forum Is Key to Diffusion of Information

The public forum that constituted participants’ fi fth and fi nal session 
was a key element in this program. Although participants were resis-
tant to the idea initially, as they gained confi dence from their own port-
folio development, group discussion of various forms of scholarship, 
and a more extensive understanding of tenure and promotion prac-
tices, they gradually agreed that that there were good reasons to share 
what they had learned in a formal presentation. Planning for and holding 
the forum required further refl ection and synthesis of knowledge gained 
as members decided what was important to cover and how to organize 
the forum for its greatest effect.

Conclusion

Cox (2004) and others have noted higher education’s failure to authen-
tically and effectively respond to requests from new faculty for a more 
comprehensible tenure system. Our initial efforts to combine a faculty 
learning community framework with academic portfolio development 
demonstrate a potentially effective way to address the alignment between 
institutional priorities and faculty reward structures.

During a particularly poignant moment when the group was deeply 
engaged in discussion, a participant described a senior faculty member’s 
response to her question regarding how she might judge whether she had 
enough publications to her credit: “I was told, ‘Ask the faculty member 
who recently has had a successful review how many publications he or 
she had and then just add one more.’” Participants grew quiet as they 
considered her comment; then, one by one, they began to chuckle as the 
absurdity of the end result gradually dawned. After the entire group had 
enjoyed a good laugh, it claimed as its slogan, “Just add one more!” and 
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determined that it could come to a shared understanding of promotion 
and tenure requirements that would serve it much better. At that point, 
participants began giving serious consideration to what really counts in 
scholarship, teaching, and service.

Through the learning community format, review and discussion of lit-
erature describing scholarship in its different forms, and a clearer under-
standing of portfolio use and development, participating faculty have 
acquired the ability to recognize and help promote diverse forms of schol-
arship. Indeed, the learning community became much more than a group 
helping one another assemble an academic portfolio. Rather, the portfolio 
and learning community framework provided a departure point for a 
deeper, more signifi cant faculty conversation about the promotion and 
tenure process, what counts toward advancement, and why.
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THE CITIZENSHIP IMPERATIVE 
AND THE ROLE OF FACULTY 

DEVELOPMENT

Jeffrey L. Bernstein, Eastern Michigan University

Rebecca S. Nowacek, Marquette University

Michael B. Smith, Ithaca College

By teaching the capacity for citizenship across the curriculum, colleges 
and universities can better serve their role as socially responsive institu-
tions. We argue that citizenship themes can be more central to a wide 
variety of classes, including some in disciplines not considered traditional 
homes for civic education. Faculty development centers can play a critical 
role in helping faculty integrate citizenship into the curriculum and evalu-
ate the learning that occurs in their citizenship-oriented classes. We offer 
guidelines for how learning communities can best serve these purposes.

Every fall the doors of our universities open to new students. During their 
time on campus, our responsibility is to educate them broadly (through 
general education requirements), help them build expertise in a few par-
ticular areas of knowledge (through major and minor requirements), 
offer them cocurricular opportunities to broaden their interests and build 
their leadership skills, and prepare them to pursue their careers and lives. 
In addition, universities must prepare students for their role as citizens in 
civil society by helping them develop the skills and dispositions of citizen-
ship, broadly defi ned.

Advocating citizenship education is not a novel position in higher edu-
cation (Battistoni, 2002; Bringle, Games, & Malloy, 1999; Carnegie 
Foundation, 2006; Colby, Ehrlich, Beaumont, & Stephens, 2003). Calls 
for “socially responsive knowledge” go back at least to Altman (1996), 
and arguably to Dewey (1916). Nevertheless, citizenship education 
remains uneven, often walled off in disciplinary silos. Despite gestures 
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toward its value over the past twenty years, colleges and universities have 
not always transformed the call for citizenship education into curricular 
innovation. There is reason to be optimistic that such needed change is 
happening.

If the potential of citizenship education is to be realized, faculty devel-
opment will have to assume a leading role. Faculty development profes-
sionals and the centers they lead are crucial to such efforts, particularly 
on campuses that cannot devote institutional resources to establishing a 
dedicated center. While there are many roads to citizenship education, we 
draw evidence and illustrative examples from our experiences in a cross-
institutional learning community to argue for the power of the faculty 
learning community as one way to sponsor education for citizenship 
among faculty and, eventually, among students.

The Need for Citizenship Education

In recent years, respected scholars have spoken of the need to teach with 
an eye toward citizenship (Bok, 2008; Nussbaum, 2002; Schmidt, 2009). 
Nussbaum (2002) argues, for example, that the philosophical well-
spring of higher education fl ows in the direction of citizenship education. 
Cultivation of our common humanity in the service of a functioning pol-
ity has “long been at the root of our aspirations, as we construct a higher 
education that is not simply pre-professional, but a general enrichment 
of and a cultivation of reasonable, deliberative democratic citizenship” 
(p. 291). Such academic discussions resonate powerfully with conversa-
tions in the public sphere, particularly regarding the need to inculcate the 
core values of civility. These various calls unite to sound a clarion that 
identifi es citizenship education as an imperative for the academy.

In the public sphere, few offi cials have more eloquently emphasized the 
imperative of civility than Jim Leach, former member of Congress and 
current chair of the National Endowment for the Humanities (NEH). In 
one of his many speeches on the subject during the 2010 midterm elec-
tion season, Leach argued:

Citizenship is hard. It takes a commitment to listen, watch, read, and 
think in ways that allow the imagination to put one person in the 
shoes of another. Words matter. They refl ect emotion as well as mean-
ing. They clarify—or cloud—thought and energize action, sometimes 
bringing out the better angels of our nature, and sometimes, baser 
instincts. . . . Civility is an ancient virtue of civilized society. It is 
not simply or principally about manners. Rather it is about respectful 
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engagement with an understanding that we are all connected and rely 
upon each other.

The fact that Leach has made civility one of the cornerstones of his 
agenda as NEH chairman is significant. Even more significant is that 
Leach’s defi nition of citizenship revolves around empathy, connectedness, 
and mutuality. As we shall see, thinking of citizenship in these terms not 
only gets to the core of what is necessary for sustaining human communi-
ties, but also makes it possible to teach citizenship in almost any 
discipline.

In recent years, lamentations like Leach’s about the decline in civility 
have poured forth from the media, from the pulpit, at coffee shops, at 
town hall meetings, and in the halls of the academy. The academy has 
begun to address this, as evidenced by the work of the Association of 
American Colleges and Universities (most notably its Center for Liberal 
Education and Civic Engagement and its Civic Learning and Democratic 
Engagement initiatives; Dey, 2009; Knefelkamp, 2008), Imagining Amer-
ica, and dozens of initiatives within specifi c disciplines (Science Education 
for New Civic Engagements and Responsibilities in the sciences, for 
example, and the American Association of Higher Education’s service-
learning in the disciplines monograph series). This body of work makes 
it clear that the turn to citizenship education and civic engagement in the 
academy is more than mere words. But too often, civically engaged teach-
ing and learning continues to be seen as the province of certain disciplines 
or the responsibility of a center on campus.

The key to overcoming this may lie, we believe, in empathy. Develop-
ing empathy, the foundation for civil society, can be the province of any 
discipline. When we can empathize with the perspectives of others, we 
become more attuned to collective needs and the sense of reciprocity that 
ennobles civic life (Bellah, Madsen, Sullivan, Swidler, & Tipton, 1985; 
Putnam, 1993; Rhoads, 1997). Without empathy, community frays—and 
the desire to sustain functioning communities is at the core of citizenship. 
Rifkin (2009) argues that empathy is the glue that has held civilization 
together; recognizing this dimension of human community is the fi rst step 
toward solving the problems of the twenty-fi rst century. Cultivating an 
expanded capacity for empathy is foundational to citizenship education 
and makes it possible to embrace citizenship education by emphasizing 
disciplinary content in new ways.

Our experience as co-inquirers working together in an interdisciplinary 
faculty learning community suggests that two things need to happen for 
citizenship education to become as well integrated into the curriculum as 
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writing skills or numeracy. First, we need to cultivate models of citizen-
ship education across the curriculum, expanding it beyond its perceived 
native habitats of history, political science, and sociology into the science, 
technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) disciplines, business 
schools, and other seemingly unlikely areas. Although we have noted 
some remarkable efforts to do this at the macrolevel, there is more that 
faculty developers can do at the campus level. Second, implementing citi-
zenship education is only the fi rst step. We need to be sure that as we 
infuse citizenship education across the curriculum, we develop a clear 
sense of what our learning outcomes will look like and have mechanisms 
in place for capturing, assessing, and studying student learning. Only 
after taking this second step will we be able to make a persuasive case for 
the effectiveness of our enterprise.

As scholars who have engaged in teaching citizenship across the cur-
riculum and have engaged in rigorous investigations of our own class-
room practice, we can offer our work as data. We draw on our own 
experiences to demonstrate how our participation in a faculty learning 
community enhanced our work and to suggest lessons for others who are 
considering engaging in such work.

From Individual to Community: Meeting the Challenges 
of Education for Citizenship Across Campus

Our prior classroom-based research (Smith, Nowacek, & Bernstein, 
2010) indicates that students emerge from our individual classes with 
higher-than-usual levels of citizenship skills, such as the ability to sort 
through confl icting political information and the ability to disagree civ-
illy. We also have evidence that our students emerge stronger on devel-
oping a sense of empathy, a tolerance for ambiguity and for questions 
that have no easy answer, and a willingness to see themselves as part of 
something larger than themselves. In short, we see our students beginning 
to make movement toward future citizenship behaviors.

As pleased as we are by these achievements, we each remain somewhat 
isolated on our campuses, frustrated with our limited ability to move our 
respective institutions toward more robust, cross-curricular citizenship edu-
cation. We know from our conversations with collaborators on other cam-
puses that our frustration is widespread. Our efforts to be more effective 
curricular change agents are constrained by two signifi cant factors. First, 
we are limited by our institutional roles: we are each faculty members, 
working inside disciplinary homes without the benefi t of administrative 
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appointments. While we can accomplish much at the course or even the 
departmental level, we lack the reach and authority to sustain conversa-
tions about citizenship education across campus, much less implement ini-
tiatives to foster actual classroom experimentation. Second, while we each 
have allies in our quest to develop the teaching of citizenship across the 
curriculum, there are too few opportunities in the academy for allies in 
pedagogical and curricular innovation to fi nd each other. The disciplinary 
silos in which we work limit interactions across campus; furthermore, join-
ing with others to push our institutions to embrace the goal of teaching for 
citizenship necessarily becomes just one of many interesting and important 
initiatives competing for our time. Teaching and learning centers and fac-
ulty development professionals can become critical allies to faculty in these 
efforts.

As we individually pursued citizenship education goals, we were infl u-
enced by the supportive community we established as Carnegie Scholars 
with the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching in 
2005–2006; ultimately this Carnegie experience can be described as a 
multidisciplinary, multi-institutional, residential faculty learning commu-
nity (Cox, 2001; Cox & Richlin, 2004; Millis, 1990). In our learning 
community, we shared extended residencies that provided opportunities 
to read together, delve deeper into our projects, listen to and learn from 
our colleagues’ presentations of their ongoing work, and engage in 
extended dialogue over shared meals and social outings. While this elabo-
rate, well-funded model of a learning community is beyond the reach of 
most budgets, broader lessons can be drawn from it.

This learning community model is at the core of our recommendation 
for how faculty development centers can enhance citizenship education 
across campus. Originally we and the authors in our edited volume (Smith 
et al., 2010) approached citizenship education with different motivations. 
For some, educating tomorrow’s democratic citizens was always front and 
center in our work and in our motivations for doing it (Bernstein, 2010; 
Geelan, 2010). Others were initially motivated by other problems, includ-
ing students’ inability to accurately self-assess their learning (Werder, 
2010), their diffi culty making empathetic connections to the literature of 
the Shoah (Holocaust) (Tinberg, 2010), and the challenges of developing 
a robust understanding of other cultures (Halualani, 2010). Over time, 
we found that our understandings of those problems were intimately 
linked with a richer conception of citizenship. Our learning community 
enabled us to fi nd each other and illuminate these common themes.

As we coalesced into a learning community, we derived many benefi ts from 
the relationship. Foremost was a strong sense of solidarity and camaraderie. 
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As we swam against the prevailing tides of our disciplines, departments, 
schools, and the academy more generally, it was useful to have supportive 
colleagues with whom we shared a vocabulary and an ethos. There was 
always someone to e-mail for advice or call for support, or discuss what hap-
pened in class that day. The benefi ts of having a community of supportive 
peers are substantial for faculty working against the grain.

Beyond moral support is the question of institutional change. As we 
contemplate the institutional challenges that confront us, the three of us 
have pondered, more than once, how much we might be able to achieve 
were we working together on the same campus. We would be able to 
draw on the professional relationships we have built, our shared perspec-
tives on citizenship education, the exciting intellectual differences in our 
approaches, and our cross-disciplinary borrowing of teaching approaches 
and assessment methods. If we had the opportunity to work together all 
the time, we are convinced we could be more effective than we are 
individually.

Indeed, as we look around our own campuses, we wonder how many 
of our colleagues share, unbeknown to us, a commitment to education 
for citizenship. How are we to fi nd these colleagues, these potential part-
ners? Faculty aiming to educate for citizenship can accomplish far more 
working together than they can working alone. Given the values that citi-
zenship education seeks to foster, making this kind of pedagogical and 
curricular initiative a collective endeavor is all the more important. 
Because faculty development centers are potentially the place where com-
munities of pedagogical practice receive the most support—and are often 
a physical space where disciplinary cross-fertilization in teaching and 
learning happens—these centers can sponsor signifi cant breakthroughs in 
citizenship education.

Four Lessons Learned from a Faculty Learning Community 
on Citizenship

Based on our experiences, which form a case study of sorts, we offer 
guidance for faculty developers considering using faculty learning com-
munities to build faculty capacity and institutional support for citizen-
ship education. The literature on faculty learning communities (see, for 
example, Cox & Richlin, 2004) and on communities of practice (Wenger, 
1998; Wenger, McDermott, & Snyder, 2002) offers a thorough review 
of how to create faculty learning communities. Here, we focus on the 
unique challenges and opportunities for these communities in the realm 
of citizenship education, offering specifi c suggestions for how learning 
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communities might be structured and harnessed to provide maximum 
support to faculty working on citizenship education.

Embrace Diverse Defi nitions

Defi ning precisely what we mean by “citizenship education” or “civi-
cally engaged education” remains a challenge for anyone working in this 
area. Saltmarsh (2005) observes that “a lack of clarity about what is 
meant by the term ‘civic engagement’” is ubiquitous whenever academ-
ics gather to discuss the subject. He suggests that “this lack of clarity 
fuels latent confusion about how to operationalize a civic engagement 
agenda on campus” (p. 52). We experienced this confusion when the 
participants in our learning community decided to extend and formalize 
our conversations by undertaking the project of writing a book: we tried 
to forge a shared defi nition, with little success. Defi nitional challenges 
briefl y became an impediment to work in this area. They also, however, 
can become a source of strength.

Our defi nitions of what citizenship means, and what constitutes teach-
ing for citizenship, evolved over many conversations over several years. 
We all began our work with a defi nition of citizenship in our heads and a 
sense of how we wanted to teach it in class. But as we saw how others 
taught citizenship, and how they articulated their goals for citizenship 
education in their classes, our individual understandings changed. Many 
of us learned to consider the role of different literacies, including scientifi c 
and quantitative literacy, in our understanding of citizenship, as a result 
of conversations with colleagues in the STEM disciplines (Burke, 2010; 
Fisher, 2010; Geelan, 2010). Many of our definitions pushed toward 
including an empathy component as we considered how one of our col-
leagues (Tinberg, 2010) used the literature on the Shoah to help his stu-
dents explore how literature can develop their capacity for empathy. 
Although we cannot deny the allure of a compact, sound bite–friendly 
defi nition of citizenship, we have found that this messier, more capacious 
understanding has enriched our work in deeply rewarding ways.

We recommend encouraging faculty to share their own defi nitions of 
citizenship with the community. While defi nitions can, and should, be 
modifi ed based on feedback from others, faculty should not be encour-
aged to all use the same defi nition in their classes. Likewise, we suggest 
encouraging faculty to investigate different aspects of citizenship develop-
ment even in different sections of their classes. Ideally, discussions of the 
many valences of citizenship, and how they intersect across classes and 
within the same class, can become a source of generative discussions.
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One way a faculty learning community might structure this discussion 
is around Shulman’s (2008; see also Sullivan, 2004) work on habits of the 
mind, habits of the heart, and habits of practice. Each of our classes can 
help students learn essential knowledge for citizenship, whether these 
involve understanding how the political system works, how to evaluate 
scientifi c or quantitative arguments, or how to work with diverse groups 
of people to make collective decisions. Our classes can also help students 
develop dispositions of citizenship. We would all do well to cultivate in 
our students a tolerance for (and even a love of) problems that defy sim-
ple solutions, where the correct answer may be something about which 
reasonable people can disagree. Empathy, of course, remains a predomi-
nant disposition of citizenship, without which many other virtues are 
unattainable. Finally, we can strive to help our students practice the 
behaviors of citizenship through in-class simulations, group projects, or 
various forms of service-learning.

We would not suggest that faculty in a learning community ought to 
incorporate all of these aspects of citizenship into all in-class activities; 
that would easily overwhelm the courses we are teaching. But through a 
learning community, faculty can enrich their understanding of the many 
meanings of citizenship and think more about how to incorporate this 
diversity of perspectives into their classes. From an institutional stand-
point, students can gain exposure to these varied perspectives through the 
sweep of their course work and emerge with a more complete picture of 
what citizenship can mean.

Use Citizenship Themes to Engage Students in Achieving 
a Course’s Disciplinary Goals

Instructors are overworked and courses are already overstuffed with con-
tent, and these realities work against fi nding room to incorporate edu-
cation for citizenship into classes across the curriculum. Our learning 
community has taught us that to be sustainable, education for citizen-
ship cannot be an add-on in already content-rich classes. Rather it must 
become a vehicle through which already existing course-related goals are 
achieved. In this, we take our cue from the writing across the curriculum 
(WAC) movement. WAC acknowledges that certain departments have a 
critical, foundational role to play in the teaching of writing, just as politi-
cal science and history have a foundational role to play in citizenship 
education. Teaching with writing, however, can be used outside com-
position classes as a tool to help teach the lessons of other disciplines 
(Bean, 1996). Writing lab reports in physics or position papers in political 
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science are ways to use writing to teach through to the core of disciplin-
ary knowledge. We believe an analogous process can be observed for 
citizenship.

Teaching biochemistry, as Fisher (2010) does, by focusing on diseases 
such as AIDS and Alzheimer’s (and on the societal impact of these dis-
eases) sacrifi ces little biochemistry content while helping to increase stu-
dents’ understanding of a major issue. Understanding the plight of those 
with these diseases also helps to cultivate the empathy that is critical to 
citizenship education. Fisher is one of many scientists who have discov-
ered the power of this pedagogical twist (Rogers, Hamilton, Pfaff, & 
Erkan, 2010; Zobitz, 2009). Likewise, Mike Burke (2010) could teach 
the graphing of logarithmic functions using context-free values for x and 
y. He instead uses data sets based on real-world problems like nuclear 
waste disposal. By having his students use the rate of decay of radioactive 
material to calculate the length of time until it becomes safe, Burke allows 
students to learn mathematical principles as they gain a deeper under-
standing of a pressing social issue for global citizens of the twenty-fi rst 
century. Along the way his students learn quantitative literacy, another 
important tool for citizenship education, within the context of learning 
mathematical functions in a precalculus class. Some math educators are 
even realizing their potential as force multipliers, as they help future pri-
mary and secondary teachers in training think about ways to integrate 
civic lessons into math (Jacobsen & Mistele, 2010).

These models make clear the broad applicability of citizenship educa-
tion. When we start from the perspective that citizenship can be defi ned 
broadly, as requiring quantitative or scientifi c literacy, or empathy, or a 
tolerance for ambiguity, and that it can be taught in a wide variety of 
disciplines, the possibilities for using themes of citizenship to teach 
important course concepts expand dramatically. While different disci-
plines might excel at teaching different aspects of citizenship—we would 
not expect a poetry class to teach quantitative literacy, for example—all 
disciplines should be able to fi nd aspects of citizenship to incorporate into 
their classes. At a course level, therefore, we argue that citizenship across 
the curriculum is eminently attainable. At a campus level, however, the 
challenges are greater, requiring the centralization and coordination that 
faculty development centers can provide.

Use the Learning Community to Enhance SoTL

We encourage scholarly investigations of student learning about citizenship 
through investigations grounded in the scholarship of teaching and learn-
ing (SoTL) (Bass, 1999; Hutchings & Shulman, 1999). Because teaching for 
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citizenship and civic engagement pushes the envelope in terms of what is 
taught, and perhaps even sacrifi ces small amounts of course content in 
service to larger goals, these efforts need to document carefully what is 
being done and what students are gaining from the experience in order to 
convince skeptics of the worth of this enterprise. Fisher (2010) and Burke 
(2010) provide compelling examples of such documentation.

Furthermore, the learning community can become an important 
resource for instructors undertaking SoTL inquiries by facilitating “meth-
odological trading zones” (Huber & Hutchings, 2005). Participating in 
the Carnegie Foundation’s fellowship program brought us into close con-
tact with colleagues wrestling with questions of how to examine and 
document the student learning that was taking place in their classrooms. 
In the methodological trading zone we established, faculty with expertise 
in survey research shared the benefits and techniques of quantitative 
methods, while those who used textual or discourse analysis in develop-
ing qualitative assessments of student learning opened up the possibilities 
of these methods for the scientists and social scientists. Each of us 
emerged with a greater set of methodological tools at our disposal. The 
traces of these exchanges can be found in each of our individual investi-
gations. As one example, Nowacek, trained as a qualitative researcher of 
composition and rhetoric, has begun to use survey methods to study 
learning in her classes. This work is part of a collaboration with Bern-
stein, a quantitative political scientist who is now doing content analysis 
of student essays to study the impact of his pedagogical practices. This 
methodological trading continues to enhance our cross-disciplinary and 
cross-institutional conversations.

Embrace Student and Administrative Voices

A fi nal bit of advice we offer to faculty developers considering a learning 
community is to involve a broad cross-section of people in the conver-
sation. As Werder and Otis (2009) argue, students have a great deal to 
contribute to the scholarship of teaching and learning. Moreover, if a 
goal of these learning communities is to propagate this teaching approach 
across the curriculum, then the involvement of administrators, as well 
as professionals from divisions of student affairs, becomes an important 
piece of the puzzle. Faculty may have valid reasons for forming their own 
communities (such as to discuss specifi c pedagogical and epistemologi-
cal matters in teaching citizenship and in evaluating the effectiveness of 
their approaches); other voices, however, ought to be part of the conver-
sation in some way. Although we have not yet done as much with this 
theme as we would have liked (see, however, Gutman, Sergison, Martin, 
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& Bernstein, 2009) and were unable to do so during our joint residency, 
we believe this to be valuable advice for faculty wishing to form campus-
based learning communities.

Implications

As the world continues to suffer from an economic crisis, accompanied 
by attendant (and resultant) increases in the cost of attending colleges 
and universities, the public is quite correctly asking more questions 
about what students gain from a college education. Accordingly, the 
attention colleges and universities have devoted to assessing student learn-
ing through their course work is well placed. In addition, we would 
argue that institutions of higher learning have an obligation to con-
sider the kinds of people they are graduating. Have we graduated 
students capable of understanding the perspectives of those different 
from themselves? Have we graduated students willing to roll up their 
sleeves and exert effort, frequently difficult effort, to help heal and 
repair the world? In short, we must look at the students graduating 
from our institutions and ask whether they have the skills and disposi-
tions of effective citizenship.

We also need to consider how to improve the capacity of colleges and 
universities to deliver on this citizenship education. Many professors are 
doing this work in their classes. We hope these efforts continue, and mul-
tiply, in the years and decades to come. But from an institutional stand-
point, more needs to be done to ensure that the sum total of citizenship 
education on a campus exceeds the individual efforts faculty may be 
exerting in their classrooms. To that end, faculty development centers can 
serve as a locus of such efforts; faculty development centers have the abil-
ity to centralize, coordinate, and coalesce the efforts of individual faculty. 
Furthermore, we suggest the faculty learning community as a model by 
which this can occur. We hope the efforts of faculty development centers 
can move us closer to the goal of graduating civically engaged and capa-
ble citizens.
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ENHANCING OUT-OF-CLASS 
COMMUNICATION

STUDENTS’ PERSPECTIVES

Bonnie S. Farley-Lucas, Margaret M. Sargent, 
Southern Connecticut State University

Out-of-class communication between faculty and students is linked to 
student learning, engagement, and success. As the source for mentoring, 
advising, and supplemental instruction, out-of-class communication and 
its barriers require explicit attention. Using a faculty-student collabora-
tive research approach, we interviewed a diverse group of thirty-three 
undergraduates regarding behaviors, statements, and practices that con-
tributed to or discouraged out-of-class communication. We found that 
in-class communication sets the stage for whether students approach fac-
ulty outside class and that faculty misbehaviors and disconfi rming com-
munication in class almost inevitably lead to out-of-class avoidance.

Out-of-classroom communication is the wellspring for mentoring, aca-
demic advising, supplemental instruction, and, generally, favorable 
student-faculty relations. Out-of-class communication also includes fac-
ulty involvement in student organizations and all student-faculty discus-
sions about non-class-related issues (Nadler & Nadler, 2001). Many 
universities require faculty offi ce hours to facilitate this essential contact. 
Despite its central role in academic culture, out-of-class communication, 
particularly from a student perspective, receives less explicit research 
attention than it deserves. This chapter examines personal characteristics 

Our thanks to the reviewers of the manuscript for this chapter for helpful feed-
back and to Southern Connecticut State University student interviewers Kierstin 
Pry, Allison Stankiewicz, and Lissette Agosto. This project was supported by a 
2009 Connecticut State University Research Grant.
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and behaviors of faculty that students experienced as contributing to, 
discouraging, or supporting out-of-class communication. Information 
gathered from students can help faculty attend to areas known to have 
a positive impact on teaching and can help faculty developers assemble 
workshops and professional resources to promote specifi c strategies that 
students experienced as helpful in their learning.

Student-Faculty Communication

Student-faculty communication is central to teaching and learning. Students 
rank student-faculty interaction as a high priority (Astin, 1993). They 
want to connect with professors and often cite the valued relational quali-
ties of equality, mutuality, and respect (Garko, Kough, Pignata, Kimmel, & 
Eison, 1994). When students engage in out-of-class communication, student-
teacher relationships are more interpersonal in nature (Dobransky & 
Frymier, 2004; Fusani, 1994). Indeed, one of the two environmental 
factors most predictive of positive change in college students’ academic 
development, personal development, and satisfaction, and one of the 
fi ve benchmarks of student engagement, is interaction between faculty 
and students (Astin, 1993; Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, & Whitt, 2005; Light, 
2001). Expressing care, building rapport, and creating positive learning 
climates all contribute to positive faculty-student interaction, and thus to 
student motivation and learning (Ambrose, Bridges, DiPietro, Lovett, & 
Norman, 2010; Chickering & Gamson, 1987; Meyers, 2009; Richmond, 
Gorham, & McCroskey, 1987). Because faculty-student interaction pro-
motes student motivation and success, professors are advised to increase 
contact, maximize offi ce hours, talk with students, and share experiences 
(McKeachie & Svinicki, 2010; Schoenfeld & Magnan, 2004).

Despite its many benefi ts, face-to-face faculty-to-student out-of-class 
communication is infrequent (Feldman & Newcomb, 1996). On average, 
fi rst-year students interact with teachers outside class only once or twice 
a month, and seniors at research universities had no more interaction 
with faculty than fi rst-year students did at liberal arts colleges (Schroeder, 
2003). Electronic consultations by e-mail have largely replaced tradi-
tional offi ce hours. Students favor e-mail contact with faculty for the 
ability to clarify course material, effi ciency, availability, approachability, 
and personal and social reasons (Kelly, Keaten, & Finch, 2004; Waldeck, 
Kearney, & Plax, 2001). Faculty favor e-mail contact for effi ciency, time-
liness, ability to allow reticent students to communicate more freely, and 
potential for increased student engagement outside class (Duran, 
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Kelly, & Keaten, 2005). Given the primacy of e-mail contact, faculty face 
new challenges in building rapport with students.

Unfortunately, students do not always encounter positive faculty 
behavior. Teacher misbehaviors are defined as “those behaviors that 
interfere with instruction, and thus, learning” (Kearney, Plax, Hays, & 
Ivey, 1991, p. 310). Based on their analysis, Kearney et al. identified 
twenty-eight categories of misbehavior within three underlying dimen-
sions: incompetence, indolence, and offensiveness. Incompetence, which 
refers to the lack of basic teaching skills, has nine categories of misbehav-
ior: confusing lectures, apathy toward students, unfair testing, boring 
lectures, unintelligible accents, information overload, lack of knowledge 
on subject matter, inappropriate volume, and bad grammar or spelling. 
Offensiveness relates to how teachers verbally interact with students and 
encompasses sarcasm, put-downs, verbal abuse, unreasonable or arbi-
trary rules, sexual harassment, negative personality, favoritism, and prej-
udice. Indolence, a teacher’s disregard for students, refers to being absent, 
tardy, unprepared and disorganized, deviating from the syllabus, return-
ing student work late, and information overload.

Faculty misbehaviors have a negative impact on both students and 
faculty. Students report less learning, less engagement, and less enact-
ment of recommended classroom behaviors when teachers misbehave 
(Dolin, 1995). Furthermore, students often interpret teacher misbehavior 
as intentional, and student motivation and judgments of teachers’ effec-
tiveness are both adversely affected by misbehavior (Kelsey, Kearney, 
Plax, Allen, & Ritter, 2004). Teacher misbehaviors are also linked to 
student resistance (Kearney, Plax, & Burroughs, 1991), teachers’ lack of 
credibility (Banfield, Richmond, & McCroskey, 2006), and negative 
teaching evaluations (Schrodt, 2003). Assertiveness, responsiveness, stu-
dent liking for the teacher, and affect toward the material are all nega-
tively associated with teacher misbehavior (Banfield et al., 2006; 
McPherson, Kearney, & Plax, 2003, 2006; Myers, 2002; Wanzer & 
McCroskey, 1998).

Not surprisingly, students can encounter teacher misbehaviors out of 
class as well as in class. Such misbehaviors include inaccessibility to stu-
dents, missing scheduled appointments, not showing up for offi ce hours, 
and not making time for students when they need additional help (Kear-
ney et al., 1991). Although there is scant research on faculty misbehav-
iors in out-of-class communication, the anticipated consequences can be 
quite negative. Common problems associated with e-mail contact include 
lack of response to requests for project clarifi cation, impersonal responses 
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to students’ reports of illness or family emergencies, and condescending 
comments on students’ work. Students can experience barriers to learn-
ing, public embarrassment, sexual harassment, frustration, and the viola-
tion of expectations for faculty professionalism, all contributing to 
impoverished learning (Farley-Lucas & Sargent, 2007).

Research Approach

This study aims to add depth to our understanding of out-of-class com-
munication by privileging students’ voices and highlighting their expe-
riences. With an explicit focus on specifi c behaviors, interactions, and 
verbal statements that students experienced and defi ned as encourag-
ing and discouraging of out-of class communication, we can make 
clearer connections to pedagogical practices that contribute to learning 
as well as to practices that contribute to disengagement, demotivation, 
and depersonalization. Specifying behaviors also allows an exploration 
of the nature, development, and consequences of particular classroom 
dynamics.

We addressed three key questions that emerged from the literature: 
(1) What personal characteristics and faculty behaviors have students 
experienced as encouraging out-of-class communication? (2) What per-
sonal characteristics and faculty behaviors have students experienced as 
discouraging out-of-class communication? and (3) What specifi c instruc-
tional strategies did students report as being effective in encouraging 
them to engage in out-of-class communication with their professors?

Method

To foster candid interviews and student research experience, three under-
graduate interviewers were recruited, trained, and provided with uniform 
interview protocols. Each interviewed eleven undergraduates. When 
recruiting volunteers, they aimed for intentional diversity (Anderson & 
Jack, 1991), identifying and selecting participants for diversity of age, 
gender, ethnicity, major, and universities attended. Due to their limited 
experience with student-faculty communication, fi rst-year students were 
not as heavily recruited as upperclass students. To protect identities, par-
ticipants were asked to think about particular professors but avoid using 
names. To enhance anonymity, participants created their own pseud-
onyms, and tapes were submitted directly to a professional transcriptionist. 
Audiorecorded interviews averaged thirty-fi ve minutes each, resulting in 
402 pages of verbatim transcripts.
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Participants

Thirty-three undergraduate students, representing a diverse popula-
tion, participated. There were sixteen women and seventeen men. Self-
described ethnicity identifi ed Caucasian or white (eighteen), Hispanic 
(six), African American (two), Native American (one), Polish (one), “black 
and white” (one), “a regular walking U.N.” (one), and three who declined 
to label themselves. Ages ranged from 19 to 32, with an average of 
21.8 years. Sixteen majors were represented: thirteen in arts and humani-
ties; ten in social sciences; seven in science, engineering, and mathemat-
ics disciplines; and three in education. Sixteen participants attended the 
same university only, fourteen were transfer students representing twelve 
institutions, and three attended other universities. Participants were two 
fi rst-year students, eight sophomores, nine juniors, and fourteen seniors.

Analysis

Narrative analysis focuses on describing people’s varying experiences and 
highlights participants’ own languages and defi nitions (Geertz, 1983). 
Using inductive analysis (Anderson & Jack, 1991), interview transcripts 
were analyzed fi rst to identify themes and trends for each participant, 
and then to identify themes and patterns across research questions. While 
participants varied in degree of detail provided, their experiences point 
to a wide variety of behaviors and instructional practices. Exemplars 
were selected according to three criteria: representativeness, the degree 
to which comments represent common perspectives or describe problem-
atic interactions others experienced (similar views); intensity, the degree 
to which language refl ects emotional, cognitive, or behavioral attach-
ment to the category (strong views); and uniqueness, the degree to which 
comments capture unique viewpoints not previously expressed (different 
views) (Van Manen, 1990). Students’ descriptive language adds authen-
ticity to the study (Manning, 1997).

Behaviors Encouraging Out-of-Class Communication

Research question 1 addressed faculty’s personal characteristics and 
behaviors that encourage students to engage in out-of-class communica-
tion. As seen in Table 6.1, participants provided 174 comments related 
to encouraging out-of-class communication, with ten key qualities 
discernable. Very clearly, in-class communication sets the stage for 
whether students approach faculty outside of class.
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Prior to outside connections, teachers must connect with students in 
class. Students variously described the most important characteristic that 
led them to engage in out-of-class communication as “showed empathy” 
or “caring about what students are dealing with.” Those who showed 
interest in students’ lives, and particularly those who showed interest in 
student success beyond classroom boundaries, received high praise. As 
one student commented, “She really wants you to understand and do 
well, not just for class.” Along with caring behaviors, positive personal 
qualities encouraging interaction include “nice,” “honest,” “great sense 
of humor,” “down to earth,” “open,” and “friendly.” Similarly, faculty 
described as having good interpersonal skills, especially being a “good 
listener,” encouraged out-of-class communication.

The most accessible teachers were described as inviting out-of-class 
communication, both implicitly and explicitly. Implicit invitations took 
the form of “being approachable” or “giving off that inviting feeling that 
we could meet anytime.” Explicit invitations mostly stemmed from class-
room introductions during the fi rst class, with faculty actively creating a 
positive classroom climate. Often mirrored in the course syllabus, state-
ments concerning the teacher’s commitment to student success and expec-
tations for conversations beyond classrooms were seen as indicative of 

Characteristic
Number of Students

(n = 33)
Number of Statements

(n = 174)

Positive personal qualities 21 36

Invited out-of-class 
communication

21 29

Caring 16 29

Offered or provided 
instrumental help

14 20

Positive interpersonal skills 10 13

Availability 8 16

Challenging 7 11

Express or discuss common 
interest

7 8

Good teacher in class 5 8
Recognizes students as 
individuals

4 4

Table 6.1 Qualities That Encourage Out-of-Class Communication
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teachers’ welcoming student contact. Typically approachable teachers 
provided more time than offi cial offi ce hours, offering help at any time. 
Several reported teachers who invited feedback by e-mail or phone, and 
a few reported text messages.

Helpfulness was the next key theme. Once students approached pro-
fessors out of class, they expected to receive the help they sought. Stu-
dents reported receiving tangible assistance on projects, essays, and 
exams that led to improved understanding and, quite often, higher 
grades. Helpfulness extended to “being resourceful” and referring stu-
dents to other on-campus resources.

Students are more likely to engage in out-of-class communication 
with faculty perceived as recognizing their individual needs. They appre-
ciated faculty knowing their names and being aware of any special cir-
cumstances the students might be dealing with. Students shared positive 
anecdotes of faculty helping them cope with illness or absences, develop 
study strategies, and take advantage of opportunities to raise grades. At 
the same time, students are likely to engage in out-of-class communica-
tion with professors who challenge students, “raise the bar,” and help 
students improve. As one stated, “They push you along, but don’t hold 
your hand.”

Positive out-of-class communication often transforms impersonal con-
nections into more personal, caring relationships. With established lines 
of communication, students are more likely to present a positive face. 
They are more likely to care about professors’ impressions of them, so 
they are less likely to miss class, and if they do, they are likely to provide 
justifi cation. Professors who respond in caring ways to students’ reports 
of illness or family or work demands further establish positive relational 
connections.

Quite often, students reported a relational shift that occurred when 
they could discuss more personal issues with instructors. Some reported 
seeing professors as potential mentors and advisors, and many estab-
lished informal mentorships as a result of continued positive out-of-class 
communication. Some gained empathy and noted personal issues that 
professors were experiencing, such as losing a family member. Moreover, 
in positive student-faculty relationships, students reported working 
harder in class, gaining self-confi dence, learning more about the disci-
pline, and, in some cases, learning how to write or conduct research.

Student expectations of student-faculty relationships appear to 
undergo a transition from their fi rst year through their senior year. Dur-
ing the first year, students reported feeling insecure, intimidated by 
faculty, and unsure how to connect. Therefore, faculty who facilitated 
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interaction were evaluated highly. Some were described as “the reason 
I stayed” within academic programs or universities. Students in their 
third and fourth years were more likely to see faculty as individuals and 
more likely to engage in conversations about career-related or personal 
topics. More experienced students defi ned student-faculty relationships 
more instrumentally, particularly as they sought career-related informa-
tion, networking, and letters of recommendation.

Behaviors Discouraging Out-of-Class Communication

Research question 2 explored behaviors and qualities discouraging out-of-
class communication. As seen in Table 6.2, 105 statements related to dis-
couraging out-of-class communication, yielding eight key qualities. Only 
one student out of the thirty-three participants reported that she had not 
experienced negative interactions with faculty. The other thirty-two par-
ticipants described a wide variety of faculty misbehaviors, negative inter-
actions, and unprofessional actions that led to less-than-optimal learning 
outcomes. The primary fi nding is that faculty misbehaviors and disconfi rm-
ing communication in class almost inevitably lead to out-of-class avoidance.

When describing professors they would be most unlikely to interact with 
outside class, students fi rst centered on negative personal characteristics: 

Characteristic
Number of Students

(n = 33)
Number of Statements

(n = 105)

Lack of availability/
unapproachable

15 23

Teacher misbehavior 11 12

Lack of interpersonal skills 10 18

Public embarrassment 8 13

Negative personal 
characteristics

8 11

Poor teaching 7 16

Lack of openness 5 6

Apathy toward students and 
teaching

4 6

Table 6.2 Qualities That Discourage Out-of-Class Communication
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“cold,” “arrogant,” “self-centered,” egotistical,” “standoffish,” and 
“mean.” Negative teachers were described as possessing a lack of warmth 
and empathy and as having poor interpersonal skills. Exemplars included 
“doesn’t start conversations” and “can’t talk to him due to his lack of eye 
contact.”

Unapproachable professors projected that they “disliked students,” 
communicated a lack of openness (“he looked like he didn’t have time for 
us”), and, in some cases, explicitly stated their lack of availability. As one 
explained, “On the fi rst day of class she told us all the ways to contact 
her that she would never respond.” Unapproachable faculty are seen as 
“not helpful.” In some cases, faculty made statements discouraging com-
munication, such as, “I’m not here to be your friend,” or, “If you have 
problems, take it to your TA and not me.”

The other main fi nding regarding discouraging out-of-class communi-
cation was that poor teaching was associated with faculty misbehavior. 
Students reported emotional memories of faculty members who were 
condescending, “shot down my ideas in class,” or “told me my ideas are 
wrong.” Most damaging were personal insults and negative comments 
about students’ intelligence or academic ability. Public embarrassment, 
dismissive comments, lack of respect for students, and threatening 
students with poor grades were commonly cited as strong repellents to 
out-of-class communication. Inappropriate humor or humor made at the 
expense of students was also likely to discourage out-of-class contact. 
Poor teaching, including lack of organization, unclear assignments, and 
nonspecifi c expectations for evaluation of assignments often contributed 
to an overall evaluation of “lack of professionalism.” Often unprofes-
sional behavior was associated with professors’ lack of concern for learn-
ing. One student recalled a professor who “expected you to know 
everything” yet did not provide means to learn.

Apathy emerged as the last main characteristic with a negative impact 
on out-of-class communication. Students often expect professors to 
demonstrate both passion for their discipline and concern for students. 
Professors who “seemed unhappy” or “showed a lack of passion for 
their subject” were evaluated negatively. The overarching assumption 
was, “Professors should display passion, not work just to get a pay-
check.” Apathy toward students was refl ected in the following: “He just 
writes on the board and doesn’t care to interact with us. He doesn’t care 
about us.” Students logically conclude that apathy in class would be 
equated with apathy out of class, and apathetic faculty do not inspire 
further contact.
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Students who experience negative in-class communication are less 
likely to pursue out-of-class contact and therefore less likely to experience 
learning, student success, and connectedness to a discipline. Students in 
this unfortunate position are presented with two negative outcomes: poor 
teaching and the lack of means to address the poor teaching. This 
dynamic is critical in students’ fi rst year because it may set expectations 
for more diffi cult or unprofessional professors, thus interfering with stu-
dent success and retention.

With negative in-class communication, students reported less motiva-
tion to attend class or work on class assignments. This was particularly 
true if students experienced feelings of futility—that regardless of their 
effort, they would be graded harshly and receive a poor grade. Thus, 
students reported a higher likelihood of disengaging from the learning 
process. With respect to professors who repeatedly engage in student put-
downs, the implicit message sent to students was that they should mimic 
professors’ views in order to “survive a class,” or, as one student said, “If 
you don’t have the same opinion, you’ll fail the class.”

Strategies for Encouraging Out-of-Class Communication

Research question 3 explored specifi c instructional strategies students 
reported as effective in encouraging out-of-class communication with 
professors. They provided several concrete suggestions that faculty can 
use to inform their practice. Most obviously, faculty need to be pres-
ent for offi ce hours, keep scheduled appointments, and make time for 
students when they need help. Students expressed great appreciation 
for positive, one-on-one time, particularly when they received the help 
they expected. To facilitate “quick questions” when students are most 
likely to have them and allow brief exchanges, students expect professors 
to arrive early to class and stay after class.

Classroom management practices also contribute to out-of-class com-
munication. Students responded well to syllabus statements inviting stu-
dents to visit during offi ce hours. Including a “by appointment” option is 
critical since it is quite likely that professors’ offi ce hours confl ict with 
students’ class or work schedules. Letting students know on the fi rst day, 
with regular reminders throughout the semester, about availability for 
extra help was reassuring. Several students pointed out faculty who wrote 
their e-mail and offi ce hours on the board every class. They were impressed 
by faculty who seemed to provide a “24/7 open door” by providing home 
phone numbers or cell phone numbers in case students ran into “emergen-
cies.” Although students “hardly ever” telephone a professor, they found 
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this invitation to be a caring gesture. One student succinctly suggested, 
“Let us know that you enjoy talking with us, particularly about the 
course.”

Students expect “respect,” “positivity,” and “professionalism” during 
class. When professors learned and used students’ names, they felt “more 
valued,” “more connected,” and more likely to interact out of class. Stu-
dents also suggested that faculty recognize and greet students when they 
encounter them around campus, and, if possible, exchange basic 
pleasantries.

Given that e-mail is the primary channel for academic and social con-
nections, it is imperative that faculty respond promptly and politely. In 
addition to brief responses, a friendly opening and closing personalizes 
the communication. Students reported faculty sending periodic e-mails to the 
class offering assistance on projects as they progressed throughout the semes-
ter. Updates from faculty were seen as “very helpful” and as having a 
positive impact on students’ performance. Blackboard and other learning 
management systems easily facilitate such contact.

In order to increase opportunities for one-on-one exchanges, students 
responded well to mandatory meetings. A few mentioned mandatory ini-
tial “meet-and-greets” held early in the semester to get acquainted and set 
goals. Midterm consultations held with each student to review progress 
helped motivate them to participate in class and earn higher grades. One-
on-one meetings provided specifi c feedback on course projects. Students 
allowed to submit revisions prior to assigning a fi nal grade on projects 
reported learning more about the writing process.

Discussion and Implications

In summary, explicit descriptions of students’ experiences contribute 
to our awareness of classroom interactions and instructional practices 
that either encourage or discourage out-of-class communication and the 
related outcomes of each. Positive out-of-class communication begins 
inside the classroom with the level of competence a professor demon-
strates, as well as students’ perceptions of professors’ caring and help-
fulness. Outside the classroom, students benefi t from faculty described 
as approachable and helpful and those who recognize students as indi-
viduals. Positive out-of-class communication transforms student-faculty 
relations from impersonal to interpersonal, opening doors for mentor-
ing and advising. Conversely, professors’ disconfi rming communication 
and misbehaviors inside the classroom inevitably lead to out-of-class 
avoidance. Poor teaching is associated with faculty misbehavior and 
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contributes to poor academic achievement and disengagement from 
the learning process. Students’ specifi c suggestions for instructional 
practices are helpful for those wishing to engage students in academic 
discourse, facilitate deeper understanding, and serve as advisors and 
mentors.

This study complements literature highlighting the importance of out-
of-class communication and the affective dimension of instruction, and it 
privileges students’ perspectives. By identifying from a student perspec-
tive what constitutes positive out-of-class communication, faculty-student 
relationships, advisement, and mentoring can be strengthened. Associated 
outcomes are increased academic success, greater levels of integration and 
retention, more engaged learning, and increased satisfaction with 
academic experiences.

True to our intent, information gained from students was instrumental 
in developing workshops and resources that have been widely dissemi-
nated throughout our university. One workshop on out-of-class commu-
nication was conducted for faculty as part of our semester-wide offerings, 
and another workshop on best practices in student advisement was 
copresented with the academic advising offi ce during our annual teaching 
academy. A short article was included in our faculty development elec-
tronic newsletter. A summarized list of students’ top ten suggestions was 
included on the back of brochures distributed at a presemester faculty 
development forum and is included in new faculty orientation programs. 
Ultimately, faculty developers and faculty need to involve students and 
have a positive impact on them.
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7

EFFECTING CHANGE 
IN LIMITED-CONTROL 

CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENTS

A CASE STUDY

Allison P. Boye, Texas Tech University

Many instructors face the dilemma of possessing little control over their 
own curriculum or even their own pedagogy. This chapter examines three 
instructors who were teaching the same course over several years, facing 
the same problematic issues beyond their control, and describes the role 
of faculty developers in helping effect practical change for those instruc-
tors and for the course. The fi ndings of this study, using longitudinal data 
derived from student evaluations and qualitative responses from instruc-
tor interviews, suggest that faculty developers can help instructors realize 
change on an individual level as well as at the department and big-picture 
levels.

Louise, Alex, and Ashley all had problems teaching. Their students 
thought the course material was too diffi cult and often boring, and they 
frequently came to class with bad attitudes. Yet despite their desire to 
improve, these instructors felt disempowered to make any changes. For 
three years, faculty developer colleagues at my center and I worked with 
these three graduate student instructors (GSIs) who were teaching the 
same course: a large, required course in food sanitation. Each year we 
helped these instructors, who were also participants in our graduate stu-
dent development program, try to navigate the pedagogical challenges of 

I thank Suzanne Tapp for her invaluable insights and support during the com-
pletion of this project, as well as the instructors and faculty members who were 
involved, for allowing me to share their experiences.
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the course, and we noticed that the same problems appeared each year. 
Unfortunately, most of the course’s ongoing problems had less to do with 
the individual GSIs than with curricular and departmental issues that 
were out of their control.

Any faculty developers who have worked with GSIs or new or adjunct 
faculty have likely encountered instructors who are teaching something 
they have been told to teach, with little or no control over content, peda-
gogical, or logistical decisions. Those instructors might feel pressured to 
conform to a certain style of teaching that may or may not match their 
own preferences, or perhaps they are teaching content with which they 
are unfamiliar and must rely on another’s material just to get by. This 
circumstance is certainly not unusual, but it surely changes the way a 
faculty developer is able to interact with and advise instructors who are 
seeking improvements in the classroom. This conundrum begs the ques-
tion: If the instructor does not have the authority to make the changes 
that are really necessary for the most improvement, what can a faculty 
developer do?

The Perfect Storm: A Case Study

This case study focuses on GSIs, identified here as Louise, Alex, and 
Ashley, who taught the same course in food sanitation in the depart-
ment of animal and food sciences over three different years (2006–2007, 
2008–2009, 2009–2010). During each of those academic years, respec-
tively, the GSIs were participants in a graduate student development 
program, the Teaching Effectiveness And Career enHancement Program 
(TEACH), at Texas Tech University, and they worked closely with faculty 
developers while teaching the course. As part of TEACH, each semester 
faculty developers observed the instructors in the classroom, provided 
feedback, and conducted a small group instructional diagnosis (SGID), 
a well-known form of midterm student evaluation in which individual as 
well as group consensus feedback is solicited (Clark & Redmond, 1982). 
As we worked with these GSIs, we noticed ourselves making many of the 
same suggestions, and students making many of the same complaints, 
year after year.

A Brief Overview of the Literature

Although little has been written about the lack of curricular or pedagogi-
cal control full-time faculty might face, GSIs and adjuncts are undoubt-
edly the most likely to lack control over their own teaching environment. 
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Literature confi rms that adjunct instructors, often fearful of losing their 
positions, also suffer from limited academic freedom (Marshall, 2003; 
Schneider, 1999; Thompson, 2003). Much of the literature about GSIs 
confi rms that they, like adjuncts, do not receive a great deal of training or 
support for their teaching (Association of American Universities, 1998; 
Gaff, 2002a, 2002b; Golde & Dore, 2001; Kuther, 2003; Meacham, 
2002; Park, 2002; Weisbuch, 2004). Meacham (2002) in particular 
claims that lack of pedagogical preparation is a failure by universities not 
only for the graduate students, but also for the undergraduate students in 
their care. In a survey of perceptions of using GSIs, Park (2002) explores 
both the benefi ts and drawbacks. The notable drawbacks include confu-
sion that may be created if the GSI teaches differently from the course 
leader, as well as tension fostered by the lack of ownership in the teaching 
process. Both concerns are related to the issue of control that the instruc-
tors in this case study experienced. In addition, Prieto and Meyers (1999) 
highlight the increase in self-effi cacy or confi dence that GSIs who receive 
support and training realized.

The literature also substantiates that resistance to faculty development 
and the diffi culty of pedagogical change, such as that experienced by the 
instructors in this study, are not new. Common reasons for such resis-
tance include concerns about not having the time to implement change, 
that help or change is unnecessary, or that the need for faculty develop-
ment implies incompetence on the part of the instructor (Boice, 1984; 
Turner & Boice, 1986). Hodges (2006) notes that fear of risk taking can 
play a large part in impeding change and emphasizes the importance of 
small changes that do not remove instructors far from their comfort 
zones, while Hativa (2000) focuses on the signifi cance of addressing per-
sonal beliefs about teaching with instructors. All of these issues are likely 
familiar to experienced faculty developers, and indeed they were taken 
into consideration when working with the instructors in this study.

One major concern in this case study was the faculty developer’s abil-
ity to act as an agent of change, even in the face of such resistance. Several 
authors call for faculty developers to take a decidedly proactive 
approach toward becoming change agents on their campuses (Cook, 
2001; Diamond, 2005; Fletcher & Patrick, 1998; Zahorski, 1993). Gar-
diner (2005) specifi cally asserts the importance of developing a sense of 
urgency for change. Cook (2001) further corroborates that faculty devel-
opers can be helpful partners in curricular change, given their position as 
objective observers and their ability to provide empirical evidence of the 
need for change. Finally, others (Boye & Meixner, 2010; Brookfield, 
1995; Loughran, 2002; McAlpine & Weston, 2000) underscore the value 
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of instructor refl ection in the transformation and development process, 
something that we also demonstrated in this study.

What Students Had to Say

To determine if what appeared to be recurring problems with the food 
sanitation course truly were just that, content analysis was conducted 
of the individual comments from all six semesters of SGID data for the 
three graduate instructors. That analysis confi rmed that each year, nine 
common themes continued to surface from student feedback, in almost 
exact proportions; each year, approximately 33 to 37 percent of the total 
student feedback related to nine common complaints (Table 7.1):

 1. Amount of material

 2. Diffi culty of material or grading

 3. Pace too fast

Common Theme

Common Theme 
Comments, 
2006–2007

Common Theme 
Comments, 
2008–2009

Common Theme 
Comments, 
2009–2010

Amount of material 17.5% 10.0% 15.6%
Diffi culty of material 
or grading

15.7 23.8 25.4

Pace too fast 27.9 17.9 12.3
Desire for more 
interaction

24.9 32.2 31.4

Too much lecture or 
PowerPoint

5.7 3.8 12.8

Imbalance of majors 
and nonmajors

1.7 6.3      .82

Memorization 
versus application of 
material

2.2 1.7      0

Location of class 1.7 3.8      .27
Team teaching 2.6 NA    1.4
Percentage of total 
SGID comments 
related to common 
themes

33.5 32.7 37.2

Table 7.1 Major Common Themes in Individual Student SGID 
Comments
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 4. Desire for more interaction

 5. Too much lecture or PowerPoint

 6. Imbalance of majors and nonmajors

 7. Memorization versus application of material

 8. Location of classes

 9. Team teaching

Many of those common themes were related to issues outside the 
realm of control of the GSIs, for this course carried with it a host of 
unusual complicating factors. First, this course suffers from unbalanced 
demographics: although it is taught within the department of animal and 
food sciences, the instructors note that approximately 80 to 90 percent of 
the students come from the college of human sciences who are taking the 
course as required preparation for the national ServSafe exam before 
entering the restaurant and hospitality industries. Second, the animal and 
food sciences building is for all intents and purposes off-campus, a mile 
and a half away from the human sciences building. Walking between the 
two buildings takes about twenty minutes; taking the campus bus takes 
approximately seventeen minutes due to the fi ve stops in between; either 
option takes far longer than the ten minutes allotted between classes. 
Therefore, the instructors typically start class late and finish early to 
accommodate students from human sciences. The class consists of 100 
to 130 students each semester, and the classroom has fi xed stadium seat-
ing with long tables and entrances at the front. The professor who coor-
dinates the course and team-teaches with the graduate students is well 
established and respected, and in general, her lecture style dominates.

The yearly complaints from students about amount of material, diffi -
culty of material, and application of material all clearly relate to the pal-
pable divide between majors and nonmajors in the course. Many 
students, particularly human sciences students, did not understand the 
relevance of the vast amounts of material in the class, since it was their 
understanding that the course was meant solely as preparation for the 
ServSafe exam. One student wrote, “The endless barrage of microbiology 
terms is completely useless because it retains no context due to the vast 
majority of sanitation issues being solved with simple rules which can be 
retained in any on-the-job sanitation course.” However, both the profes-
sor and graduate instructors verifi ed that additional material was geared 
toward the more advanced animal and food science majors. Similarly, 
human sciences students repeatedly cried out for more direct application 
of the material to their own future careers, writing statements such as, 
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“I’d like to learn more about food procedures and things I will actually 
use in a kitchen/restaurant, NOT MEMORIZING things I will forget in 
2 weeks.” Some comments, which could not be separated into distinct 
pedagogical categories, but only as majors versus nonmajors, likewise 
gave strong voice to the tangible divide between animal and food science 
majors and human sciences majors each year, such as, “When taking this 
class [human sciences] majors and [animal and food science] majors 
should not have to take this class together. It should be separate.”

The complaints about the rapid pace of the course are also somewhat 
related to the location of the classroom. The need to cover the vast 
amount of material in a relatively short time becomes even more compli-
cated when each class period is shortened by ten to twenty minutes to 
allow travel across campus. Each semester, students would make com-
ments such as, “I understand there is a lot of material to be covered, but 
the rushed feeling throughout lectures really just stresses me out and 
affects my ability to really learn the material.” Students already strug-
gling with diffi cult, unfamiliar material thus struggled even further with 
the brisk pace of instruction.

The concerns over excessive PowerPoint-driven lecture and a desire for 
more class interaction had much to do with not only the restrictive physi-
cal space of the classroom itself (perceived as unfavorable for learning 
activities that require movement or interaction), but also with fear expe-
rienced by some of the GSIs about straying too far from the traditional 
style of the course. One of the graduate instructors, for instance, revealed 
that she “felt it was best to mimic the instructor of record’s style to main-
tain consistency,” even though she wanted to try other activities and 
styles of teaching. While the students appreciated the structure and clarity 
provided by the use of PowerPoint, they did not like the monotony of 
feverishly scribbling notes and listening to lecture every class or, as one 
student wrote, “Slide after slide after slide after slide.” Each year they 
also made comments asking for more variety and interaction in the class, 
such as, “I am a hands-on learner, so I would like to see more of that 
instead of constant lecture.” Students in the course obviously shared 
many similar concerns, and interestingly, the GSIs did as well.

What GSIs Had to Say

To gain further insight into the course from the instructors’ perspec-
tives, feedback was also gathered during interviews with the three for-
mer GSIs by e-mail, before which they granted permission for use of 
their comments and information related to the course for this project. 
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Each instructor expressed similar frustrations with the tension created 
by the unbalanced demographics of the course. Each also echoed student 
concerns about the amount of material and the need to separate majors 
and nonmajors, making comments such as, “I would have reduced the 
amount of material or split the course into two separate sessions, with 
one being for science-based students, and the other being for the nonma-
jors. By doing this, I could adjust the type of material that was covered 
in the course and the way that the material was being presented to the 
students.”

Further resonating with the tensions observed in Park’s study (2002), 
one of the instructors stressed her unfulfi lled desire to try out new teach-
ing styles and vary the methods traditionally used in the course, especially 
in relation to the varying needs of the two groups of students. She 
remarked, “It was diffi cult not being able to change the style of teaching 
and method of presenting material to accommodate the students in the 
class. Facing a large group of uninterested and grumpy students each 
class period was diffi cult.” The other GSIs confi rmed the generally low 
morale or poor attitudes of disgruntled students in the class. Undoubtedly 
these graduate instructors were in tune with course issues that were creat-
ing unhappy students and had their own ideas about how to solve some 
of those problems; unfortunately, they felt they had no authority to do so.

What the Faculty Developer Can Do: Multiple 
Levels of Change

The food sanitation course is a perfect storm of sorts. Most courses, we 
hope, are not quite as complicated. Nevertheless, this case study focuses 
on the ultimate concern of what faculty developers can do to help instruc-
tors, like Louise, Alex, and Ashley, who have little control over their 
own curriculum and even pedagogy. The experiences of these instructors 
suggest that faculty developers can help such instructors realize multiple 
levels of change and growth.

Instructor-Level Change

The first level of change resides with the individual instructor. While 
the major changes needed might seem impossible, faculty developers 
must remember that there are elements within the instructor’s control. 
While working with Louise, Alex, and Ashley, we helped them focus on 
what they could control and change at the moment and distinguish that 
from what they could not control. For instance, in our written feedback 
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and discussion of our observations and the SGID, we purposely—even 
visually—separated the commentary that pertained specifi cally to the 
instructor from that which pertained to the uncontrollable course situ-
ation, and focused on the former. We maintained confi dentiality and let 
the instructors determine if they wanted to share the feedback with their 
course advisor, hoping that if they did so, others in the department would 
have an opportunity to hear student feedback.

We furthermore assisted the instructors with tangible, immediate 
changes, such as how they designed and animated PowerPoint slides, 
since that was the major vehicle of instruction for all of them. We helped 
one instructor think through her classroom management style as she tried 
new strategies for handling the sometimes unruly, discontented students. 
And for another, we visited her classroom to provide feedback for her 
fi rst attempt at a new small group activity.

While these interventions might seem inconsequential in light of the 
larger frustrations of the course, the instructors indicated that their 
impact was signifi cant. One noted, for instance, that the faculty develop-
ers “gave [her] great ideas to use for getting a big group of students to 
participate” and that they were “very infl uential in the changes to [her] 
overall teaching approach.” And just as Prieto and Meyers’s study (1999) 
might have predicted, faculty developer support played an important role 
in improved self-effi cacy, for another commented, “The TEACH staff 
gave me more confi dence in my teaching style and methods. . . . The 
staff gave me many suggestions on how to handle the diffi cult students 
and how to be strong when faced with diffi cult situations.” As such, we 
as faculty developers were able to meet some of the personal and pressing 
needs of individual instructors seeking instructional improvement.

Department- and Program-Level Change

As faculty developers, we are perhaps most comfortable working 
directly with individual instructors. Similarly, those instructors are likely 
used to dealing with their own departments regarding curriculum and 
program design, especially with respect to elements they may not feel 
they can change. What might be less common is the faculty developer 
working directly with the department to effect change when appro-
priate. Faculty developers have been urged to become more purpose-
ful change agents (Cook, 2001; Diamond, 2005; Fletcher & Patrick, 
1998; Zahorski, 1993), and this study demonstrated the positive effect 
of answering that call.
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Given the large amount of consistent student feedback data available 
on the food sanitation course and the length of time our center had 
worked with course instructors, I decided the time was right to bring 
together the faculty with the most authority regarding the course: the 
course advisor from the department of animal and food sciences, who is 
in charge of designing the course, and the chair of the restaurant and 
hospitality industry management department, whose students make up 
the majority of the class. The goal was to present an overview of the data 
and facilitate a discussion about the status of the course.

I maintained a neutral position as the faculty developer while engaging 
with these faculty members. I did not call the meeting with the purpose 
of dictating what I thought should be done with the course; instead, 
I simply presented the data and said, “Here is what I have gathered about 
this course, and I thought you might fi nd it interesting and want to talk 
about it together.” That neutrality was crucial in preventing those depart-
ment heads, who had not willingly solicited this interaction or feedback, 
from feeling ambushed or attacked; the goal was to help them maintain 
a feeling of control and an open mind, for I believe that only with open-
ness can change be accomplished. I also maintained instructor confi den-
tiality: I shared only the general overview of the SGID data and a few 
representative comments related to the common feedback themes.

Although I was unsure of how these department heads might respond 
to this unsolicited feedback, the meeting was ultimately a resounding suc-
cess. The chairs spent only a few minutes skimming the data, confi rming 
that they were both at least somewhat aware of the course’s issues. They 
then immediately turned to me and asked for suggestions for change. In 
response, I returned to the data and what I had learned from the instruc-
tor interviews for support and made suggestions centered on the two 
major complaints: creating two sections of the course—one for majors 
and one for nonmajors—so that the material can be more tailored to 
student needs and placing the nonmajors class in the human sciences 
building. Within minutes, the department heads began collaborating to 
brainstorm ways to move the classroom and create a separate section, 
and they declared they could make it happen by the next fall semester. 
Finally, they proposed that we also collaborate on some future research 
about the changes. Altogether, in just thirty minutes, major pedagogical 
and curricular changes began to take form after years of frustration on 
the part of students and instructors alike. Those department chairs report 
that they continue to work together toward those suggested changes: new 
classrooms have been reserved for the fall in the human sciences building 
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for the nonmajors section, and other faculty are excited about the 
developments.

An important lesson for faculty developers extending from this experi-
ence is that while these department heads clearly knew that change was 
needed, they required an objective outsider to motivate and facilitate that 
change by providing solid evidence and a rationale for change. As Cook 
(2001) points out, one benefi t of faculty developer involvement in cur-
ricular revision is the objectivity and empirical data we can provide. As 
that objective observer, I also helped provide a greater sense of urgency, 
as Gardiner (2005) called for, and made sure to offer suggestions that 
were not only based on evidence but also were within the comfort zones 
of faculty in charge, making change easier to embrace (Hodges, 2006). 
Furthermore, although my objectivity and respectfulness played an 
important role in department head openness and the success of the meet-
ing, they also expected me to offer suggestions since I called the meeting. 
Therefore, preparation is paramount for faculty developers who are aim-
ing to take this proactive approach. This experience demonstrates that 
with the right combination of initiative, evidence, and consideration, 
higher-level change is in fact possible.

Change for the Future

The fi nal level of change lies in the big picture for instructors who feel 
they do not have the authority to change their current classroom sit-
uation. Just as we did with Louise, Alex, and Ashley, and even when 
department- or program-level change is impossible, faculty developers 
can always help instructors think about the big picture of their teaching, 
beyond the current course that is out of their control and toward the 
future that will be in their control. A critical element in reaching toward 
that future change comes from the power of refl ection (Boye & Meixner, 
2010; Brookfi eld, 1995; Loughran, 2002; McAlpine & Weston, 2000). 
Refl ection is a core value of the TEACH Program, and we encourage our 
participants to make it a career-long habit. Refl ective practice has proven 
to be an especially powerful tool for instructors who feel disenfranchised 
from the courses they teach because it offers them an outlet for realizing 
that they can have a personal teaching philosophy and that their peda-
gogy can be different; thus, they can look forward to the time when they 
will be able to implement their own teaching philosophy on their terms.

Faculty developers at our center assisted Louise, Alex, and Ashley with 
several activities to help them engage in such big-picture refl ection, fi rst 
and foremost being the creation of teaching philosophy statements and 
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teaching portfolios. The very process of thinking about their beliefs about 
teaching and how they would choose to act on those beliefs in the 
classroom, along with the support of faculty developers to help cultivate 
that refl ection, provides instructors with an evocative outlet for self-
realization. In other words, it helps give them a voice when perhaps they 
feel voiceless, and that is a compelling experience for anyone. Other 
valuable refl ective activities for the instructors in the study included the 
hypothetical course redesign that Ashley completed—her answer to 
“how I would teach this course if I had complete control”—and Alex’s 
focus on creating a list of strategies for teaching large enrollment courses.

Interviews with course instructors confi rm the benefi t of these efforts 
toward recognizing big-picture change and future control. One instructor 
commented that “her involvement with the TEACH Program and faculty 
developers profoundly assisted her in developing her own philosophy of 
teaching and determining what was most important to her.” Another 
mentioned a more tangible benefi t of these activities, crediting “the devel-
opment of her teaching philosophy and portfolio with securing her cur-
rent faculty position at another university.” The GSIs in this study have 
since moved on from teaching the food sanitation course and can now 
happily put into practice their own personal philosophies of teaching.

Conclusion

Louise, Alex, and Ashley are certainly not the only instructors who might 
feel that they are in a no-win situation, teaching a class they feel they 
have no power to change. Although this case study focuses on experi-
ences of GSIs, it represents the experience of instructors populating every 
campus, including new faculty, lecturers, and adjuncts. Involvement with 
these instructors and their supervisors reveals that regardless of appear-
ances, faculty developers can effect change in a variety of practical ways.
Faculty developers can bring a wealth of attributes to instructors in need, 
from the neutrality and confi dentiality we offer in our consultation prac-
tices, to the empirical evidence we can provide. Through preparedness 
and thoughtful effort, we can help even those instructors in limited-
control situations with small, immediate issues that still have signifi cant 
impact on their personal satisfaction and professional growth. Moreover, 
we can become proactive agents for change on a larger scale, with the 
appropriate amount of convincing data and objectivity. And more than 
that, we can help frustrated instructors think about their teaching and 
discover their personal teaching philosophies so that when the time 
comes, they will be ready to implement them. One day these instructors 
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likely will have control over their curriculum and pedagogy. By then, they 
will be well-prepared, refl ective practitioners who are ready to embrace 
and infl uence whatever the classroom has in store for them.
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8

ADAPTING A LABORATORY 
RESEARCH GROUP MODEL TO 
FOSTER THE SCHOLARSHIP OF 

TEACHING AND LEARNING

Beth A. Fisher, Regina F. Frey, Washington University in St. Louis

A multidisciplinary group of faculty and staff formed an education 
research group modeled on a laboratory research group to focus on the 
scholarship of teaching and learning (SoTL) in science, technology, engi-
neering, and mathematics (STEM). This group has bridged the communi-
cation and knowledge gaps between STEM and social science faculty and 
science education specialists, fostered the development of collaborative 
SoTL projects, and laid the groundwork for broader institutional support 
of SoTL.

Much educational research in science, technology, engineering, and 
mathematics (STEM) has historically been undertaken by mathe-
matics and science education specialists who do not typically teach 
undergraduate STEM courses. Recently, however, STEM faculty have 
become more interested in educational research and have identifi ed 
participation in the scholarship of teaching and learning (SoTL) as a 
means of bridging the gaps that often exist between STEM faculty and 
specialists in mathematics and science education fi elds (Banchoff & 
Salem, 2002; Coppola & Jacobs, 2002; Huber & Morreale, 2002; 
Wankat, Felder, Smith, & Oreovicz, 2002). As Coppola and Jacobs 
(2002) have argued in relation to SoTL in chemistry, faculty who teach 
undergraduate courses should be involved in this scholarship because 
“only practitioners of chemistry can recognize the common yet content-
rich stumbling blocks that students face when learning chemistry” 
(pp. 202–203). The same argument applies to the development of 
SoTL in all STEM fi elds.
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Increasing interest in SoTL among STEM faculty can also be traced to 
the emphasis that major funders, including the National Science Founda-
tion, the Howard Hughes Medical Institute (HHMI), the U.S. Depart-
ment of Education, and the Institute of Education Sciences, have placed 
on evaluation of the programs they support (Huber & Hutchings, 2005; 
Wankat et al., 2002). Such funding has enabled faculty to incorporate 
into their teaching innovative methods including active and collaborative 
learning (Coppola & Jacobs, 2002; Wankat et al., 2002). As more STEM 
faculty adopt such methods, the need has developed for them to conduct 
evaluative studies of their own teaching and familiarize themselves with 
principles of human learning that are applicable to STEM classroom and 
laboratory teaching. Faculty developers have responded to this need with 
consultations and programs that provide faculty with opportunities to 
design teaching innovations that are informed by, and contribute 
to, SoTL (Sorcinelli, Austin, Eddy, & Beach, 2006). At our university, 
the director of the teaching center and colleagues from across STEM 
disciplines developed a successful model for fostering SoTL in STEM. This 
Education Research Group (ERG) meets weekly in a format resembling 
a laboratory research group meeting. The ERG brings together a multi-
disciplinary group representing faculty who teach undergraduate STEM 
courses, faculty who conduct research in cognitive and learning sciences, 
and faculty and staff who develop and implement K–12 science outreach 
programs.

Now in its third year, the ERG has fostered approaches to SoTL 
that bridge communication and knowledge gaps among groups of fac-
ulty and research staff who share a common goal of improving teaching 
and learning but rarely have opportunities to work together or learn 
from one another. The ERG has also helped to raise awareness beyond 
the group about the breadth of scholarship at the university and has 
laid the groundwork for a university center devoted to research on 
teaching and learning.

Although the ERG was developed in response to a specifi c need to 
evaluate in a systematic way projects funded by HHMI, it serves another, 
broader purpose by fostering collegial and collaborative interactions 
among scholars from different disciplines that the Carnegie Foundation 
for the Advancement of Teaching has identifi ed as crucial to the value of 
SoTL (Huber & Hutchings, 2005). The group’s weekly meetings defi ne 
teaching and scholarship on teaching not as solitary and separate pur-
suits, but as mutually reinforcing work that is most productive and use-
ful when it is undertaken within and by a community of scholars 
(Shulman, 1993). The ERG members share a commitment to improving 
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teaching and learning in STEM and an interest in learning about and 
developing methods to evaluate teaching and learning. The group mem-
bers’ shared focus on teaching and learning in undergraduate STEM 
classrooms at the university means that, despite the fact that the group is 
multidisciplinary, their projects are grounded within discipline-specifi c 
contexts and content; this aspect of the group coheres with Lee Shul-
man’s (1993) vision of teaching as “community property”—or work that 
is best developed and refi ned within intellectual communities that share 
specifi c disciplinary traditions.

We believe that the ERG model represents a useful response to chal-
lenges that prevail in nearly every discipline and at many colleges and 
universities. First, the scholarship of teaching and learning is still consid-
ered, for the most part, independent of the faculty reward structure, 
which traditionally focuses on faculty contributions to “the scholarship 
of discovery” (Boyer, 1990). Second, there is a dearth of institutional sup-
port for SoTL. Third, the time needed to design and conduct SoTL is a 
scarce resource, given the current reward structure and the multiple com-
mitments to research and teaching that shape faculty priorities in various 
ways. Finally, most faculty teaching in the disciplines are not trained in 
the principles of human learning and the research methodologies central 
to SoTL (Coppola & Jacobs, 2002; Huber, 2002; Hutchings & Shulman, 
1999; Middendorf & Pace, 2008; Wankat et al., 2002).

The ERG has not only fostered faculty participation in SoTL, but has 
also promoted a broader set of goals that faculty developers at all 
types of institutions have identifi ed as priorities: “to create or sustain a 
culture of teaching excellence,” “respond to and support individual fac-
ulty,” “advance new initiatives in teaching and learning,” and “foster 
collegiality” among faculty (Sorcinelli et al., 2006, p. 48). The ERG is a 
product of an approach to faculty development that prevails at our uni-
versity and at many others, where teaching center staff, themselves fac-
ulty, approach their work as a collaboration with fellow faculty to 
develop programs and services that will enhance teaching and learning at 
the university (Sorcinelli et al., 2006).

History of the ERG

Faculty at our university often collaborate with colleagues to design and 
refi ne undergraduate courses in STEM. Such collaboration can include 
consultation with the teaching center director, who is also a profes-
sor of the practice in chemistry. Several years ago, a professor of biol-
ogy began to work with the director to redesign a writing-intensive 
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biology course, fi rst during a teaching center workshop on teaching with 
writing, then in a series of consultations. The goal was to redesign her 
course’s writing assignments and grading rubrics with a focus on deter-
mining whether students achieved the course learning objectives. Their 
conversations about this course led the professor and the director to 
think about new ways to apply this scholarly approach to teaching to the 
design and evaluation of a broad array of undergraduate STEM courses 
and programs supported by the university’s multiyear grant from HHMI. 
Initially won in the early 1990s and continually renewed since then, the 
HHMI grant has been instrumental in the development of numerous ini-
tiatives in STEM education. As HHMI has increasingly emphasized the 
need to evaluate supported educational projects, the faculty involved in 
the HHMI courses and programs have become more interested in design-
ing and conducting educational research.

In summer 2008, the biology professor met with the teaching center 
director and the science outreach director, also a member of the HHMI 
advisory panel, to discuss hiring a postdoctoral fellow to assist faculty 
with the design and execution of studies to evaluate the effectiveness of 
the HHMI-supported teaching innovations. During this discussion, they 
determined that what was needed was not just a single postdoctoral fel-
low but also a larger culture within which evaluation work could 
develop. To create such a culture, they decided to follow the model of a 
weekly laboratory research group meeting that would involve the newly 
hired postdoctoral fellow and faculty and staff involved in HHMI proj-
ects. This group, which they named the STEM ERG, would provide an 
opportunity for faculty and staff to learn how to develop effective evalu-
ation plans for HHMI projects and would provide a venue for regular 
collegial discussions of teaching and learning—discussions that would 
ultimately improve teaching and learning across the university. The initial 
group consisted of faculty and staff involved in HHMI projects from the 
departments of biology, chemistry, mathematics, physics, science out-
reach, education, engineering, and the student learning center. In addi-
tion, the founders invited two faculty who were not involved in HHMI 
projects: a cognitive scientist and professor of psychology whose research 
is in learning and memory and an educational psychologist whose 
research is in collaborative learning. Recently the director of preservice 
programs in the department of education joined the group. The ERG has 
met every fall and spring semester since fall 2008. Approximately twenty-
six individuals have participated, with a group of thirteen core members 
participating on a regular basis during the nearly two and a half years 
since its inception.

c08.indd   102c08.indd   102 04/08/11   2:46 PM04/08/11   2:46 PM



a laboratory research group model 103

Structure of ERG Meetings

The group’s weekly sessions function like laboratory research group 
meetings in the sciences. Each week, a group member gives a presen-
tation on an ongoing project, which in some cases is the result of col-
laboration among multiple ERG members. This project is typically at 
one of three stages: an initial planning stage, involving the defi nition of 
the project’s informing principles and objectives; a later planning stage, 
involving the development of evaluation methods; or a data analysis and 
conclusions stage. The projects range from the design and evaluation of 
instructional methods to the development of interdisciplinary research on 
learning approaches that students bring to fi rst-year courses. The sched-
ule of presentations for each semester is established at the end of the pre-
vious semester. Each member volunteers to present approximately once 
a year. The presenter may ask the group to read an article or two prior 
to the meeting or may use visuals, a handout, or an activity to structure 
the presentation and discussion during the meeting. Each presentation 
is brief, serving as a springboard for the discussion, the heart of each 
meeting. The discussion is lively and interactive, often including complex 
questions and vigorous debate about the project and appropriate evalu-
ation methods. The ERG members are quick to challenge one another to 
develop methods and approaches that are understandable and applicable 
across disciplinary boundaries.

ERG Member Perspectives

To better understand the experiences of the STEM ERG members, one of 
us conducted interviews with all three ERG founders and with another 
core ERG member. The purpose of these interviews was to give these 
four individuals an opportunity to reflect on the group’s objectives 
and benefi ts.

Shared Benefi ts

The ERG members report that they fi nd great value in the energetic, col-
legial environment of the weekly meetings. They describe this environ-
ment as “friendly” and “open,” as well as “engaging” and “challenging.” 
One notes that the success of the meeting format is due in part to the fact 
that the majority of the ERG members are in disciplines in which the 
laboratory group meeting is a familiar model for scholarly conversation 
and collaboration. The ERG members are accustomed to and appreciate 
the scholarly give-and-take that occurs during each meeting, and they 
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each take seriously their responsibilities to offer thoughtful feedback and 
questions that will help one another refi ne their respective projects. The 
ERG members agree that the cohesiveness of the group is a result of a 
shared sense of purpose: all participants are dedicated to, and excited 
about, advancing teaching and learning in STEM and improving the vari-
ous types of educational research in which they are each engaged.

The ERG members value the diversity of the group. Participants bring 
different levels of expertise in SoTL and in research on learning. Some are 
just beginning to explore SoTL, and others have been conducting SoTL 
and science education research for many years. They also bring different 
perspectives on how to ask and answer questions about teaching and 
learning. For example, STEM faculty often approach these meetings with 
questions such as, “What methods or approaches can I use to help my 
students learn?” They focus on the learning objectives that shape their 
courses and on what they have learned about student learning, whether 
through observation or formal evaluation. Faculty who conduct research 
in cognitive and learning sciences bring questions such as, “What do you 
mean by learning?” and, “How can you measure learning?” They bring 
to the ERG knowledge about principles of human learning that have been 
identifi ed not in classrooms but in laboratory research.

Initial group meetings quickly revealed that ERG members used dif-
ferent vocabularies to discuss teaching and learning. Subsequent meet-
ings provided opportunities for the group to learn to lower the linguistic 
barriers that often separate faculty in STEM departments from those in 
social science departments and to develop ways of speaking to one 
another across these barriers. The conversation that occurs each week 
thus exemplifi es the way in which multidisciplinary discussions about 
SoTL can establish a teaching commons—a space in which scholars 
from different disciplines can discuss and learn about teaching. As 
Huber and Hutchings (2005) describe it, the teaching commons is valu-
able because of its heterogeneity: “its vibrancy, like that of a city’s, lies 
in the number, variety, and distinctiveness of its neighborhoods” (p. 71). 
The ERG members describe the multidisciplinary nature of the group as 
crucial to its value. One notes, for example, that the group offers a rare 
opportunity to “interact in a very scholarly and productive way with 
people who are in different disciplines.” Participation in the ERG pro-
vides a means for members to critically examine their own disciplinary 
approaches and assumptions, learn about scholarship that they would 
not have otherwise known about, and develop valued collegial relation-
ships across disciplines.
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A Broader Perspective on Course Design and Evaluation

The professor of biology brings to the ERG expertise in developing 
and teaching upper-division, writing-intensive courses in the sciences. 
As the principal investigator on the HHMI grant and chairperson of the 
biology department, she brings to the group expert knowledge about 
university-wide and national efforts to improve undergraduate STEM 
education. Her presentations to the group have focused on the rede-
sign and evaluation of her writing-intensive course. Feedback from the 
group at the initial stage helped this professor and her co-instructor 
(also an ERG member) identify ways to measure whether the course 
is successful at helping students develop specifi c cognitive and writing 
skills, such as formulating ideas based on evidence and explaining con-
cepts with the context that readers require. Once the co-instructors had 
developed an evaluation plan, they presented this plan to the ERG and 
again gathered feedback. Now that the evaluation phase is under way, 
they plan to return to the ERG with a subsequent presentation on the 
results of the evaluation.

The biology professor has appreciated the group’s feedback and sug-
gestions at each stage of her project. In fact, she fi nds that giving multiple 
presentations on her project has been productive rather than repetitive; 
each time she discusses new developments and questions with colleagues 
who are familiar with the project. The sequence of presentations, she 
notes, allows her to make progress on the project and to “progress in 
[her] thinking” about the project. She points out that the laboratory 
group structure of the ERG allows her to learn about other projects at a 
deeper level than she would at a research symposium. Moreover, learning 
about these projects at various stages of their development has given her 
a broader, enriched understanding of how colleagues in other disciplines 
think about teaching, student learning, and the process of evaluation.

A K–20 Perspective on STEM Education

The director of science outreach is an experienced educator who is 
working on a doctorate in science education. She has presented to the 
ERG on several projects, including a challenging project to evaluate 
the university’s master’s program for high school biology teachers. In this 
program, teachers take intensive summer courses and then design curri-
cula based on the content taught in those courses. The rich conversation 
that has resulted from her presentations has helped her develop more 
robust approaches to collecting and analyzing data. More broadly, the 
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weekly conversations with faculty who teach in STEM in higher educa-
tion have informed her work helping high school teachers learn how to 
prepare their students for university-level work. By the same token, her 
knowledge of high school curricula and of the challenges that high school 
science teachers face is valuable to the ERG’s STEM faculty, who are 
working to develop curricula and programs that help students make a 
successful transition to university courses. The science outreach director 
refers to this exchange of information as producing a K–20 perspective 
on STEM education, and she sees it as one of the chief benefi ts of the 
ERG. She also notes that participating in the ERG has helped to raise 
awareness, within and beyond the group, that science outreach research-
ers and educators are engaged in scholarship that is integral to the univer-
sity’s mission. This awareness has helped to combat a common, reductive 
image of science outreach as developing programs that are merely “fun” 
and “supplemental,” rather than integrated with the university’s focus on 
research and postsecondary education.

Collaborative Research on Teaching and Learning

The teaching center director, a professor of the practice in chemistry, 
brings to the group expertise in effective teaching practices in STEM and 
in chemical education. Her approach to the latter fi eld is unusual: she is 
a chemist who entered educational research as a faculty member teaching 
in the discipline rather than through doctoral work in science education. 
She has presented to the ERG on several topics, including her research on 
peer-led team learning and a fi rst-year transition program in chemistry. 
Participating in the ERG has helped her develop research methods that 
approximate the methodologies that ERG colleagues in the social sciences 
use. At the same time, she notes that the participating STEM faculty have 
helped their social science colleagues understand the extent to which clas-
sic experimental methods cannot be applied rigidly in SoTL; instead they 
must be adapted to fi t classroom teaching, where there are many vari-
ables and no true controls (Nummedal, Benson, & Chew, 2002).

Another result of the director’s participation in the ERG is the devel-
opment of a collaborative project. The genesis of this project was a pre-
sentation to the ERG by a psychology professor whose research 
investigates how principles of cognitive science may be applied to 
improve instruction in the classroom. The presentation focused on a 
function learning test that the psychologist developed to identify two 
approaches that students take to learning: an algorithmic (rote learn-
ing) approach and a conceptual (theory-based) approach. This presentation 
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sparked the interest of the teaching center director, who pointed out that 
these two approaches seemed to describe the two groups of students she 
has observed during many years of teaching general chemistry. These two 
ERG members developed a new project in which they are using the func-
tion learning test to identify the learning approaches of fi rst-year students 
in the fall general chemistry course. Preliminary data show performance 
differences associated with these two approaches; later phases of the 
project will focus on developing interventions to benefit the lower-
performing group.

The collaboration between these two ERG members exemplifi es the 
benefi ts of the group’s multidisciplinary conversations on teaching and 
learning. Conversations among ERG members helped the psychologist 
become better informed about how STEM instructional environments 
differ from the more controlled laboratory environments where cognitive 
science research is conducted, and presented cognitive science research in 
ways that make its relevance more clear to STEM faculty. The chemist 
learned to use tools from cognitive science research to provide insights 
into student learning in a fi rst-year course that is a part of the core under-
graduate curriculum.

Additional Collaborative Projects

Faculty participation in the STEM ERG has spurred the development 
of other collaborative projects, including a redesign of objectives and 
assessments in a microbiology course, a study of student performance 
and satisfaction in general physics courses that replace the traditional 
lecture format with mini-lectures and group problem solving, and the 
development of a new approach to data analysis in a project evaluating 
the discourse in peer-led team learning groups.

Next Steps

The format of the ERG is evolving. The weekly meetings now focus less 
on presentation of information and more on formal planning of HHMI 
projects. Starting in spring 2011, most of the meetings are conducted 
in a working group format, in which members discuss each project and 
work together to develop clear objectives, evaluation methods, and a 
time line. The product of each meeting is intended to be a plan that the 
project manager can use to advance the project. This format will be 
especially valuable for new ERG collaborations, such as a planned proj-
ect applying tools and insights from cognitive science to evaluate three 
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different approaches to inquiry-based learning in upper-division science 
laboratory courses.

The success of the STEM ERG in its fi rst phase has laid the groundwork 
for institutional support of SoTL across disciplines. Three ERG members 
have successfully lobbied the provost for the creation of a university center, 
to be funded starting in fall 2011, that will bring together the expertise of 
cognitive scientists and faculty teaching in the disciplines to produce 
research on teaching and learning. The provost’s support will allow the 
hiring of a full-time staff scientist who will design and conduct evaluative 
studies for educational projects that are not funded by external grants and 
assist faculty in writing proposals to seek external support for SoTL.

Advice on Starting an ERG

While the ERG model uses a structure that is most familiar to faculty 
who conduct laboratory research, this model can foster the develop-
ment of scholarship of teaching and learning in any discipline. In addi-
tion, it can be successful in a variety of settings, and not only at private, 
research-intensive, doctorate-granting universities. We offer the following 
advice to faculty developers who are interested in establishing an ERG:

• Leadership and knowledge of effective pedagogy are crucial to 
establishing and maintaining the group’s focus on classroom-
based, discipline-specifi c issues. However, it is essential to develop 
and defi ne the ERG in collaboration with one or two faculty 
colleagues and, when relevant, with leaders from educational 
outreach or student learning centers.

• Work with colleagues to defi ne the group around a common pur-
pose. Whether the purpose is to advance educational projects sup-
ported by a single grant or to investigate pedagogical objectives 
such as improving students’ writing or problem-solving skills, this 
common purpose will help the ERG cohere and endure.

• Invite faculty and research staff from multiple departments and 
disciplines, and with different levels of expertise in SoTL, to par-
ticipate. The different perspectives each brings to the group will 
create opportunities for the ERG members to think critically about 
the assumptions behind their respective disciplinary approaches 
and develop new insights that will improve their projects.

• When inviting faculty to participate, suggest how participation 
in SoTL can shed light on the teaching methods that they use in 
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their own classes, as well as provide an opportunity to contribute 
to knowledge that can have an impact on teaching and learning 
beyond their own classrooms (Hutchings & Shulman, 1999). It 
may be helpful to explain that the collaborative work of the group 
could take different forms, ranging from a collegial exchange of 
ideas on teaching, learning, and evaluation to the development of 
collaborative research projects.

• Play an active role in helping faculty learn how to communicate 
and share ideas across disciplinary boundaries. Think about the 
communication and knowledge gaps that might be stumbling 
blocks within the group. You can help bridge these gaps by draw-
ing on your own expertise to suggest, for example, how research 
on learning can be applied to the development of specifi c, practical 
teaching methods.

• Develop a structure of regular, weekly meetings and schedule top-
ics for each meeting well in advance.

• Use faculty symposia, newsletters, and other means to inform 
nonparticipating faculty and upper-level administrators about the 
ERG and its contributions to SoTL and to improving teaching and 
learning.

• Develop a regular mechanism for the members to refl ect on the 
group’s progress, make any necessary changes in its purpose and 
structure, and explore options for broader institutional and exter-
nal support to advance the group’s SoTL projects.

Conclusion

At our university, the STEM ERG has helped to bridge communication 
and knowledge gaps among STEM faculty, science education specialists, 
and faculty who conduct laboratory research in cognitive and learning 
sciences. The group has advanced existing HHMI-funded educational 
projects and prompted the development of collaborative, multidisci-
plinary projects that will shed light on specifi c questions about teaching 
and learning in STEM. Moreover, during its fi rst two and a half years, 
the ERG has broadened the defi nition of scholarship at the university 
and has raised awareness among the faculty and administration about 
how faculty, the director of the teaching center, and researchers in science 
outreach and education are conducting scholarship that advances the 
university’s mission of excellence in both teaching and research.
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INSTITUTIONAL 
ENCOURAGEMENT OF AND 

FACULTY ENGAGEMENT IN THE 
SCHOLARSHIP OF TEACHING 

AND LEARNING

Thomas F. Nelson Laird, Tony Ribera, Indiana University

Framed by Huber and Hutchings’s defi ning features of the scholarship of 
teaching and learning (SoTL), the study described in this chapter exam-
ines institutional encouragement of and faculty engagement in SoTL. 
Faculty at forty-nine U.S. colleges and universities participating in the 
2009 Faculty Survey of Student Engagement completed items about 
SoTL. Results suggest that institutional encouragement of and faculty 
engagement in the public dissemination of teaching investigations lag 
behind encouragement and engagement in other aspects of SoTL. Some 
faculty subgroups (among them, women and faculty in education) on 
average feel more institutional encouragement and engage in SoTL activi-
ties more than their colleagues do.

Faculty who engage in the scholarship of teaching and learning (SoTL) 
approach the classroom as a research site, assessing student learning and 
evaluating teaching methods in order to promote student learning 
and advance the profession (Huber & Hutchings, 2005). Essentially 
SoTL “is about the combining of research and teaching/learning into 
one activity” (Dobbins, 2008, p. 1). Pecorino and Kincaid (2007) and 
Shulman (2000) argue that as professional educators, all faculty have 
an obligation to engage in SoTL. In doing so, they not only improve 
their own quality of instruction but also further the teaching profes-
sion (Pecorino & Kincaid, 2007). Despite calls for faculty to engage in 
such work, little is known about the level of faculty engagement 
in SoTL.
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Although engagement in SoTL seems to be on the rise, there has been 
no large, multicampus assessment of the extent of faculty engagement in 
SoTL or what faculty characteristics (gender, race, discipline, and rank) 
predict this type of engagement. There is also little empirical evidence 
about faculty perceptions of institutional support for SoTL. We use data 
from the 2009 Faculty Survey of Student Engagement (FSSE) to address 
these research questions.

SoTL Defi ned

As evidenced by pedagogical journals in sociology and chemistry 
(McKinney, 2007), scholarly work on teaching and learning has been 
present in certain disciplines for many years. More recently, schol-
ars have explored scholarly work on teaching and learning in broader 
terms. Cross (1986) encouraged college instructors to become class-
room researchers, exploring their teaching and student learning. Chism, 
Sanders, and Zitlow (1987) encouraged faculty to continually examine 
and refl ect on their teaching practices by gathering feedback and dis-
cussing pedagogy with colleagues. In his significant text, Scholarship 
Reconsidered: Priorities of the Professoriate, Boyer (1990) built on these 
ideas. Addressing an imbalance in faculty work, Boyer encouraged pro-
fessors to expand the definition of scholarship to include a scholarly 
approach to teaching, and by so doing to garner for SoTL the recognition 
and resources that had typically been reserved for traditional research 
(Pace & Erekson, 2006). Despite drawing much attention, Boyer’s (1990) 
conceptualization of SoTL was met with resistance and critique (Bender, 
2005). Most notably, Boyer failed to present a clear distinction between 
scholarly teaching and SoTL (Hutchings & Shulman, 1999; McKinney, 
2004). Since Boyer, agreement has been building that scholarly teachers 
stay informed on current trends and issues in the fi eld and use theory and 
research to inform their efforts. Such faculty members refl ect on their 
teaching practices and assess student learning to improve their teach-
ing (Kiener, 2009; McKinney, 2004; Shulman, 2000). However, scholarly 
teaching is not synonymous with SoTL, which goes beyond individual 
development (Boshier, 2009; Kiener, 2009). Huber and Hutchings (2005) 
describe four defi ning features of SoTL: (1) questioning, (2) gathering and 
exploring evidence, (3) trying out and refi ning new insights, and (4) going 
public. Thus, SoTL consists of peer-reviewed scholarship that is publicly 
disseminated in order to advance the scholarly efforts of others who are 
investigating teaching and learning (Cambridge, 2000; Cottrell & Jones, 
2003; Huber, 2001; Hutchings & Shulman, 1999; Shulman, 1999).
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Surveying eighty-fi ve faculty from a large, public research university in 
the Northwest, Myers (2008) found that the average faculty member 
“sometimes” did SoTL activities like reviewing literature on teaching and 
learning issues and using assessment findings to inform changes to 
courses. Myers also found that female faculty tend to engage in SoTL 
more than male faculty do and that the gender gap increases with years 
of teaching experience. Whitman and Richlin (2007) explored SoTL 
across disciplines. They found that SoTL is most prevalent in the natural 
sciences and professions and that it is slowly becoming valued in the 
humanities. Although these studies provide a glimpse of faculty engage-
ment in SoTL, more work is needed.

Methods

The Faculty Survey of Student Engagement measures faculty perceptions 
and expectations of undergraduate student engagement in educationally 
purposeful activities as well as the extent to which faculty promote stu-
dent learning and development in their courses and interactions with 
students (Kuh, Nelson Laird, & Umbach, 2004). Faculty members at 
forty-nine colleges and universities across the United States were invited to 
complete a set of items concerning SoTL that were added to the end of the 
FSSE questionnaire. The participating colleges and universities that included 
the extra items represent a wide cross-section of U.S. baccalaureate-granting 
institutions. Based on the 2005 revision of the Carnegie Classifi cation 
(http://classifi cations.carnegiefoundation.org), 24 percent of the institu-
tions were doctoral or research universities, 39 percent were master’s 
universities, 6 percent were baccalaureate colleges—arts and sciences, 
18 percent were baccalaureate colleges—diverse, and 12 percent were 
other types such as schools of business and management and baccalaureate/
associate’s colleges). Slightly over half of the institutions were private 
(53 percent). Undergraduate enrollments ranged from just over two hun-
dred students to slightly over twenty thousand, with a mean of fi fty-eight 
hundred. Response rates ranged from 17 to 89 percent, with an average 
response rate of 49 percent.

After deleting cases for missing data, the sample for this study consisted 
of 4,229 faculty members. About 45 percent of the respondents were 
female. Three-fourths (76 percent) were white, with 5 percent African 
American, 1 percent American Indian, 5 percent Asian, 3 percent Hispanic, 
1 percent other, 1 percent multiracial, and 8 percent indicated a preference 
not to identify race/ethnicity. Most of the respondents were U.S. citizens 
(92 percent). Nearly seven of ten had a doctorate (69 percent). The age of 
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the respondents ranged from twenty-one to eighty-two, with a mean of fi fty. 
Various ranks and employment statuses were represented, with 13 percent 
of the respondents being part-time instructors or lecturers, 11 percent full-
time instructors or lecturers, 28 percent assistant professors, 25 percent 
associate professors, and 23 percent full professors. The number of courses 
taught by faculty during the academic year ranged from one to eighteen, 
with 44 percent of respondents reporting a class load between four and six. 
Slightly over a third of the faculty taught at least one graduate-level course.

Respondents taught in a wide range of fi elds. A relatively large per-
centage were in the arts and humanities (27 percent), while smaller 
percentages represented the biological sciences (5 percent), business 
(10 percent), education (7 percent), engineering (4 percent), the physical 
sciences (11 percent), professional fi elds (8 percent), the social sciences 
(14 percent), and other fi elds (13 percent). This subsample of the FSSE 
respondents mirrors the characteristics of the overall FSSE sample, which, 
for many characteristics, is similar to the national sample of faculty (Fac-
ulty Survey of Student Engagement, 2009).

Huber and Hutchings’s (2005) defi ning features served as the frame-
work for our dependent measures. The scale measuring institutional 
encouragement of SoTL (Table 9.1) combines items indicating how much 
faculty members at a respondent’s campus are encouraged to systemati-
cally collect information about teaching effectiveness outside of end-of-
course evaluations, use assessment fi ndings to inform course changes, 
publicly present information about teaching and learning in their 
courses, publish on teaching and learning, and collaborate with col-
leagues on improving teaching and learning. Together these items consti-
tute a reliable scale (alpha � 0.87). The faculty engagement in SoTL 
scale combines fi ve items focused on how much respondents have incor-
porated the activities above into their own work (Table 9.1). It too was 
found to be a reliable scale (alpha � 0.83). Simple frequencies were used 
to answer our fi rst two questions: (1) to what extent institutions encour-
age faculty to engage in SoTL and (2) to what extent faculty engage in 
SoTL. Regression analyses were used to answer the third: what predicts 
faculty perceptions of institutional encouragement and faculty engage-
ment in SoTL. For the regression models, the dependent variables were 
standardized prior to the analyses, and the independent variables 
included individual-level measures similar to those in past studies of fac-
ulty teaching-related perceptions and behaviors (Nelson Laird & Garver, 
2010; Umbach & Wawrzynski, 2005). In addition to characteristics such 
as gender, race/ethnicity, rank and employment status, course load, and 
disciplinary area, we added a measure of teaching effort (the average 
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number of hours in a typical week spent preparing for class per course 
taught), hypothesizing that engagement in the SoTL would be positively 
associated with the time one devotes to teaching. Furthermore, in the 
model predicting faculty engagement in SoTL, we included the stan-
dardized measure of faculty members’ perceptions of institutional 
encouragement of SoTL since much of the literature suggests that faculty 

Items Very Little Some Quite a Bit Very Much

Institutional encouragement of 
SoTL

Systematically collect information 
about the effectiveness of their 
teaching beyond end-of-term 
course evaluations

27% 32% 23% 19%

Use assessment fi ndings to inform 
changes made to their courses

18 35 28 19

Publicly present (for example, 
lectures or workshops) 
information about teaching or 
learning 

26 39 23 12

Publish on teaching and learning 30 40 20 11

Collaborate with colleagues on 
improving teaching and learning

18 39 27 16

Faculty engagement in SoTL

Systematically collect information 
about the effectiveness of your 
teaching beyond end-of-term 
course evaluations

16 33 28 23

Use assessment fi ndings to inform 
changes made to your courses

10 27 34 28

Publicly present (for example, 
lectures or workshops) 
information about teaching or 
learning 

42 29 16 13

Publish on teaching and learning 56 24 11 10

Collaborate with colleagues on 
improving teaching and learning

15 34 30 22

Table 9.1 SoTL Item Frequencies

Note. Some frequency totals do not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.
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engagement in SoTL (or lack thereof) results from the support (or 
barriers) in place at institutions (Huber & Hutchings, 2005). Due 
to the nested nature of the data (faculty within institutions), which vio-
lates the independence assumption of ordinary least-squares analyses 
resulting in misestimated standard errors, we used STATA release 10 
(StataCorp, 2007) to run our regression analyses and produce robust 
standard errors.

Results

The frequency distributions contained within Table 9.1 suggest that 
most faculty members (70 percent or more) feel at least “some” encour-
agement from their institutions for the SoTL activities described by the 
items. When asked the extent to which their institutions encourage fac-
ulty to systematically collect information about the effectiveness of their 
teaching beyond end-of-term course evaluations, more than seven of ten 
respondents (73 percent) indicated their institutions do this “some,” 
“quite a bit,” or “very much.” More than four of fi ve (82 percent) indi-
cated that their institutions provide at least “some” encouragement for 
using assessment fi ndings to inform changes made to their courses and 
for collaborating with colleagues on improving teaching and learning. 
The smallest percentages of faculty members felt encouraged “quite a 
bit” or “very much” by their institutions to publicly present informa-
tion about teaching and learning (35 percent) or publish on teaching and 
learning (31 percent). The equivalent percentages for the other items were 
42 percent or above.

Table 9.1 also contains the distributions for items about faculty 
engagement in SoTL. Most faculty (between 84 and 90 percent) indi-
cated that they incorporate systematic collection of information about 
teaching and learning, use assessment fi ndings for course improvement, 
and collaborate with colleagues on improving teaching and learning at 
least “some.” These percentages are greater than those for the similar 
institutional encouragement items, indicating that institutional encour-
agement may lag faculty engagement in these areas. A different pattern 
is apparent for the public dissemination items. While more than 70 per-
cent indicated at least “some” encouragement for publicly presenting 
teaching and learning information and publishing on teaching and 
learning, 56 percent of respondents indicated “never” publicly present-
ing, and 44 percent indicated publishing on teaching and learning 
“some” or more.
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Table 9.2 contains the results of regression analyses. For institutional 
encouragement of SoTL, the model explained a signifi cant but relatively 
small amount of variance (F � 28.45, p < 0.001; R2 � 0.07). The results 
suggest that after controlling for other variables in the model, women 
faculty and instructors on average feel their institution encourages SoTL 
slightly more—about a tenth of a standard deviation—than their male 
colleagues (B � 0.08, p < 0.05). Black or African American faculty mem-
bers (B � 0.22, p < 0.05) and Asian/Pacifi c Islander faculty members 
(B � 0.36, p < 0.001) reported signifi cantly higher institutional encour-
agement when compared to their white peers. Non-U.S. citizens reported 
greater institutional encouragement (B � 0.18, p < 0.01), and those with 
a doctorate indicated less institutional encouragement than those without 
a doctorate (i � �0.15, p < 0.001).

Course load had a small, positive effect (B � 0.04, p < 0.001), indicat-
ing that, on average and holding constant the other measures in the 
model, teaching an additional course would correspond to a sense of 
institutional encouragement for SoTL four one-hundredths of a standard 
deviation higher. A faculty member’s fi eld affected his or her sense of 
institutional encouragement. Education faculty, on average and after con-
trolling for the other variables in the model, indicated the highest sense of 
institutional encouragement. Faculty in other fi elds scored below educa-
tion faculty by between two-tenths of a standard deviation (B � �0.19, 
p > 0.05 for professional fi elds) and over six-tenths of a standard devia-
tion (B � �0.60, p < 0.001 for social science; B � �0.63, p < 0.001 for 
biological science). The number of hours spent in a typical week preparing 
for each course, our measure of teaching effort, was signifi cant in the 
institutional encouragement model, but the effect was close to zero. 
Differences by age, rank, and whether one taught graduate students were 
small and insignifi cant.

For faculty engagement in SoTL, the model explained a sizable and 
signifi cant amount of variance (F � 214.68, p < 0.001; R2 � 0.39). After 
controlling for the other factors, women, on average, engaged in SOTL 
over one-tenth of a standard deviation more than their male peers 
(B � 0.12, p < 0.001). Racial/ethnic differences were evident. Asian/
Pacifi c Islander faculty (B � 0.15, p < 0.05) and faculty who preferred 
not to respond to the race/ethnicity question (B � 0.14, p < 0.01) 
reported signifi cantly more engagement than their white counterparts did. 
Age had a negative effect on engagement. On average and holding the 
other variables in the model constant, a faculty member ten years older 
than another would score four one-hundredths of a standard deviation 
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Institutional 
Encouragement of SoTL

Faculty Engagement 
in SoTL

B
Robust 

SE Signifi cance B
Robust 

SE Signifi cance

Constant 0.29 0.14 * 0.18 0.10

Female 0.08 0.03 * 0.12 0.04 ***

Race/ethnicity

White reference group reference group

Black/African American 0.22 0.09 * �0.00 0.04

Asian/Pacifi c Islander 0.36 0.08 *** 0.15 0.06 *

Hispanic 0.03 0.10 0.10 0.08

Other race/ethnicity 0.17 0.10 0.19 0.06 **

Prefer not to respond 0.18 0.06 0.14 0.04 **

Non-U.S. citizen 0.18 0.06 ** 0.00 0.07

Age (in decades) �0.01 0.00 �0.04 0.00 ***

Doctorate earned �0.15 0.04 *** 0.04 0.04

Rank/employment status

Part-time lecturer reference group reference group

Full-time lecturer �0.08 0.07 0.04 0.06

Assistant professor �0.07 0.07 0.13 0.06 *

Associate professor �0.12 0.07 0.14 0.05 *

Full professor �0.05 0.06 0.15 0.06 *

Course load 0.04 0.01 *** 0.02 0.01 **

Taught graduate students 0.00 0.05 0.10 0.03 **

Field

Arts and humanities �0.50 0.07 *** �0.43 0.05 ***

Biological science �0.63 0.08 *** �0.51 0.08 ***

Business �0.41 0.09 *** �0.38 0.05 ***

Education reference group reference group

Engineering �0.51 0.12 *** �0.41 0.08 ***

Physical science �0.58 0.09 *** �0.39 0.06 ***

Professional �0.19 0.10 �0.28 0.05 ***

Social science �0.60 0.07 *** �0.45 0.05 ***

Table 9.2 Institutional Encouragement of and Faculty Engagement 
in SoTL Regression Results
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lower than the younger faculty member (B � �0.04, p < 0.001). Since 
our study is not longitudinal, we cannot determine whether this differ-
ence is related to getting older (as faculty get older, they decrease their 
engagement in SoTL), a cohort effect (due to differences in socialization, 
today’s younger faculty tend to do these activities more than today’s older 
faculty), or a change in practice (older faculty did not receive as much 
training in studying teaching and learning as their younger peers).

All of the position characteristics were signifi cant in the faculty engage-
ment model. Holding all else constant, tenure-track faculty participated 
in SoTL activities more than their non-tenure-track colleagues did. Assis-
tant (B � 0.13, p < 0.05), associate (B � 0.14, p < 0.05), and full 
(B � 0.15, p < 0.05) professors participated, on average, over a tenth of 
a standard deviation above part-time lecturers, while the difference 
between full-time and part-time lecturers was small and insignificant 
(B � 0.04, p > 0.05). Faculty who taught graduate students participated 
in SoTL activities a tenth of a standard deviation more than those who 
did not teach graduate students (B � 0.10, p < 0.01). Field was again a 
major factor, with education faculty reporting the greater engagement in 
SoTL activities. Holding the other variables constant, faculty from other 
fi elds averaged engagement scores between nearly three-tenths of a stan-
dard deviation (B � �0.28, p < 0.001 for professional fi elds) and just 
over fi ve-tenths of a standard deviation (B � �0.51, p < 0.001 for bio-
logical science) less than their education colleagues, which is not 

Other fi elds �0.45 0.09 *** �0.35 0.06 ***

Preparation per course 0.02 0.01 *** 0.02 0.00 **

Institutional 
encouragement of SoTL — — 0.57 0.01 ***

R2 0.07 0.39

F 28.45*** 214.68***

Root MSE .97 .78
Note. N = 4,229. Dependent variables standardized prior to running the model. 
The standardized measure of institutional encouragement of SoTL was used in 
the faculty engagement model. B = regression coeffi cient; robust SE = robust 

standard error of the regression coeffi cient; signifi cance: *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, 
***p < 0.001. Constant = the constant term from the regression equation; F = F 
statistic for the regression model; root MSE = root mean squared error, which is 

equivalent to the standard deviation of the error term.
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surprising since studying teaching and learning is essential to many edu-
cation faculty members’ disciplinary research.

Teaching effort, as measured by average hours per week spent per 
course taught, had a small but signifi cant effect. For each additional hour 
of preparation per course, a faculty member would be expected to par-
ticipate in SoTL activities two-hundredths of a standard deviation more 
(B � 0.02, p < 0.001), holding all else constant. The strongest predictor 
in the model was institutional encouragement of SoTL. On average and 
controlling for other factors, faculty members who sensed institutional 
encouragement one standard deviation more than other faculty would 
have participated in SoTL activities nearly three-fi fths of a standard devi-
ation more than those other faculty (B � 0.57, p < 0.001).

Discussion and Implications

The results of this study have implications for faculty and those who 
support SoTL (for example, academic administrators and faculty devel-
opment professionals). With a sizable proportion (more than 20 percent) 
of faculty respondents reporting incorporating the systematic collection of 
information about teaching effectiveness and using assessment fi ndings 
to improve their teaching “very much” and most faculty (over 80 per-
cent) doing this type of activity at least “some,” our study suggests that 
SoTL-type activities are part of faculty members’ work and, for some, a 
signifi cant part. This is encouraging for the improvement of teaching and 
for those who have worked to promote SoTL.

While a similar proportion of faculty report collaborating with col-
leagues on improving teaching and learning, a potential avenue for 
going public with one’s SoTL work, the proportion of faculty involved 
in the public presentation and publication of teaching and learning 
investigations appears to be quite a bit smaller. It is worth noting that 
having 10 percent of faculty reporting that they have incorporated pub-
lishing on teaching and learning into their work “very much” perhaps 
represents a signifi cant achievement by the SoTL community. However, 
our results suggest that more work needs to be done to get faculty more 
involved in going public. To aid in this work, researchers should exam-
ine faculty members’ awareness of teaching and learning journals and 
conferences within their fi elds, as well as their awareness of on-campus 
opportunities for disseminating research on teaching and learning. 
Faculty developers can promote awareness among faculty by providing 
resources and suggesting venues for disseminating research on teaching 
and learning.
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In addition, there is value in understanding what encourages faculty 
engagement in SoTL. Our study lends empirical evidence to the claims 
that institutional support for SoTL is one crucial element (it was the larg-
est predictor in our model of faculty engagement in SoTL). Still, more 
research is needed to understand what particular practices infl uence fac-
ulty members’ sense of support and encouragement and which institu-
tions seem to be effective at encouraging faculty engagement 
(unfortunately, our sample of institutions was too small to adequately 
address the question). Furthermore, since our model predicting institu-
tional encouragement of SoTL indicates differences by gender, race, citi-
zenship status, and fi eld, future investigations must examine the various 
representations and fi lters of institutional support. Findings from this 
study suggest that faculty who are often marginalized in higher education 
(females, Asian/Pacifi c Islanders) report a higher sense of encouragement 
to engage in SoTL. What are we to make of this considering the margin-
alized status of SoTL work at many colleges and universities (Boyer, 
1990; Huber & Hutchings, 2005)? Are institutions actively encouraging 
marginalized faculty to engage in marginalized research? Or are the 
mechanisms more indirect? For example, if, as its proponents say, SoTL 
is an effective educational practice (Huber & Hutchings, 2005), then the 
fi nding that women, faculty of color, and younger faculty incorporate 
SoTL into their work is consistent with other research showing that these 
groups engage in effective practices more than their counterparts do (Kuh 
et al., 2004; Umbach & Wawrzynski, 2005). What is interesting, how-
ever, is that these effects remain signifi cant even after controlling for faculty 
perceptions of institutional encouragement of SoTL and the other mea-
sures in the model. Using gender as an example, our results suggest that 
a female faculty member is more likely to do SoTL than a male who feels 
equal levels of support, comes from the same fi eld, and is at the same 
rank. Faculty developers can use these fi ndings to target populations in 
promoting scholarly work on teaching and learning.

This same analysis applies to position characteristics. Holding percep-
tions of institutional support and other characteristics constant, tenure-
track faculty participate in SoTL more than non-tenure-track faculty do. 
More research is needed to understand why this effect exists. Are non-
tenure-tack faculty simply less likely to use effective educational practices 
in general (Umbach, 2007) and therefore SoTL in particular, or are there 
barriers to engagement in SoTL that could be removed by institutions? 
Faculty developers seem well positioned to both pursue this line of 
inquiry and play a role in removing these potential barriers.
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As with other investigations using FSSE (Nelson Laird & Garver, 2010), 
our results suggest that academic fi eld is important. Our fi ndings show 
that faculty and instructors in education perceive greater institutional 
encouragement of SoTL and, even if perception of institutional encour-
agement and other factors are held constant, engage in this type of schol-
arship more than most of their colleagues in other fi elds. These results 
could speak to the closer connection between the scholarships of discov-
ery and teaching in education and, possibly, that disciplinary training is 
important for increasing SoTL work.

Conclusion

The results of our study suggest that SoTL is embedded in the work of 
many faculty members and that faculty doing this work do so with at 
least some sense of support from their institutions. That said, research-
ers, faculty, and faculty developers have work to do to understand how 
to encourage SoTL among all faculty, particularly the presentation and 
publication of investigations into teaching and learning.

Shapiro (2006) and others (Huber & Hutchings, 2006) argue that a 
shift is needed in promotion and tenure processes in order to encourage 
SoTL among faculty. In order for SoTL to be institutionalized in aca-
deme, it must be practiced and rewarded (Hatch, 2006; Kreber, 2003). 
Doing so will ensure that faculty pose and answer questions about teach-
ing and learning, contribute to the profession, and increase the status of 
teaching in higher education (Trigwell & Shale, 2004). It will also ensure 
that educational quality will be in a constant state of improvement, some-
thing all faculty and institutions should support.
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DEFINING CRITICAL THINKING 
IN HIGHER EDUCATION

DETERMINING ASSESSMENT FIT

Martha L. A. Stassen, Anne Herrington, Laura Henderson, 
University of Massachusetts Amherst

Critical thinking is an important learning outcome for higher education, yet 
the defi nitions used on campuses and national assessment instruments vary. 
This article describes a mapping technique that faculty and administrators 
can use to evaluate the similarities and differences across these defi nitions. 
Results demonstrate that the defi nitions refl ected by standardized tests are 
more narrowly construed than those of the campus and leave dimensions of 
critical thinking unassessed. This mapping process not only helps campuses 
make better-informed decisions regarding their responses to accountability 
pressures; it also provides a stimulus for rich, evidence-based discussions 
about teaching and learning priorities related to critical thinking.

Critical thinking has emerged as an essential higher education learning 
outcome for both external audiences focused on issues of accountabil-
ity and for colleges and universities themselves. One of the most recent 
national efforts to respond to accountability pressures, the Voluntary 
System of Accountability (VSA), requires campuses to use one of three 
standardized tests to measure and report student learning gains on critical 
thinking and written communication (Voluntary System, 2010, para. 17). 
In its survey of employers, the Association of American Colleges and 
Universities (AAC&U, 2008) found that 73 percent of employers wanted 
colleges to “place more emphasis on critical thinking and analytic reason-
ing” (p. 16). In a recent survey of AAC&U member colleges and universi-
ties, 74 percent of respondents indicated that critical thinking was a core 
learning objective for the campus’s general education program (AAC&U, 
2009, p. 4).
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While there is general agreement that critical thinking is important, there 
is less consensus, and often lack of clarity, about what exactly constitutes 
critical thinking. For example, in a California study, only 19 percent of 
faculty could give a clear explanation of critical thinking even though the 
vast majority (89 percent) indicated that they emphasize it (Paul, Elder, 
& Bartell, 1997). In their interviews with faculty at a private liberal arts 
college, Halx and Reybold (2005) explored instructors’ perspectives of 
undergraduate thinking. While participants were “eager to promote criti-
cal thinking” (p. 300), the authors note that none had been specifi cally 
trained to do so. As a result, these instructors each developed their own 
distinct defi nition of critical thinking.

Perhaps this variability in critical thinking defi nitions is to be expected 
given the range of defi nitions available in the literature. Critical thinking 
can include the thinker’s dispositions and orientations; a range of specifi c 
analytical, evaluative, and problem-solving skills; contextual infl uences; 
use of multiple perspectives; awareness of one’s own assumptions; capaci-
ties for metacognition; or a specifi c set of thinking processes or tasks 
(Bean, 1996; Beyer, Gillmore, & Fisher, 2007; Brookfi eld, 1987; Donald, 
2002; Facione, 1990; Foundation for Critical Thinking, 2009; Halx & 
Reybold, 2005; Kurfi ss, 1988; Paul, Binker, Jensen, & Kreklau, 1990). 
Academic discipline can also shape critical thinking defi nitions, playing 
an important role in both the forms of critical thinking that faculty 
emphasize and the preferred teaching strategies used to support students’ 
development of critical thinking capacities (Beyer et al., 2007; Huber & 
Morreale, 2002; Lattuca & Stark, 2009; Pace & Middendorf, 2004).

The Dilemma for Student Learning Outcomes Assessment

External accountability pressures increasingly focus on using standardized 
measures of student learning outcomes as comparable indicators of institu-
tional effectiveness, and students’ critical thinking performance is among 
the outcomes most often mentioned (see VSA, 2010, as an example). The 
range of critical thinking dimensions and the lack of one agreed-on defi -
nition pose a challenge for campuses working to align their course, pro-
gram, and institution-wide priorities for critical thinking with appropriate 
national or standardized assessment methods. Among the questions facing 
these institutions are these three: (1) What dimensions of critical thinking do 
national and standardized methods emphasize? (2) To what extent do these 
dimensions refl ect campus-based critical thinking instructional and curricu-
lar priorities? (3) What gaps in understanding students’ critical thinking 
performance will we encounter when we use national or standardized tools?
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Answers to these questions are important to any campus that wants to 
develop assessment strategies that accurately refl ect teaching and learning 
priorities and practices on campus. A focus on the alignment of assessment 
tools with campus priorities is also essential for engaging faculty in the 
assessment decision-making process. It is unlikely that faculty will use evi-
dence to inform changes in instructional practices and curricular design 
unless they have been involved in the assessment design and believe the 
tools and results accurately represent instructional priorities and practices.

Methods

To determine the alignment of current assessment tools with institutional 
instructional priorities, we conducted a qualitative content analysis of 
fi ve representations of the critical thinking construct and identifi ed the 
common and distinct dimensions across the fi ve sources. The fi ve sources 
used for this study represent two different contexts for defi ning critical 
thinking: an internal defi nition developed by a group of general education 
instructors on our campus and a number of external sources representing 
the primary tools currently under discussion for national assessments of 
critical thinking in higher education.

Internal Source

To represent our campus’s operational defi nition of critical thinking, we 
use a defi nition developed by a group of general education instructors and 
administrators at a large public research university. The definition was 
developed as a part of a campuswide workshop on teaching critical think-
ing in general education and was generated by collecting the responses of 
groups of participants to the following question and prompt: “What learn-
ing behaviors (skills, values, attitudes) do students exhibit that refl ect critical 
thinking? Students demonstrate critical thinking when they . . .” Participant 
responses were then clustered by researchers in the campus’s Office of 
Academic Planning and Assessment into twelve dimensions of critical think-
ing, listed in Table 10.1 in the “Results” section. A post-hoc confi rmation of 
these dimensions was done by comparing the categories to the defi nitions 
of critical thinking present in the literature (see Offi ce of Academic Planning, 
2007, for the full set of responses and the links to the literature).

External Context

Critical thinking defi nitions from four external sources were used, which 
include three national standardized tests of critical thinking currently 
being used as a part of the VSA.
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STANDARDIZED TESTS

ACT’s Collegiate Assessment of Academic Profi ciency (CAAP) comprises 
six independent test modules, of which the writing essays and critical 
thinking are relevant to this study. The critical thinking assessment is 
a forty-minute, thirty-two-item, multiple-choice test that, according to 
ACT, measures “students’ skills in clarifying, analyzing, evaluating, and 
extending arguments” (ACT, 2011). The writing essays consist of two 
twenty-minute writing tasks, which include a short prompt that provides 
the test taker with a hypothetical situation and an audience.

The Collegiate Learning Assessment (CLA) is the Council for Aid to 
Education (CAE)’s testing instrument. Varying in length between ninety 
minutes (for the performance task) and seventy-five minutes (for the 
make-an-argument and critique-an-argument tasks, taken together), these 
written tests require students to work with realistic problems and analyze 
diverse written materials. CLA measures students’ critical thinking skills 
with respect to analytic reasoning, problem solving, and effectiveness 
in writing. CLA is unique among the three standardized tests in its view 
of writing as integral to critical thinking.

Educational Testing Service (ETS) offers the Profi ciency Profi le (PP), a 
test of four skills, including reading and critical thinking. The PP is avail-
able in a standard form (two hours, 108 questions) and an abbreviated 
form accepted by VSA (forty minutes, 36 questions). Reading and critical 
thinking are measured together on a single profi ciency scale.

NATIONAL ASSESSMENT TOOL

The fourth external source, the Valid Assessment of Learning in 
Undergraduate Education (VALUE) rubrics, is a set of scoring rubrics 
faculty or other reviewers can use to assess student work. The rubrics 
provide specific criteria for each of fifteen learning outcomes, two of 
which are relevant to this study: critical thinking, and inquiry and analysis 
(AAC&U, 2010a).

Three-Phase Content Analysis

Using these fi ve sources, our research team conducted a three-phase con-
tent analysis.

PHASE ONE: IDENTIFYING THE DEFINITIONS

In order to compare our internal defi nitions with those of the external 
sources, we had to identify what aspects of critical thinking serve as the 
focus of each external assessment tool. We used a number of approaches 
to gather this information for the three standardized tests. To ascertain 
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each testing agency’s working defi nition of critical thinking, we used the 
most detailed descriptions available, drawing from promotional materi-
als, information on their websites, and communication with company 
representatives.

ACT (2010) describes the skills tested within each of three content 
categories: analysis of elements of an argument (seventeen to twenty-one 
questions, 53 to 66 percent of the test), evaluation of an argument (fi ve 
to nine questions, 16 to 28 percent of the test), and extension of an argu-
ment (six questions, 9 percent of the test). Since it is not accessible 
through ACT’s website, we obtained this document through a representa-
tive of ACT.

For ETS’s PP, we selected passages from the User’s Guide (Educational 
Testing Service, 2010): an introductory section that describes the abilities 
that the critical thinking questions measure and a more detailed descrip-
tion of the skills measured in the area of reading and critical thinking 
at the intermediate and high profi ciency levels.

For the CLA, we began with the skills contained in the CLA Common 
Scoring Rubric (Council for Aid to Education, 2008). This rubric is 
divided into two categories: (1) critical thinking, analytic reasoning, and 
problem solving and (2) written communication. In spring 2010, 
we learned that CAE was in the process of implementing new critical 
thinking rubrics: analytic reasoning and evaluation, problem solving, and 
writing effectiveness. We analyzed these new descriptions (CLA II) along-
side the older rubric (CLA I). In fall 2010, after the research described 
here was completed, CAE published a more detailed version of the criti-
cal thinking scoring rubric that is now available on its website. While 
differently formatted, the descriptors we used for this analysis are similar 
to the categories in this new rubric.

We were able to use the actual measures in the VALUE rubrics because 
they are the components of the rubric used to review and assess students’ 
work (AAC&U, 2010b). We incorporated both the critical thinking and 
the inquiry and analysis rubrics in our analysis. We chose to include them 
because this category seemed particularly relevant to the conceptualiza-
tion of critical thinking emerging from our campus discussions.

PHASE TWO: CODING FOR COMMONALITIES WITH CAMPUS CRITICAL 

THINKING DEFINITION

To understand the commonalities between the four external sources and 
our campus’s own critical thinking defi nition, we used our internal defi -
nition as the anchor defi nition and coded the external sources in rela-
tion to the categories present in that internal defi nition. The research 
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team reviewed each descriptor of the four external source defi nitions and 
coded each for its alignment with one or more of the twelve dimensions 
of our internal defi nition. For example, the CLA listed “constructing 
cogent arguments rooted in data/information rather than speculation/
opinion” (Council for Aid to Education, 2008) as one descriptor of 
their critical thinking/writing effectiveness defi nition. In our analysis, we 
coded this descriptor as falling into the judgment/argument dimension 
of the campus-based defi nition. In conducting this coding, we used two 
approaches. First, to develop common understandings of the process, 
we worked as a team (three coders) to code two of the external sources 
(CAAP and PP). We then individually coded the CLA and VALUE sources 
and met to confi rm our coding. In both approaches, we identifi ed areas of 
disagreement and worked together for clarity in our standards, coming to 
mutually agreed-on fi nal codes.

Once the coding was completed, we sorted the individual descriptors 
by dimension and reviewed them again for consistency. For example, we 
checked to see if the items we had coded as evidence-based thinking all 
refl ected our deepening understanding of the construct. This stage helped 
us further clarify distinctions among the dimensions.

PHASE THREE: ANALYSIS OF PATTERNS

Once the coding and checking were complete, we arrayed the results in 
a table to facilitate a comparative analysis. We calculated how many of 
each tool’s descriptors referenced each of the twelve dimensions in our 
campus defi nition and, to get a sense of the relative emphasis each tool 
gave to each of the twelve dimensions, we calculated the proportion of all 
descriptors listed that refl ect each dimension. In this way, we denote what 
proportion of each tool’s defi nition refl ects each of the twelve campus-
based critical thinking dimensions.

Results

Table 10.1 summarizes the commonalities and gaps among the various 
defi nitions. This table indicates how many of the critical thinking dimen-
sions listed in each of the external assessment tools refl ect each of the 
twelve campus critical thinking dimensions. To provide a very rough 
estimate of the relative emphasis or importance of these dimensions 
in our campus defi nition, we counted how many descriptors emerged in 
the workshop for each dimension and calculated the proportion of all 
descriptors that this dimension represents (under the assumption that the 
number of descriptors of a dimension generated by a group of faculty 
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Campus-Based 

Defi nition Campus

Collegiate 

Learning 

Assessment I

Collegiate 

Learning 

Assessment II

Profi ciency 

Profi le

Collegiate 

Assessment 

of Academic 

Profi ciency Value

N %   N % N % N %    N % N %

Judgment/ 

argument
8 15 24 80 6 55 10 56 8 73 6 55

Synthesizing 6 12 2 7 2 18 2 11 0 0 4 36

Problem solving 2 4 1 3 1 9 1 6 0 0 0 0

Evidence-based 

thinking
3 6 7 23 3 27 5 28 6 55 1 9

Drawing 

inferences
2 4 1 3 2 18 3 17 3 27 2 18

Perspective 

taking
7 14 3 10 1 9 0 0 1 9 3 27

Suspend 

judgment
1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Application 10 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Metacognition 5 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 9

Questioning/ 

skepticism
4 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 9

Knowledge/ 

understanding
3 6 0 0 0 0 1 6 0 0 1 9

Discipline-based 

thinking
1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 9 2 18

Total items in 

defi nition
52 100 30 100 11 100 18 100 11 100 11 100

Table 10.1 Relationships Between Campus Critical Thinking 

Defi nitions and Four External Sources

Note. Percentages provided as an indicator of relative importance or emphasis 
of each construct across sources. Numbers represent duplicate counts across 

categories—one item in a list can refl ect more than one campus-related 
CT category. The “total” numbers in the bottom row of the table refl ect 

the unduplicated count of the descriptors.
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refl ects greater centrality or emphasis for this dimension). Note that look-
ing at the campus defi nition this way highlights the relative emphasis 
(10 percent or more of the descriptors) placed on fi ve dimensions of criti-
cal thinking: judgment/argument, synthesis, perspective taking, applica-
tion (representing the most emphasis with 19 percent of the descriptors 
refl ecting this particular dimension), and metacognition. We followed the 
same method to determine the relative emphasis of each dimension in 
the external assessment tools. Looking at the CLA I column as an exam-
ple, we found that twenty-four of the thirty descriptors listed in the 
CLA I defi nition of critical thinking refl ect our campus’s construct of 
judgment/argument. These twenty-four occurrences represent 80 percent 
of the dimensions in the CLA I list.

As the results in Table 10.1 illustrate, judgment/argument is the pre-
dominant component of critical thinking refl ected in all of the external 
assessment options (accounting for between one-half to over three-quarters 
of all the descriptors associated with critical thinking). For the three stan-
dardized tests and VALUE, there is also a substantial emphasis on drawing 
inferences. Evidence-based thinking is emphasized in all three standard-
ized tests. To varying degrees, synthesizing, problem solving, and perspec-
tive taking also receive some attention from the external sources.

In our analysis, a number of the campus dimensions receive no atten-
tion from any of the standardized tests: application, suspending judg-
ment, metacognition, and questioning/skepticism. Of those that are 
missing from the standardized tests, the VALUE rubrics do refl ect meta-
cognition and questioning/skepticism.

The results suggest differences among the four external sources. The 
CAAP appears the most focused or limited in scope, with primary empha-
sis on judgment/argument, use of evidence, and drawing inferences. 
The VALUE rubrics are the most expansive, with references to nine 
of the twelve dimensions from the campus-based defi nition. Two of the 
three dimensions that are not included, problem solving and integrative 
and applied learning, are actually present as separate VALUE rubrics 
(AAC&U, 2010b), so their absence from the rubrics used in this analysis 
is not surprising.

In addition to providing us with one perspective on the relationship 
between the four external assessment tools and our campus’s critical 
thinking defi nition, this analysis also provided us with the opportunity to 
revisit the campus defi nition. Our analysis helped us clarify a number 
of our dimensions in relationship to the four external sources. For exam-
ple, our category of multiple perspectives/perspective taking emerged as 
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the dimension where we coded all external source descriptions that refer-
enced “dealing with complexity” in addition to items that indicated 
“addressing various perspectives.” As we coded, we also noted that our 
campus descriptions of perspective taking tended toward the positive 
dimension of multiple perspectives (that is, taking into account these per-
spectives) but did not include more critical aspects of this dimension (that 
is, critiquing or refuting a perspective that is weak or uninformed, “con-
sidering and possibly refuting [italics added] alternative viewpoints” 
[CLA II]). We also were made aware of dimensions of critical thinking 
present in the external sources that are not present in the campus 
defi nition.

Limitations

It is important to acknowledge that this analysis is not a study of test 
item validity. Instead, it focuses on how the basic construct of critical 
thinking is defi ned, and the dimensions emphasized, within both contexts 
and across the fi ve sources. Obviously these defi nitions and emphases 
drive item development and have important implications for the appro-
priateness of each assessment tool as an indicator of institutional effec-
tiveness as measured by students’ critical thinking performance. However, 
the technique we used to determine defi nitional emphases is limited.

The limitations fall into two categories: those having to do with 
the campus definition and those having to do with the sources used 
for the external definitions. First, to represent the campus definition, 
we used the results of a collaborative brainstorming session conducted as 
part of a campuswide workshop on critical thinking in general education. 
The defi nition that emerged is multidimensional, and the elements cor-
respond to common elements of critical thinking as defi ned in various 
sources in the literature. However, the campus defi nition has not been 
systematically vetted or tested against the responses of other groups of 
faculty, so it is still very much an emerging document on our campus. 
Still, many of the dimensions of this defi nition are identifi ed in other 
faculty-generated statements of general education learning objectives, 
including the learning objectives for the campus’s junior-year writing 
requirement (an upper-division writing requirement that addresses the 
writing conventions of the student’s major) and the results of a survey 
where instructors report emphasizing these objectives in their general 
education courses (Offi ce of Academic Planning and Assessment, 2008). 
The defi nition also does not defi nitively refl ect the faculty’s beliefs about 
the relative importance of each of these constructs. We used the number 
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of references as a rough indicator of importance, but this is certainly not 
a systematically tested assumption.

With respect to the external sources, the characteristics we used for the 
three standardized tools (CLA I and II, PP, and CAAP) come from each 
test company’s description of the critical thinking components covered in 
their test. We took these descriptors and coded each against our campus-
based defi nition. Because we do not know the relative emphasis on each 
component in the test itself (that is, the number of test items, or scoring 
weights, for each item), we considered each descriptor of equal impor-
tance and looked at the number of them that refl ect each of our campus 
categories. Once they were coded, we then looked to see what proportion 
of the items refl ect each campus construct. While we believe this was the 
most appropriate step to take given the available information, it may 
misrepresent the actual emphasis of the test. Conducting a more fi nely 
tuned analysis would require us to look at the actual tests and, for those 
with open-response items, the evaluative rubrics and weights used. This, 
of course, is an analysis of even greater complexity, requiring us to 
address proprietary constraints with the testing companies. The public 
relations representation of the test substance is the information most 
academics would use to make such determinations, so we felt it was a 
relevant source to use and dissect.

Discussion

We set out to understand the relationship between our campus’s emerging 
defi nition of critical thinking and the defi nitions used by four external 
tools for assessing students’ critical thinking. This exploratory analysis 
was intended to help us understand the relevance (or fi t) of each of these 
tools to our faculty’s priorities for students’ critical thinking develop-
ment. The analysis process also ended up challenging us to clarify our 
own expectations for student performance and assessment. Finally, this 
research offers an analytical and evidence-based process for engaging fac-
ulty in reviewing teaching and learning priorities within the context of 
responding to external accountability demands.

Focusing fi rst on the issue of fi t between the four external sources and 
our campus defi nition, the results suggest that all three standardized tests 
address a narrow set of constructs present in the campus defi nition, with 
the primary focus on judgment/argument, evidence-based thinking, and 
drawing inferences. The VALUE rubrics provide more comprehensive 
coverage of the campus defi nitions, touching on nine of the twelve dimen-
sions. Two that are not included (application and problem solving) are 
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referenced in separate VALUE rubrics, which could be used to address the 
fuller range of campus dimensions.

These results help inform the campus discussion of which assessment 
options would be most appropriate. For example, if the faculty on our 
campus determine that judgment/argument is appropriate as the focus of 
our externally driven assessment, then any of the standardized tests might 
be acceptable. But if we decide we want our assessment strategy to refl ect 
more of the dimensions of critical thinking present in the campus defi ni-
tion, the VALUE rubrics might be a better choice but would not necessar-
ily refl ect the same relative importance of these constructs as emerged 
from our faculty workshop results. This discrepancy could be remedied 
in part by including the integrative and applied learning VALUE rubric to 
the assessment since it would address the dimension that received the 
most attention from faculty application.

It should be noted, however, that selecting the VALUE rubric tool 
would not be suffi cient for fulfi lling the current VSA requirements for a 
standardized assessment method. VALUE rubrics also require more 
faculty time and expertise than standardized tests since rubrics require 
raters to be trained and then to assess samples of student work. 
The standardized tests have other costs (testing fees, incentives for the 
students, and staff effort in recruiting respondents) that, if used for 
VALUE analysis instead, would defray the costs described above. 
Clearly, associated costs also need to be a part of the campus’s decision-
making process.

Our analysis has raised another essential question that the faculty need 
to address: What sort of evidence of students’ critical thinking is appro-
priate? The various descriptors of critical thinking used in these five 
sources (both the internal and the external sources) suggest the different 
kinds of performance tasks being used. The PP and CAAP rely on multiple-
choice tasks—and their descriptors refl ect identifying and recognizing 
aspects of an argument—for example, “identify accurate summaries of a 
passage” (Educational Testing Service, 2010) and “distinguish between 
rhetoric and argumentation” (ACT, 2010). The CLA, on the other hand, 
requires students to craft an argument. The CLA defi nition uses descrip-
tors that reference creating an argument—for example, “constructing 
organized and logically cohesive arguments,” “considering the implica-
tions of decisions and suggesting additional research when appropriate” 
(Council for Aid to Education, 2010). In this test, however, the parame-
ters of student-generated responses are limited in scope. Students write 
answers to a set of narrowly focused prompts that address specific 
elements of the task and evidence presented.
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The VALUE rubrics were designed specifically to assess portfolios of 
students’ work from their courses—tasks that would be varied in focus, 
content, and types of writing contexts. The items in these rubrics refl ect the 
comprehensiveness of these types of student work, referencing contex-
tual analyses, identifying and describing a problem, and articulating the 
limits of one’s position. Students’ responses in this case would be uncon-
strained, refl ecting the variety of ways one demonstrates a range of criti-
cal thinking dimensions across an array of courses and assignments.

Finally, our campus defi nition came from the discussions of a diverse 
group of instructors who responded to the prompt they were given by, 
quite naturally, thinking about the evidence of critical thinking they see 
in the assignments and tasks they ask of their students. Therefore, their 
responses focus to a larger degree on the doing: the creation of argu-
ments, the application of theory to new settings, and the identifi cation of 
evidence to support those arguments or assertions. The focus of these 
faculty-derived defi nitions, based as they are on what students are actu-
ally asked to do in the classroom, seems particularly distant from the 
tasks associated with the standardized multiple-choice tests that focus 
more on identifying and selecting over creating and constructing.

Another complexity emerges that is particularly relevant to assessment 
methods that use open-ended or constructed responses that are scored by 
sources outside the control of the faculty or the campus (like the CLA 
tasks and the CAAP and CLA essays). In these cases, it is important to 
make a distinction between what the assessment task is and what actually 
gets scored for performance assessment purposes. For example, the CLA 
task certainly seems to qualify as representing critical thinking applica-
tion since it asks students to apply their analysis of various sources of 
information to a real-world question. It is therefore interesting that in our 
analysis, we did not find evidence of application in the CLA critical 
thinking defi nition—the elements of critical thinking they say their test 
addresses. Instead, their critical thinking descriptors focus primarily on 
judgment/argument, evidence-based thinking, synthesizing, and drawing 
inferences (CLA II).

Without more specific information about how the constructed 
responses are actually scored (that is, what elements of performance actu-
ally count) it is unclear whether application, for example, is actually a 
performance factor that is assessed or only the frame through which 
the performance of interest is stimulated. For example, is the student’s 
capacity to judge the relevance of evidence to a particular context scored, 
or is the focus on being able to make the distinction between correlation 
and causation? Both would be a refl ection of evidence-based thinking. 
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However, the fi rst would also be a more complex or advanced form of 
critical thinking that refl ects application. The second refl ects a somewhat 
more basic but still important component of evidence-based thinking but 
would not refl ect application as we have conceived it in our campus defi -
nition. This is an important point in reminding ourselves that the assess-
ment task itself is only one component of the consideration of fi t. When 
student performance is scored by parties removed from the campus con-
text, it is also particularly important to be clear about what elements of 
student performance are included in the fi nal score.

The importance of taking account of the types of tasks and the scoring 
criteria is illustrated in a recent study conducted by the University of 
Cincinnati and highlighted in an AAC&U publication (AAC&U, 2010a). 
Researchers compared fi rst-year students’ performance on the CLA with 
those students’ performance on an e-portfolio assignment, assessed by 
faculty at the university using a slightly modifi ed version of the VALUE 
rubrics. Researchers found no signifi cant correlation between the two sets 
of assessment results, suggesting that the two assessment tools capture 
very different elements of students’ critical thinking performance. These 
results raise an important question for campuses to consider: Does our 
assessment strategy capture the kind of student learning and performance 
we emphasize and value? Tools that do not effectively measure what 
matters to faculty are not appropriate sources of evidence for promoting 
change or for accurately reflecting instructional and curricular 
effectiveness.

Connecting Research and Practice: 
A Note to Faculty Developers

Finally, and perhaps most important, this method of inquiry leads to 
productive and engaging faculty discussions of critical thinking teach-
ing, learning, and assessment. This project illustrates a way to address 
external accountability pressures while also generating joint faculty and 
administration discussions and insights into campus-based teaching and 
learning priorities. The fi rst example of this productive inquiry was the 
workshop activity that produced the cross-disciplinary definition of 
critical thinking for our campus. Having this defi nition in place made 
it possible to pursue the line of inquiry described here, which served 
as an essential starting point for our campus’s consideration of how to 
assess critical thinking in ways that are internally valid and externally 
legitimate.
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The exercise of mapping our critical thinking dimensions against the 
definitions of the four assessment tools sparked a rich discussion 
among the coders. It was as we tried to code the external defi nitions 
using our internal critical thinking categories that we began to clarify 
the meaning of our own defi nition and see both the gaps and strengths 
of that defi nition. During this process, we also discovered the essential 
links between our defi nition and our faculty’s pedagogical values in 
facilitating students’ critical thinking. We believe that workshops that 
provide groups of faculty and administrators the opportunity to con-
duct this kind of analysis together can generate an important evidence-
based dialogue about expectations for student learning, the assessment 
tools that most appropriately refl ect those expectations, and the trade-
offs inherent in making those kinds of decisions. The coding process 
opens up a conversation about what we mean when we use the term 
critical thinking, a process of clarification that informs one’s own 
teaching as well as the larger campus conversation about critical think-
ing assessment.
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CURRICULUM REVISION AND 
CULTURAL CHANGE

A JOINT FACULTY DEVELOPMENT AND FACULTY 

GOVERNANCE APPROACH

Terre H. Allen, David A. Horne, Ingrid M. Martin, Michael E. 
Solt, California State University, Long Beach

Typically faculty development is not closely aligned with faculty gover-
nance. However, faculty development and faculty governance can find 
opportunities to work together to achieve transparent, rapid, and system-
atic curriculum revision and cultural change. Specifi cally, we describe the 
process of revision of a master’s of business administration (M.B.A.) cur-
riculum in which faculty development and faculty governance worked 
together to provide continuous assistance, opportunities for frequent discus-
sion, periodic review, and faculty programming to achieve curriculum and 
course redesign for integrative learning and integrative teaching practice.

Curriculum revision is one of the most contentious issues in academia 
(Johnson, 2001). Many faculty come only reluctantly to the table to 
negotiate curriculum revision with attitudes that can be characterized 
as, “If you change it, don’t change my course,” and, “This is my course 
and I’ve been teaching it this way, and it’s been working.” Nevertheless, 
global, societal, and legislative mandates require that universities pre-
pare students for twenty-first-century work. Business executives and 
business educators agree that M.B.A. learners require an integrative cur-
riculum because business problems are not limited to a single academic 
domain (Latham, Latham, & Whyte, 2004; Rapert & Curington, 2010). 
However, little is known about best practices in curriculum change for 
such cross-functional academic programs.

Johnson (2001) studied how 147 school districts engaged in curricu-
lum revision and provided a set of best practices for accomplishing 

c11.indd   142c11.indd   142 04/08/11   3:04 PM04/08/11   3:04 PM



curriculum revision and cultural change 143

revision and change. The project explored in this chapter applied John-
son’s  best practices to establish a multilevel yet rapid process for curricu-
lum revision in a large, multidepartment college of business.

Establishing the Need for Curriculum Revision

The curriculum revision process began in a typical fashion, with prepara-
tion for an accreditation visit to the College of Business Administration 
(CBA) at California State University, Long Beach. The Association to 
Advance Collegiate Schools of Business  required the college to establish 
a student learning task force to evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of 
the undergraduate and graduate curricula. Results indicated low alumni 
satisfaction with their learning in the M.B.A. program and prompted an 
urgent focus on the M.B.A. curriculum. A task force was established to 
examine the attributes of the M.B.A. curriculum and review how other 
M.B.A. programs were addressing graduate business education. The task 
force recommended a complete revision of the M.B.A. curriculum to meet 
the needs of students and the demands of the local and global business 
community.

The M.B.A. task force:

• Undertook review of the core curriculum of fi ve top M.B.A. pro-
grams, fi ve comparable M.B.A. programs, and ten M.B.A. pro-
grams in the region with which we directly compete

• Conducted alumni surveys and focus groups

• Held interviews and focus groups with current M.B.A. students

• Participated in Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of 
Business conferences on curriculum innovation

• Held discussions with administrators from other programs that 
had undergone curriculum revision

• Engaged in open discussions and brainstorming sessions with small 
groups of faculty across the college

• Conducted discussions with university administrators

• Consulted with external curriculum experts

Results indicated that one of the most profound weaknesses in the 
M.B.A. program was its lack of focus on student ability to think criti-
cally. The task force recognized that instead of encouraging students to 
think critically across disciplinary boundaries, our faculty were forcing 
memorization of compartmentalized information. Lorange (2010) 
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suggests that “academics must work across boundaries to create learning, 
teaching, and research environments that embrace a ‘we, we, we’ spirit . . . 
where business is seen as a whole, not as a series of parts” (p. 38). In a 
similar vein, Bisoux (2009) notes that the challenge is to create programs 
that are flexible, integrated, and experiential. The dean, the M.B.A. 
director, and the M.B.A. curriculum committee envisioned a curriculum 
that integrated the functional areas of the M.B.A. program.

The M.B.A. task force identified integrative learning as the ideal 
approach to achieve the vision (Bisoux, 2009; Lorange, 2010). The 
common denominator of integrative learning programs is a problem-
based approach that simulates the business world, allowing students to 
hone their critical thinking skills in a business decision-making envi-
ronment that crosses functional areas. Such a dramatic curricular rede-
sign meant that there had to be a corresponding change in pedagogical 
tools and strategies to teach the new courses, necessitating that faculty 
learn to teach outside their comfort zones. In addition, the proposed 
change would require that faculty coordinate regularly across depart-
ments to exchange ideas and information and work together both 
in and out of the classroom. Faculty would need to look beyond 
courses and their own functional silos to focus on business problems 
and processes.

The M.B.A. task force next conducted a SWOT analysis, looking at 
strengths (S) and weaknesses (W) of each program and the opportunities 
(O) and threats (T) in the market for each program. The result was a suc-
cinct set of points that was mapped onto a two-by-two SWOT matrix. 
This team passed its work to the graduate curriculum committee to estab-
lish program-level learning outcomes:

Critical thinking skills. Students will demonstrate conceptual 
learning, critical thinking, and problem-solving skills.

Interpersonal, leadership, and team skills. Students will demon-
strate interpersonal communication and leadership skills to work 
in a dynamic and diverse world independently and in a team 
environment.

Social responsibility skills. Students will demonstrate awareness 
and knowledge of social responsibility, ethical leadership, and cor-
porate citizenship in the domestic and global environment.

Business functions. Students will demonstrate knowledge of 
today’s dynamic business environment (business functions, 
practices, and related theories) and be able to integrate this func-
tional knowledge in order to address business problems.
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Domestic and global environment. Students will demonstrate 
knowledge of today’s dynamic business environment (legal, regula-
tory, political, cultural, and economic), especially the links between 
our region and the global business world.

Quantitative and technical skills. Students will demonstrate the quan-
titative and technical skills needed to analyze, interpret, and commu-
nicate business data effectively and to improve business performance. 

Initially many faculty voiced opposition to the proposed substantive 
changes in the curriculum. The dean recognized the need to change the 
culture of teaching and learning in the college and recommended that 
the graduate curriculum committee chair and the M.B.A. program direc-
tor meet with the university faculty development director for suggestions 
and recommendations on how to bring resistant faculty to the table to 
discuss their issues, and navigate curriculum, teaching, and learning 
changes simultaneously. As Latta (2009) suggested, the prospect of work-
ing toward M.B.A. curriculum revision and cultural change in teaching 
and learning presented an important opportunity for faculty development 
to support broad strategic goals of the college.

University trustees had earlier established a professional fee assessed to 
students of the M.B.A. programs  that would be used to maintain accred-
itation, expand career services for M.B.A. students, and recruit a more 
diverse M.B.A. student body. The fee provided funds for the faculty 
development required to be successful in a curriculum revitalization pro-
cess. The provost and dean argued that the use of the fee constituted an 
investment in the future of our program.

The dean established a cultural change team based on Kotter’s (2001) 
assertion that the linchpin between ideas and action is aligning people 
who understand the vision and are committed to its achievement. The 
cultural change team was made up of the dean, the M.B.A. program 
director, the chair of the M.B.A. curriculum committee, and the univer-
sity faculty development director. The team included the university 
faculty development director because the dean wanted to ensure that 
sufficient professional development opportunities would be designed 
specifi cally to meet the needs for curriculum and cultural change to a 
learner-centered and integrative M.B.A. program of study.

Navigating Curriculum and Cultural Change

Johnson’s (2001) best practices were selected as the guiding principles for 
navigating curriculum and cultural change among the CBA faculty. The 
team adopted four guiding principles for our work:
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 1. Administrators, faculty, students, alumni, and community partners 
must be involved in the curriculum revision process.

 2. The time frame for revision and training should be short in dura-
tion; our goal was to launch a pilot cohort group at the end of the 
second year of internal study.

 3. Participants should have access to continuous assistance, oppor-
tunity for frequent discussion, and periodic review throughout the 
entire process.

 4. Curricular revitalization would necessitate changes in classroom 
instructional practices. In addition, the team recognized that a mul-
titude of administrative issues required attention and that the pro-
cess required simultaneous actions on multiple fronts.

We implemented these principles in the three phases of our project.

Phase 1: Setting the Stage for Change

Johnson’s (2001) guiding principles provided the framework for a series 
of events aimed at simultaneous curriculum and cultural change. The 
events were designed to involve faculty, students, alumni, local busi-
nesses, and administration actively throughout the change process. The 
events were distinct, each with a defi nite purpose and audience. They 
were spread over an academic year, timed at deliberate intervals; held 
away from the college in university facilities designed to accommodate 
conferences; and provided breakfast and lunch. All events were planned, 
coordinated, and facilitated by the cultural change team and the faculty 
development director.

The fi rst event, the M.B.A. retreat, was organized around the theme, 
“Is Change in the M.B.A. Curriculum Necessary?” The retreat provided 
a context for engaging the faculty and introducing Johnson’s (2001) prin-
ciples. All faculty (tenured, tenure track, and adjunct) were invited to 
attend; more than sixty of the seventy-fi ve participated. The fi rst half of 
the session was a moderated open discussion about the existing program 
and the results of the M.B.A. task force analysis. A general consensus 
emerged that the curriculum was out of step with the business world, and 
change was necessary. Next, faculty were divided into discussion groups 
to explore possible alternatives of how to achieve curriculum change. 
Each table presented its ideas to the group, and a question-and-answer 
period followed. Recognizing the importance of socializing as a means to 
build relationships and foster a culture of inclusion and collaboration, 
we built into the event a social hour after the meeting.
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The M.B.A. curriculum committee used oral and written feedback 
from this event to continue drafting the revitalized M.B.A. curriculum. 
The second event, the M.B.A. Revitalization Conference, was presented 
in an academic conference format. Johnson’s (2001) principle of engaging 
administration, faculty, students, alumni, and community provided the 
foundation for planning this event. More than one hundred faculty, 
alumni, current students, advisory board members, high-level university 
administrators, and community leaders participated. Four panel presenta-
tions, each with a moderator and faculty presenters, explored specifi c 
possible format changes of the revitalized program: orientation, discipline-
based core, integrative core, and integrative electives. Faculty panelists 
also demonstrated that proposed changes had academic integrity and that 
faculty from different departments could work together on curriculum 
revision. Faculty panel participants received a stipend for attending two 
half-day faculty development workshops to coordinate the panel presen-
tations. A question-and-answer session at the event’s conclusion resulted 
in a spirited discussion of what should be included in a twenty-fi rst-century 
M.B.A. curriculum. Faculty, alumni, current students, and community 
business leaders engaged in public dialogue about the proposed changes 
and program learning outcomes.

The fi rst two events resulted in suffi cient feedback and idea generation 
that the graduate curriculum committee and M.B.A. director formulated 
a revised curriculum plan (Table 11.1). Johnson’s (2001) second and 
third principles recommend a short time frame and access to continuous 
assistance; therefore, within two months, the cultural change team 
quickly followed up the revitalization retreat with a third half-day work-
shop. Prior to the workshop, faculty were asked to suggest topics that 
would serve as potential themes for integrative M.B.A. courses—for 
example, sustainability, global enterprise, and innovation. The graduate 
curriculum committee identifi ed two types of courses from those sug-
gested by faculty: narrow integrative courses, comprising two depart-
ments or areas of study; and broad integrative courses, spanning three or 
more departments or areas of study.

The Revitalized M.B.A. Workshop, attended by more than sixty fac-
ulty, served as a hands-on demonstration of turning cross-disciplinary 
ideas into potential integrative courses. It began with an empowering 
message from the dean, an overview of the purpose and plan for the 
workshop activities, and brief presentations on integrative course design 
and assessment. Participants were assigned to specifi c theme tables based 
on their specifi ed interests to draft ideas as to how each theme could 
evolve into an integrative course. Faculty teams presented their ideas to 
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Original M.B.A. Curriculum (based on 
three-unit courses)

Total 
Units

Revitalized M.B.A. 
Curriculum

(based on four-unit 
courses)

Total 
Units

A.  First year
Orientation 
(Optional)

0 Orientation 
(required)

2

Core courses—
for nonbusiness 
undergraduates or 
if taken more than 
three years earlier

Basic courses 
in accounting, 
fi nance, 
management, and 
marketing 

0 to 12 Online diagnostic 
tests and tutorial 
program for 
prerequisite skills 

0

Core courses 
required for all 
M.B.A.s

Courses in 
accounting (one), 
fi nance (one), 
human resource 
management 
(one), information 
systems (two), 
marketing (one) 

21 One course each 
in accounting, 
fi nance, 
information 
systems, 
management, and 
marketing 

20

B.  Second year
Elective courses

Four required 
from twenty-
four available: 
accounting (two); 
fi nance (four), 
human resource 
management 
(three), information 
systems (two), 
management (four), 
marketing (six)

12 Integrative core: 
two eight-unit 
sequences required: 
Sustainable 
Business 
Organizations 
and Customer 
Relationship 
Management; 
and an integrative 
elective course (one  
required from six 
available)

16
4

International NA NA International 
experience/study 
abroad

3

Capstone Capstone course 3 Practicum—
community-based 
project

3

Total 36–48 48

Table 11.1 Original and Revitalized M.B.A. Curricula
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the entire group; prizes and friendly competition contributed to the fun 
and excitement. The workshop resulted in a noticeable cultural shift 
from, “Why should we do this?” to, “How can we do this?” Certainly 
not every faculty member embraced these initiatives, and some faculty 
voiced concerns about how to design integrative learning experiences that 
would produce the desired learning outcomes. This event operationalized 
Johnson’s (2001) third principle, access to continuous assistance, by pro-
viding faculty with an opportunity to review the feedback and work 
accomplished thus far and work together on idea generation for curriculum-
centered activities.

The cultural change team met to review progress and faculty feedback 
from the workshop. In accordance with Johnson’s (2001) third principle, 
the team determined that a systematic faculty development program for 
designing integrative courses was necessary to move revitalization for-
ward. The faculty development director drafted, and the dean and the 
M.B.A. curriculum committee approved, a proposal for a blended learn-
ing (face-to-face and online) course called Designs4Integration. The dean 
and the graduate curriculum committee decided that faculty who would 
teach in the revised curriculum would be required to participate in the 
course and would be awarded a three thousand dollar stipend for course 
completion. Requirements for completion were that each team submit a 
standard course outline, syllabus, assignments, and recommended assess-
ments ready for curriculum approval at the department, college, and uni-
versity levels. Reflecting our commitment to Johnson’s (2001) first 
principle, a community partner who was also an alumnus was asked to 
review the Designs4Integration proposal. He gave his enthusiastic 
endorsement and provided some recommended resources.

Phase 2: Providing Faculty Development

The deliverables for curriculum approval required that faculty from 
different functional areas (accounting, finance, information systems, 
marketing, and management) collaborate to design integrative courses. 
Collaborative course design, collaborative teaching, and integrative learn-
ing were all new concepts to the vast majority of faculty in the college. 
Naturally most faculty were uneasy about putting the ideas of integrative 
learning into practice. As such, the university faculty development direc-
tor worked toward designing a learning experience that would produce 
the intended outcomes and deliverables and educate faculty about inte-
grative learning, collaborative course design, and collaborative teaching 
practices.
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Designs4Integration is conducted over three weeks, with three face-to-
face half-day sessions. It is housed on our learning management system. 
All faculty were enrolled as students; in summer 2010, thirty-four partici-
pated, and in winter 2011, fi fteen did so. The course has seven develop-
mentally sequenced modules:

Module 1: Introduces faculty to the course and intended outcomes 
and deliverables.

Module 2: Provides a variety of readings exploring integrative 
learning and integrative learning practices.

Module 3: Addresses issues in collaborative teaching for integrative 
learning and includes readings on cultivating colleagueship, collab-
orative course design, and collaborative teaching strategies.

Module 4: Addresses culturally responsive pedagogy by situating 
case method practices (www.hbs.edu/teaching/case-method-in-
practice/) as a culturally responsive way to achieve integration of 
course content in the classroom.

Module 5: Addresses technology in integrative learning.

Module 6: Designing Your Course, adapted from Fink (2003), 
which  leads faculty teams through a variety of activities that result 
in specifi c deliverables.  Each course team, working within a theme 
area, was led through a collaborative process of building strong 
primary components (determining learning goals, building learn-
ing activities, building assessment and feedback), assembling those 
components into a coherent whole (designing the course structure, 
the standard course outline and syllabus), and fi nalizing the learn-
ing material for review (university policies and practices).

Module 7: Asked teams to refl ect on their process and consider 
feedback and leadership issues.

Face-to-face sessions were half-day workshops that provided time for 
discussion of module specifi cs, questions, and teamwork. Blended instruc-
tion allows team members to work in collaborative online groups and to 
house all documents and resources (curriculum information, assessment 
information, accessibility requirements, academic journal websites, 
campus policy statements) at one point of access. In addition, groups 
posted deliverables on the course site for all participants to review. The 
summer 2010 offering of Designs4Integration resulted in seven integra-
tive course proposals: Sustainability and the Business Enterprise, Cus-
tomer Relationship Management, e-Commerce, Global Investments, 
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Innovation and the Business Enterprise, Financial Statement Analysis, 
and Mergers and Acquisitions.

Feedback from the summer 2010 offering indicated that faculty were 
most apprehensive about sharing their teaching time with other faculty. 
In addition, faculty remained unsure about how to ensure that students 
integrate information from the areas of study presented in the class. 
Refl ecting Johnson’s (2001) fourth principle, changes in instructional pro-
cesses, the faculty development director developed a second course, 
Teaching4Integration, to help faculty create learner-centered and integra-
tive classroom experiences. Again, we asked our alumni community part-
ner to review the Teaching4Integration proposal, and he gave it 
enthusiastic support.

Teaching4Integration leads faculty through a three-part model (content 
delivery, active learning for integration, and refl ection, synthesis, and 
application) of class organization and delivery. Each part is accompanied 
by recommended student work, activities, and assessment. Faculty spend 
the least amount of time delivering content individually. Active learning 
for integration is facilitated and coordinated by both or all faculty 
together, as is the refl ection, synthesis, and application portion of the 
class. Harvard Business School case studies provide the basis for content 
integration. During the Teaching4Integration workshop, teaching teams 
work toward establishing comfort and competence in collaborative teach-
ing, a paradigm shift in pedagogy for most faculty.

Phase 3: Bringing It All Together

Bringing the process to fruition in the form of a completed curriculum 
required some planning at a strategic level and included a curriculum matrix, 
assessment, and sustaining support.

DEVELOPING THE CURRICULUM MATRIX

Deans may lead and manage, but the college constitution specifi es that 
approval of a new curriculum requires a vote of tenured and tenure-track 
faculty. An important step toward gaining faculty acceptance was the 
development of a curriculum matrix. Faculty were asked to address a 
map of course topics that contributed to the newly defi ned M.B.A. pro-
gram outcomes. Numerous content redundancies were revealed during 
this process. Faculty began to buy into the idea that curriculum revi-
sion might reduce redundancies across courses and functional areas and 
might be acceptable since topics and concepts were reorganized into new 
courses and not dropped from the new curriculum.
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Curriculum matrices from each department were combined to develop 
the overall M.B.A. curriculum map that delineated the full set of con-
cepts, topics, and theories by functional area. Faculty had to come 
together to discuss how and where concepts could be integrated within 
the new curriculum. By charting what should be taught, when it should 
be taught, and how it should be confi gured, faculty produced a plan for 
achieving learning that could be used with assessment data to inform 
further modifi cations in the curriculum.

ASSESSING PROGRAM-LEVEL OUTCOMES

Another important step toward the acceptance of M.B.A. revitalization 
was the explicit recognition that assessment had to be built into the new 
program in a manner that would link learning objectives, accreditation 
requirements, and the shortcomings uncovered in our SWOT analysis. 
The college associate dean for accreditation guided the development 
of the assessment process. She identifi ed an outside expert who worked 
with the curriculum committee to design and implement a portfolio 
assessment plan that was integrated into the new curriculum. The works 
collected include students’ expectations about their M.B.A. education 
as related to the learning goals, their participation in various projects 
and efforts, their self-refl ections, samples of their work related to out-
comes being assessed, and documents that demonstrate their growing 
mastery of the M.B.A. curriculum. The portfolio is not merely a tool 
to assess the learning impact of the revitalized curriculum but also a 
marketing tool for M.B.A. students as they search for employment after 
graduation.

SUSTAINING SUPPORT

We reached out to other business schools that had undertaken this type 
of major educational paradigm shift. The most important piece of advice 
that we received was to engage as many participants as possible in the 
change process with the understanding that there would always be a few 
who would never join the shift to a new way of teaching and learning. 
The stakeholder engagement process needed to be constant, and it needed 
to address the points of resistance, concern, and risks that faculty and 
others identifi ed.

Early in the curriculum revision process, college administrators recog-
nized that the proposal for M.B.A. revitalization required signifi cant sup-
port from other units on campus. Specifi cally, the university process for 
proposing any new course, let alone an entirely new curriculum, was a 
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well-defi ned procedure with established time lines, policies, and dead-
lines. The aggressive timetable established early in the process had the 
goal of offering the new curriculum in the next academic year. This time-
table meant that classes that were only being dreamed of had already 
passed the usual approval deadlines. Other obstacles emerged during 
cross-campus discussions, and each presented unique challenges to keep 
the effort on track. Each time an obstacle emerged, the cultural change 
team met to strategize a solution, and one or more team members fol-
lowed through on making the solution a reality.

Obtaining acceptance across the campus required constant communi-
cation with university leaders. Most administrative service units appreci-
ated consultation about implementation issues that they would need to 
accomplish. Numerous suggestions about how various components 
would or would not work within the current university system altered 
some elements of the overall intended results, but the changes were 
minor. All in all, working with the administration demonstrated that 
truly good ideas do not always have to adhere to the rigid rules of the 
institution, but with the proper level of support across the university, they 
can be given a chance.

Conclusions and Recommendations

The three phases outlined in this chapter represent signifi cant milestones 
of successful and swift curriculum revitalization and cultural change. The 
process involved faculty development and faculty governance for con-
tinuous assistance, opportunities for frequent discussion, periodic review, 
and faculty development for curriculum design, course redesign, integra-
tive learning, and integrative teaching practice. The phases outlined in 
this chapter can be replicated or adjusted to meet the needs of any group 
working toward curriculum revision or paradigm shift.

Johnson’s (2001) guiding principles were central to establishing events 
and activities that fostered the changes we desired. They enabled us to 
assess our processes and to plan for future events. Specifically, we 
included administration, faculty, students, alumni, and community part-
ners in our processes whenever possible (principle 1). The process took 
place from fall 2009 (M.B.A. Revitalization Retreat) through summer 
2010 (Designs4Integration). Thus, a new curriculum was conceived and 
new courses were developed and moved through the curriculum process 
in one academic year (principle 2). A new cohort of students started the 
revitalized M.B.A. in fall 2010.
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The two faculty development courses that supported curriculum 
change refl ect principles 3 and 4. Making faculty development an integral 
part of curriculum change situates faculty development as a provider 
of continuous assistance. Housing both faculty development courses 
on the learning management system provides faculty with continuous 
access to learning material, curriculum material, assessment material, 
and course material. The semester prior to teaching a new integrative 
M.B.A. course, faculty use Teaching4Integration, which refl ects principle 
4 in that it is focused on changes in instructional processes.

The events and activities documented in this process represent strate-
gic efforts to generate excitement, foster meaningful dialogue, dem-
onstrate cooperation, engage participants, and provide social 
opportunities for relationship building and collaborative partnerships. 
The planning for each component involved signifi cant efforts from the 
college leadership, the faculty development expert, faculty governance 
groups, and staff. The results were impressive. Each event was well 
attended and had people asking, “What’s next?” Each event earned the 
attention of the university administration, and they are encouraging 
other university colleges to duplicate this curriculum and cultural 
change process.

Faculty development professionals need not be involved in large-scale 
cultural change to use the ideas and resources found in Designs4Integra-
tion and Teaching4Integration. However, Latta’s (2009) call for faculty 
developers to support broader university efforts provides a valuable rec-
ommendation. Teaming with campus partners to support strategic change 
efforts adds value and visibility to faculty development activities. Faculty 
development and faculty governance indeed make good partners for cur-
riculum revision.
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ACADEMIC DISHONESTY AMONG 
INTERNATIONAL STUDENTS IN 

HIGHER EDUCATION

Krishna K. Bista, Arkansas State University

University instructors address and want to eschew student academic 
misconduct. These educators presume that students understand fully 
what cheating and plagiarism are. However, the issue of academic dis-
honesty among international students is complex and diffi cult. This study 
investigated the perceptions of international undergraduate and gradu-
ate students in a southern U.S. university about possible causes for academic 
misbehavior. Results reveal several causal variables: previous learning 
style, English language profi ciency, unfamiliarity with American aca-
demic cultures, relationship between student and teacher, and availability 
of technical and educational resources associated with academic 
dishonesty.

Academic misconduct in higher learning institutions remains prevalent 
among students at both the undergraduate and graduate levels (Lipson & 
McGavern, 1993; Love, 1997). Academic misconduct is more prevalent 
among international students than students educated in English-speaking 
countries (Arkoudis, 2007; Park, 2003). As is typical of many institu-
tions, the University of Alberta (2010) defi nes academic dishonesty as 
cheating (using unauthorized notes or study aids on an examination), 
plagiarism (using others’ work as their own without acknowledging the 
contribution of the author), fabrication (falsifying any information or 

Thanks to Charlotte Foster and David Cox at the Center for Excellence, Arkansas 
State University, and Barry S. Davidson and Andrew Creamer at the College of 
Education at Troy University.
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data, unauthorized access, misuse of availability of computer system 
or alteration of computerized records), deception (providing false informa-
tion to the instructor), and sabotage (preventing others from completing 
their course work).

Variables Affecting Plagiarism

Some researchers have suggested that academic honesty offenses may 
result from misunderstanding of course policy or defi nitions of misbe-
havior such as plagiarism rather than a deliberate intention to cheat 
(Bamford & Sergiou, 2005; Evans & Youmans, 2000). Broadly speak-
ing, scholars have categorized plagiarism into two groups: intentional 
and unintentional (Bamford & Sergiou, 2005; Hammond, 2002; 
Larkham & Manns, 2002; Park, 2003). Hall (2004) found several rea-
sons for plagiarism, such as differing cultural values, personality fac-
tors, stress, peer pressure, and contextual factors. Studies conducted in 
China, Latvia, Lithuania, and the United States revealed historical, politi-
cal, economic, and technical infl uences as major variables of plagiarism 
(Russikoff, Fucaloro, & Salkauskiene, 2003). A study at the University 
of Alberta (2010) mentioned poor time management and organizational 
skills, strong home culture, pressure for scholarship and jobs, and mis-
understanding of course rules and regulations leading individuals to acts 
of plagiarism. McCabe, Trevino, and Butterfi eld (2001) suggest contex-
tual factors such as peer behavior as the most powerful influence to 
educational cheating.

Previous Learning Style and Culture

In many cultures, the ability of learners to integrate the words of oth-
ers in harmony with one’s own was considered an academic practice 
(Cammish, 1997). Fleck (2000) investigated the concept of cheating in 
urban and rural Nepal from an ethnocentric perspective. He found that 
the underlying causes of cheating were grounded in Nepal’s hierarchical 
cultural values: education is considered a status or rank rather than a 
process of learning, and cheat sheets, whispers, and copied answers were 
examination reality in many of Nepal’s public schools. Such academic 
practices occur in many ethnic-oriented tribal communities, as Ballard 
and Clanchy (1991, cited in Hall, 2004, p. 4) explained: “In a Confucian, 
Buddhist, Hindu or Islamic society, for example, the ability to quote from 
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sacred writings, from the saying of the ages, from the words of leading 
scholars, is the essence of scholarship.”

Nazir and Aslam (2010) studied perceptions of academic dishonesty 
among Pakistani undergraduate and graduate students in different uni-
versities and found that more than half of the students studied were 
involved in dishonest acts such as helping other students copy homework 
assignments, exam papers, or graded project reports. These students 
believed that cheating and copying were not serious offenses and that 
there was no penalty for such behaviors.

In the Western world, knowledge acquisition is an intellectual exercise 
whereby one applies and manipulates information and data from various 
sources (Hellsten & Prescott, 2004). However, in non-Western cultures, 
rote learning and memorization are still widely practiced, and the degree of 
plagiarism is higher in graduate students than in undergraduate students 
due to the greater demand for critical and analytical writing (Scheyvens, 
Wild, & Overton, 2003). Some scholars have focused on the fact that 
many international students have already fossilized their learning attitudes 
into culturally infl uenced beliefs and behaviors from years of schooling at 
their home university, and it appears they may be unable to alter those 
behaviors in the American classroom (Carroll, 2002; Ryan, 2000).

Academic attribution and the use of others’ published material is 
greatly infl uenced by culture. Russikoff  et al. (2003) found common 
economic practices in communist and post-Soviet settings to be infl uential 
in plagiarism. These researchers found students copying from each other 
and comparing composition lengths on a free-writing assignment in a 
Latvian institution of higher learning. When questioned by the research-
ers, students responded, “We do it this way! We always do it this way! 
We copy and our teachers all know we just do it!” (p. 110). Chinese stu-
dents state that plagiarism and copying is “a pedagogical practice” 
(Russikoff et al., 2003, p. 112). Fleck (2000), studying the nature of 
cheating in Nepal’s public schools, found that students preferred copying 
answers from each other in free-writing assignments.

Communication Diffi culties

The lack of English language proficiency and awareness of standard 
English citation conventions may contribute to plagiarism and cheat-
ing (Hyland, 2001; Park, 2003). Language barriers (Biggs & Burville, 
2003) and diffi culties in separating one’s own thoughts from information 
gathered from texts and properly acknowledging the sources can also 

c12.indd   161c12.indd   161 04/08/11   3:04 PM04/08/11   3:04 PM



162 to improve the academy

lead to plagiarism (Hall, 2004). In addition, international students may 
not have adequately developed such  skills as essay writing, note taking, 
group work, and presentation, leading them to take academic shortcuts 
on academic tasks. Robertson, Line, Jones, and Thomas (2000) men-
tioned diffi culties in comprehending the content of lectures, diffi culties 
in understanding subject-specifi c terminology, high speed of delivery in 
lectures and seminars, and diffi culties in interpreting the English language 
as reasons that international students plagiarize.

Lack of Familiarity with the Culture of Academics

The cultural difference of what constitutes public knowledge versus pri-
vate knowledge is a central phenomenon of academic misconduct in some 
Asian and European educational settings. Some cultural groups do not 
regard plagiarism as a serious violation (Cammish, 1997). The University 
of Alberta (2010) suggested that 60 percent of international students 
interviewed stated they could not distinguish between paraphrased and 
plagiarized text. Carroll (2002) and Ryan (2000) highlighted the prob-
lems of such students who did not fully understand the differences among 
quoting, embedding sources, and plagiarism. In some cultural contexts, 
cheating is considered a learned behavior (DiPietro, 2010). For exam-
ple, Italian students viewed copying from other sources as acceptable 
and as a mark of respect to the original author (cited in Hyland, 2001). 
Hammond (2002, cited in Hall, 2004, p. 1) listed the following reasons 
international students gave for plagiarizing:

“I couldn’t keep up with the work.”
“The lecturer/tutor doesn’t care, so why should I?”
“I have to succeed. Everyone expects me to succeed, and I expect it, too.”
“I don’t understand what I’m expected to do to avoid plagiarism.”
“I can’t do this! I will have to copy.”
“But you said, ‘Work together.’”
“But paraphrasing would be disrespectful.”
“I got desperate at the last moment.”

Both international and domestic students indicate that normal academic 
pressures can lead to academic misconduct. Russikoff et al. (2003) found 
basic reasons that some individuals plagiarize: “It takes less time to com-
plete an assignment, the ideas and writing are better, it is easier than 
having to produce original work, and teachers do not care” (p. 113).
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Student-Teacher Relationship

Student-teacher relationships play a crucial role in determining the degree 
of academic dishonesty for international students. Teachers are highly 
respected authority fi gures in Bhutan, China, India, Japan, Nepal, and 
other Asian countries. Students in such cultures often consider teach-
ers’ opinions or information from books as the ultimate truth without 
question, and they reproduce this type of information  verbatim (Ninnes, 
Aitchison, & Kalos, 1999; Robertson et al., 2000). Ryan (2000) points 
out that students from some cultures believe it is impolite to quote a ref-
erence or information from other sources because “this indicates that the 
teacher does not know that the text exists” (p. 23). Hall (2004) suggests 
that in any collectivist culture, the teacher determines the types of infor-
mation that his or her students require to become successful. Knowledge 
in such cultures is considered “communal property” that anyone can use 
without acknowledgment (Carroll, 2002; Ryan, 2000).

Little research has been conducted on how undergraduate and gradu-
ate students are socialized in behaviors and attitudes related to academic 
misconduct. In a 1984 study at the undergraduate level, Nuss found that 
53 percent of faculty surveyed indicated they rarely or never discussed 
university policies related to cheating and plagiarism with their students. 
A study by Love (1997) with six international graduate students found 
that they did not have any orientation experiences focused on the Ameri-
can writing culture.

Access to Educational Resources

Having access to the electronic and print versions of educational mate-
rials is essential for both educators and learners to maximize learning. 
However, many learners in technologically underdeveloped countries lack 
easy access to these resources. Limited teaching resources such as lecture 
notes and textbooks place burdens on instructors and students alike in 
China, India, and Nepal (Biggs, 1996; Fleck, 2000; Ninnes et al., 1999). 
In addition, poor quality of teaching aids, ineffective class management, 
inappropriate assessment, lack of expertise in education, and an authori-
tarian approach have all been associated with academic misbehavior 
(Fleck, 2000; Hellsten & Prescott, 2004).

It is often argued that students in American and other Western univer-
sities are highly involved in academic misconduct because they have easy 
access to Internet resources (Russikoff et al., 2003). However, students 
and instructors in poor Asian countries without easy access to the Inter-
net or library resources are also prone to cheating and plagiarism.
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Psychological Pressure and Adjustment Issues

Psychological pressures that international students face in the process of 
transitioning to study in the United States are associated with academic 
performance and misconduct. After arrival in a new country, interna-
tional students face a number of challenges in adjusting to living and 
learning, including culture shock and fi nancial problems, which may have 
an impact on their study plans, academic motivation, and attention to 
assignments and course work. These adjustment problems can vary by 
country of origin, race, ethnicity, English language profi ciency, and col-
lective versus individualist cultural orientation (Constantine, Anderson, 
Berkel, Caldwell, & Utsey, 2005; Poyrazli & Grahame, 2007).

The American university can also contribute to adjustment diffi culties 
and the pressure to cheat when its international student services fall short 
by not making social connections to international students’ home cul-
tures, language, food, and social life. As a result, international students 
may experience negative psychological responses such as tension, confu-
sion, depression, homesickness, disorientation, feelings of isolation, 
alienation, and powerlessness (Poyrazli & Grahame, 2007), often leading 
to lower academic achievement (Poyrazli & Grahame, 2007; Rai, 2002; 
Ying, 2002). Eisenberg, Golberstein, and Gollust (2007) indicate that 
37 to 84 percent of international students did not receive free counseling, 
mental health services, or psychotherapy. When international students 
experience psychological, social, and academic pressures, they may be at 
greater risk of not following the standards and guidelines of American 
academic honesty requirements.

Much has been written about academic dishonesty and plagiarism 
among college students, but little has been done to study the causes of 
plagiarism among international students. As we have seen, international 
students with different culture, language, and learning environment back-
grounds face several academic and nonacademic problems. I conducted a 
study of international students to answer the following questions:

• What are the major adjustment challenges for international stu-
dents who are seeking academic degrees in the United States?

• Do social, cultural, and economic issues and psychological stress 
make international students prone to increased rates of plagiarism?

• Do home country teaching and learning styles contribute to docu-
mentation and citation diffi culties?

• How do international students perceive cheating and plagiarism?
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Methodology

I gathered data from international students studying at a southern 
university in 2010 using a questionnaire distributed by e-mail and in 
person. The questionnaire surveyed demographic factors such as gender, 
nationality, educational degree, and issues related to academic dishonesty. 
The focus of the study was to better comprehend the social, cultural, and 
psychological backgrounds of international students. Of the 300 interna-
tional students invited to respond, 230 participated in the questionnaire, 
distributed by country of origin as follows: Australia (4), Azerbaijan (1), 
Belarus (1), China (66), Japan (10), India (30), Kenya (10), Malaysia (5), 
Morocco (4), Nepal (36), New Zealand (2), Norway (2), Poland (5), the 
Netherlands (4), Togo (2), Turkey (2), Saudi Arabia (23), South Korea (16), 
and Sweden (3). Four participants did not mention their country of origin. 
Female participants (51.6 percent) slightly outnumbered male participants 
(48.4 percent). Academically, 58.3 percent of the students were under-
graduates, 33.3 percent were graduate students, and 8.3 percent were in 
English as a Second Language programs.

Findings

The data obtained from the study were analyzed from the perspective of 
student learning styles and cultures. The fi ndings of this study fall into 
six main categories.

Previous Learning Style and Culture

Some international students have learning styles that may be different 
from those observed in traditional American classrooms. In many emerg-
ing Asian countries, teachers and educators follow traditional modes of 
instruction in the class. In a response to a question regarding previous 
learning and exam preparation in their home country, 93.3 percent of 
international students admitted that they primarily memorized informa-
tion, 43.3 percent acknowledged use of group study, 50 percent were 
encouraged to prepare by rote learning, and 10 percent experienced col-
laborative testing and sharing answers for exams.

In response to a question on writing and information-fi nding conven-
tions, 76.7 percent of respondents admitted that they did not follow the 
American Psychological Association  or Modern Library Association 
writing format on class assignments in their previous work at their home 
university. This indicates that the majority of survey participants followed 
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standard writing formats only in American schools. Similarly, 16.7 percent 
agreed that it was acceptable to consult with a friend when writing 
or studying, 26.7 percent believed that fi nding answers from online 
sources was acceptable, and 30 percent shared that getting help from 
others in taking an online exam or completing a take-home test was 
appropriate.

Incompetence and Other issues

This study indicated that English was a major language barrier for for-
eign students. More than half (58 percent) of the participants were under-
graduate students, and their level of English profi ciency was rated as just 
“satisfactory.” Of the remaining participants, 10 percent rated themselves 
as a limited user, 11 percent as a moderate user, 12 percent as a good 
user, and 8 percent as a very good user.

When students are not interested in their programs of study, they are 
likely to slack off on their academic course work. For example, when 
asked what academic problems they faced in their course work, 27.5 per-
cent of respondents supported the statement, “I didn’t have a high enough 
score on the TOEFL/IELTS [Test of English as a Foreign Language/
International English Language Testing System] and I had to do ESL [Eng-
lish as a Second Language] program”; 10 percent selected, “I did a prereq-
uisite or foundation course as I changed my major”; 2.5 percent chose, 
“I dropped the course because I wasn’t interested”; and 37.5 percent 
responded, “I am just doing this program because I didn’t have any other 
choice.” In addition, 45 percent responded, “I found my own English not 
good enough.” These responses suggest that many international students 
were pursuing university study without a particular interest in the aca-
demic fi eld. Students may not progress well academically when they do 
not enter the program or take courses of their choice. The method of class-
room instruction in secondary schools and universities in their home coun-
try plays a vital role in determining English competency for many 
international students. The survey showed that 69 percent of students 
were taught in a non-English local dialect or native language. In addition, 
50 percent interacted with their professors in the local language while they 
were in their home country. These factors indicate that international stu-
dents may not be acquiring strong language competence in English in their 
home countries. For most international students, face-to-face encounters 
with native English speakers did not occur until their entry into the United 
States. As a result, many students cannot express themselves comfortably, 
have low self-esteem, and fear making mistakes when they approach their 
professors in an American classroom setting (Cammish, 1997).
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Being Unfamiliar with the Culture of Academics

In response to the question, “Why do you think that many students copy 
materials from the Internet and textbooks while doing reports, course assign-
ments, or theses?” more than half of the students (56.7 percent) indicated 
that they lacked knowledge of what plagiarism is. Nearly half (46.7 percent) 
indicated that they were unfamiliar with the academic culture of American 
schools. Forty percent admitted cheating on exams or course assignments 
because of the pressures of timed exams. Furthermore, 10 percent cheated 
on the tests and admitted taking advantage of the instructor’s permissive leni-
ency . The results of this study support the fi ndings of previous research that 
international students do not know what plagiarism truly means (Cammish, 
1997; DiPietro, 2010; Hall, 2004; University of Alberta, 2010).

Student-Teacher Relationship

Cultural values that international students hold determine the form and 
style of communication, interpersonal behavior, and interaction between 
students and teachers. In the collective culture of Asian countries, learn-
ers may have a unique classroom demeanor—very polite, respectful, 
and obedient. Many foreign students fi nd American classroom cultures 
disorienting when they have to navigate unfamiliar customs such as 
casual dress, students eating in class, direct communication, and calling 
professors by their fi rst names.

This confl ict of classroom culture is supported by student responses to 
the question about student-teacher interaction. Students indicated that 
their home country behavior practices still infl uenced their U.S. classroom 
interactions. Seventy percent responded, “I listen more and speak less”; 
40 percent said, “To be silent is a part of a good discipline in the class”; 
and 13.3 percent responded, “There were no questions and interaction in 
the class,” and, “I never made eye-to-eye contact while speaking.” This 
indicates that international students in this study bear similar cultural 
features to those in previous studies.

Access to Educational Resources

International students, especially from developing countries such as 
Bhutan, China, India, Nepal, and Pakistan, may not have had access to 
a computer or research library in their previous academic experiences 
(Neuman, Khan, & Dondolo, 2008; Rennie & Mason, 2007). In response 
to the question, “How often did you use a library, computer or refer-
ences while preparing term papers and class assignments in your previous 
study at your home university?” 26 percent reported “always,” more than 
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half (53 percent) answered “seldom,” and 20 percent replied “rarely.” In 
response to another question about their previous learning experiences 
in their home countries, 53 percent reported that their teachers asked 
them to memorize, read, and take comprehensive tests. Twenty percent of 
respondents said that their teachers read directly from the text with little 
or no explanation of content materials, whereas nearly half (49 percent) of 
the respondents stated that teachers at their previous schools did not use 
computers, did not conduct research, and did not assign project work. 
This lack of exposure to educational resources suggests that some interna-
tional students are at greater possible risk for academic misinterpretation 
of established college norms in American institutions of higher learning.

Psychological Pressure and Adjustment Issues

Many international students experience anxiety, homesickness, and 
cultural and social isolation, which occur not only in the immediate tran-
sitional adjustment phase but also for many months that follow. Many 
students from developing countries also face fi nancial challenges paying 
for academic and living expenses. Although it is illegal for international 
students to work off campus, some  feel compelled to engage in any kind 
of work to support their unmet needs.

Students have a difficult time excelling in their studies and paying 
attention to school work if they are not socially, mentally, and economi-
cally ready. In this study, 57 percent of new international students indicated 
that they feared making mistakes, and 50 percent reported they did not 
express themselves most of the time. Nearly half (47 percent) of respon-
dents shared that they felt awkward and found it diffi cult to speak with 
others, and another 37 percent suggested that anxiety impeded their abil-
ity to articulate their thoughts exactly and correctly.

 Almost one in four students (23 percent) expected their friends could 
share course work with them.

When a professor asks a question in class, international students some-
times take longer to collect their thoughts or formulate an answer. Beginning 
instructors may not be aware that some foreign students are mentally 
translating words before speaking. When possible, international students 
like to use “beautiful sentences” from books or other resources to include 
in their writing to compensate for these language diffi culties.

Implications

The fi ndings from this study and previous research highlight the fact that 
academic misconduct is a complicated issue for international students. 
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Many students do not know what plagiarism is, and their cultural and 
social beliefs cloud the issues of improperly borrowed sources. The goal of 
the instructor is to have a positive impact on learning, as well as improve 
communication with their students (Evans & Youmans, 2000), and it 
is essential that educators teaching international students understand 
the social, cultural, and pedagogical background of their students and 
how they may or may not be aligned with U.S. academic values 
and behaviors (Grey, 2002). Instructors need to explain how to avoid 
improper documentation in college writing, and providing positive rein-
forcement with corrective action, instead of punishment, should become 
the norm. One possible solution is to offer an integrated bridge course 
on academic writing techniques and pitfalls for international students. 
Felix and Lawson (1994) and Bamford and Sergiou (2005) recommend 
conducting cultural reorientation programs focused on proper reference 
citation for international students. Ryan (2000, p. 56) makes these sug-
gestions for reducing plagiarism among international students:

• Discuss what plagiarism is, and give examples.
• Explain the difference between paraphrasing and plagiarism.
• Demonstrate to students how to paraphrase, synthesize, and weave 

other sources into their own work.
• Show students how they are supposed to meet referencing require-

ment and why the requirements exist.
• State what is not permitted, describing what it is and why it is 

unacceptable.
• Explicitly state the consequences of not complying with the rules 

against plagiarism.

Changing improper writing habits of foreign students in regard to 
proper citation and plagiarism is hard work. Classroom educators 
must provide clear and explicit instructions to students about what is 
acceptable and what is not in writing in an academic setting. Arkoudis 
(2007) recommends that all teachers of students who are not native 
English speakers use a variety of educational approaches to avoid 
plagiarism.

Conclusion

The results of this study indicate that academic misconduct and pla-
giarism are prevalent among international students. According to the 
literature review and survey responses, external social, economic, and 
psychological pressures are the main causes of plagiarism. Many interna-
tional students do not know what plagiarism is due to complex cultural 
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differences as well as the learning and teaching styles of their home 
country. It is diffi cult to break the routine habits of international stu-
dents (Bamford & Sergious, 2005), and they must receive direct, explicit 
instruction concerning plagiarism in the preparation of research papers as 
well as course work. It is important for faculty to understand the diver-
gent linguistic and cultural backgrounds of their international students. 
Special attention should be given to students suffering from social and 
psychological discomforts such as anxiety, homesickness, or cultural dis-
orientation in the cross-cultural adjustment process. The notion of academic 
dishonesty must be addressed from a perspective that recognizes that 
international students, especially those from developing countries, come 
from distinct cultural, economic, and educational backgrounds.
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FORTY PERCENT OF 2 MILLION

 PREPARING TO SERVE OUR VETERANS WITH 

DISABILITIES

Bruce C. Kelley, Ernetta L. Fox, Justin M. Smith, Lisa A. 
Wittenhagen, University of South Dakota

On August 1, 2009, the Post-9/11 Veterans Educational Assistance Act 
of 2008 was passed, and as a result, almost 2 million veterans returning 
from Iraq and Afghanistan will soon enroll in postsecondary education. 
Up to 40 percent of these veterans are estimated to have disabilities. This 
chapter examines some of the characteristics of this group, the challenges 
that veterans face as they transition into life as college students, and how 
faculty developers can help faculty better serve these incoming veterans.

John (named changed to protect identity) is medically retired from the 
Air Force, having served in both Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) 
and Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF). He has major depression and social 
phobia. Despite these challenges, he has decided to get a bachelor’s 
degree in alcohol and drug studies:

I do pretty well but the depression hits me every so often and it 
makes it diffi cult for me to study. I’m also so highly medicated at 
times that I can’t really function. I may spend most of the week in 
bed and my attention and focus aren’t that well. I was a 3.8 grade 
point average student but because of my depression I’ve fallen to 
a 2.5 grade point average. I’ve gotten a couple of F’s since I fell 

The material in this chapter was developed under a congressionally directed 
grant administered through the U.S. Department of Education. However, it 
does not necessarily represent the policy of the Department of Education 
and does not assume endorsement by the federal government.
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so far behind that I couldn’t catch up. I’ve also failed most of my 
correspondence courses since I really lack the motivation and since 
I don’t have deadlines I put everything off and just focus on my 
online classes so I don’t fall behind. I really struggle between the 
depression, or maybe I’m just not motivated. I know with having 
social phobia I’ll never use my degree but it’s a goal in life and it 
gives me something to keep me going. . . . I’ve never used the disabil-
ity services. I’ve always felt like I wouldn’t qualify.

John’s story is far from unique. As of the 2007–2008 academic year, 
military veterans, active-duty service members, and reserves (referred to 
throughout the rest of this chapter as student veterans) constituted 
4.2 percent of the total undergraduate population in the United 
States—875,000 students enrolled nationwide (Radford & Wun, 2009). 
The Post-9/11 Veterans Educational Assistance Act of 2008 (post-9/11 GI 
bill) was passed on August 1, 2009, and as a result, almost 2 million vet-
erans returning from the Iraq and Afghanistan wars will soon enroll in 
postsecondary education (American Council on Education, 2008). Veter-
ans returning from OEF and OIF are different from those of past genera-
tions. Advances in body armor, vehicle protection, medical procedures, 
and treatment mean that up to 40 percent of these veterans will be enroll-
ing in college with both visible and invisible disabilities (Grossman, 
2009). Forty percent of 2 million: Are we, as faculty developers, ready to 
help our faculty serve these incoming student veterans? What do faculty 
need to know about this incoming surge of students who will have such 
unique challenges?

Characteristics of Veterans Returning to Higher Education

Veterans returning to school under the post-9/11 GI bill are demographi-
cally different from the typical incoming fi rst-year student. Of all mili-
tary undergraduates in the classroom, 84.5 percent are older than the 
traditional college student, 47.3 percent are married, and 47.0 percent 
of them have children, including 14.5 percent who are single parents 
(Radford & Wun, 2009). As a group, military members and veterans 
seek associate degree programs at two-year colleges at a higher rate 
than the traditional college population. An astounding 76.6 percent of 
them do not attend school full time for an entire academic year, and only 
37.7 percent of military undergraduates used veterans’ education benefi ts 
during the 2007–2008 academic year, although the post-9/11 GI Bill may 
change this dramatically (Radford & Wun, 2009).

c13.indd   174c13.indd   174 04/08/11   3:05 PM04/08/11   3:05 PM



forty percent of 2 million 175

Veterans and Disabilities

Veterans returning to higher education are doing so with a variety of 
physical and psychological disabilities. Bilmes (2008) estimates that

more than 70,000 have been wounded in combat, injured in acci-
dents, or airlifted out of the region for emergency medical care. More 
than a third of the 750,000 troops discharged from the military so 
far have required treatment at medical facilities, including at least 
100,000 with mental health conditions and 52,000 with post-
traumatic stress disorder [PTSD]. According to a recent U.S. Army 
estimate, as many as 20 percent of returning soldiers have suffered 
mild brain injuries, such as concussions. More than 20,000 troops 
have survived amputations, severe burns, or head, spinal, and other 
serious injuries. (p. 84)

Veterans may also return to higher education with hearing disorders 
(Lew et al., 2007) and eye injuries (Thatch et al., 2008). Warden (2006) 
found that 28 percent of all individuals medically evacuated to the Walter 
Reed Army Medical Center had traumatic brain injury (TBI), and Kennedy 
et al. (2007) found that between January 2003 and February 2007, 
29 percent of the patients medically evacuated to Walter Reed Army 
Medical Center had evidence of both TBI and PTSD. Hoge, Auchterlonie, 
and Milliken (2006) reported that

the prevalence of reporting a mental health problem was 19.1% 
among service members returning from Iraq compared with 11.3% 
after returning from Afghanistan and 8.5% after returning from other 
locations. . . . Thirty-fi ve percent of Iraq war veterans accessed mental 
health services in the year after returning home; 12% per year were 
diagnosed with a mental health problem. (p. 1023)

Many of the soldiers who need treatment often do not even report 
mental health problems or seek help due to the stigma of seeking psychi-
atric assistance, especially in a volunteer army where many are seeking to 
advance their careers (Hoge et al., 2004; Litz & Orsillo, 2004).

TBI and PTSD deserve special mention, for they are in some respects 
invisible. Students suffering from TBI or PTSD are not as clearly identifi -
able to a faculty member as someone with, say, an amputation. TBI pro-
duces a number of symptoms, many of them similar to common types of 
learning disabilities According to Okie (2005), “Cognitive changes . . . 
may include disturbances in attention, memory, or language, as well as 
delayed reaction time during problem-solving. Often, the most troubling 
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symptoms are behavioral ones: mood changes, depression, anxiety, 
impulsiveness, emotional outbursts, or inappropriate laughter” 
(pp. 2045–2046). PTSD can affect students in a variety of ways. It can 
inhibit interaction with peers during discussion and group work because 
students with PTSD are often reluctant to share their thoughts and opin-
ions, and some course topics might cause extreme anxiety for them. It 
can cause a student discomfort in classes where seating is not the same 
from week to week or in classes that are exceptionally large, and it has an 
impact on the student’s ability to focus in a timed setting when there are 
distractions in the room such as shuffl ing noises or people in the hallway. 
The disorder can also cause diffi culty in concentrating and reading for 
extended periods of time and has been linked to substance abuse, acute 
stress disorder, somatoform disorders, depression, and other mood and 
anxiety disorders (Cozza et al., 2004). One of the most diffi cult chal-
lenges of PTSD is that it sometimes has a delayed onset (Hoge et al., 
2008), and symptoms of the disorder can begin to manifest themselves 
after the student has transitioned into higher education.

Large numbers of veterans are returning from OIF and OEF with vary-
ing types and degrees of disabilities. It is to the benefi t of both these 
veterans and higher education to create supportive environments for 
these men and women if we wish to fulfi ll the promise this country makes 
to educate its veterans. As Duane (2007) succinctly states, “Those who 
have sacrificed so much for our country deserve physical and mental 
health care, educational opportunities, and a real chance to live fulfi lling 
lives” (p. 2123).

Transitions

The transition of a veteran from the military into higher education pro-
duces a unique set of experiences, challenges, and stresses. Some of these 
are positive; the experience of serving can provide “greater self-effi cacy, 
enhanced identity and sense of purposefulness, pride, camaraderie, etc.” 
(Litz & Orsillo, 2004, p. 21). The experience can also have negative 
impacts on life, work, and learning in both the short and long terms. 
Some of the challenges veterans face as they transition to higher educa-
tion can include (University of Michigan–Flint, 2010):

• Insomnia

• Diffi culty concentrating

• Recurring thoughts and memories of war experiences
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• Hyperalertness (diffi culty relaxing or feeling safe even in an 
unthreatening environment) and startle reactions

• Grief and sadness over losses

• Guilt (surviving when others died)

• Anger

• Impatience and low tolerance for frustrations (civilian rules may 
seem irrelevant or meaningless)

• Diffi culty connecting with and trusting others, especially those 
without war zone experience

• Anxiety about being redeployed

Student veterans must learn to develop an identity that goes beyond 
that of the military, and as they merge into the nonveteran student popu-
lation, they must deal with a variety of issues—for example (University of 
Michigan–Flint, 2010):

• Diffi culty relating to and connecting with traditional college 
students

• Diffi culty fi nding importance and meaning in experiences and ideas 
that are not life or death

• Diffi culty negotiating the structural and procedural differences 
between the military and higher education bureaucracies

• Making a greater number of decisions in a far more complex 
world (the number of independent decisions that must be made—
when to get up, where to eat, and what to do that day—are far 
more limited in the military than for traditional college students)

• Developing a sense of safety on campus (sitting in areas of the 
classroom that give them a clear view of who is going in and out of 
the door)

• Struggling with boredom (few classes compare with a fi refi ght in 
terms of excitement)

Student veterans with disabilities discover that even language about 
disability changes as one navigates through the military, the Veterans 
Administration (VA), and the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). 
The military defi nes a disability as a service-connected physical or mental 
impairment that renders a member unfi t to perform his or her required 
duties, while the VA defi nes disability as a mental or physical disease or 
injury resulting from or aggravated by military service. Broadly speaking, 
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the amended ADA defi nes disability as a physical or mental impairment, 
a history or record of such an impairment, or being regarded by others as 
having an impairment (Miller & Smith, 2011). The subtle differences in 
these defi nitions mean that student veterans are sometimes considered 
able by one agency and disabled by another. The ADA tends to be 
broader in scope, and service members who receive only a partial disabil-
ity under VA regulations may be entitled to full accommodations in 
higher education. The result of this complex situation is that students 
should not base their eligibility for academic accommodations on their 
disabilities classifi cation through the military or the VA.

There has been a growing awareness that higher education needs to be 
better prepared to serve student veterans. Some notable initiatives include 
the Minnesota State College and University system’s My Military Educa-
tion Program, the University of Arizona’s Supportive Education for 
Returning Veterans Program, Cleveland State University’s Veteran Stu-
dent Success Program, Montgomery College’s Combat2College Program, 
and George Washington University’s Yellow Ribbon Program. In general, 
however, there has been little emphasis on preparing faculty, staff, and 
administration to serve veterans with disabilities. Momentum for provid-
ing on-campus support for, and increased retention of, these veterans 
currently lags efforts to get them on campus in the fi rst place.

Preparing Faculty to Better Serve Veterans

It is important for faculty to recognize the transitional challenges that 
student veterans must overcome as they move to higher education. We 
have identifi ed three broad, and at times overlapping,  areas where fac-
ulty developers can suggest specifi c strategies to enable faculty to bet-
ter serve veterans with disabilities: course structure and design, learning 
activities, and classroom environment. The strategies, which we describe 
next, will improve the chances for academic achievement for all students, 
but they are especially important in enabling student veterans with dis-
abilities to succeed in higher education. Keep in mind that every veteran 
is unique, and that the generalizations we describe will not apply to all 
student veterans or even to every student veteran with a disability.

Course Structure and Design

Structural elements that faculty should be aware of fall along a contin-
uum that ranges from specifi c design elements for individual courses at 
one end to university-wide instructional policies regarding the disability 
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accommodations at the other. The structure of individual courses should 
be reevaluated in light of the unique challenges student veterans face and 
redesigned where appropriate. Faculty generally do not need to know the 
intimate details of VA medical processes, for example, but they should 
be informed that the system is not at all like scheduling an appointment 
with a family physician. VA appointments, if cancelled, often cannot be 
rescheduled until months later. Faculty should develop attendance and 
class participation policies that do not penalize student veterans who 
have to miss class because of VA appointments. Military obligations, such 
as weekend training for National Guard units, should be regarded as the 
same type of excused absence that faculty would extend to sports-related 
absences. Assignments should all be clearly defi ned in the syllabus, for 
student veterans have been trained to communicate in a clear, direct man-
ner and to work toward specifi c goals. Rubrics and assignment templates 
that are included with the basic course materials can help provide that 
clarity. Consider scaffolding longer assignments, such as term papers, as 
a series of several smaller tasks with specifi c deadlines. Many students, 
including student veterans, struggle with structuring their time to fi nish 
larger academic tasks.

Emphasizing the refl ective quality of academic work is important as 
well. The military trains its members to make rapid decisions, and “stu-
dent veterans with disabilities will benefi t from experiences that help 
them in learning that rarely will they need to make such harrowing split 
second decisions and that when a decision needs to be made, they should 
spend the necessary time to do so” (Branker, 2009, p. 62). Student veter-
ans will benefi t from a course structure that encourages them to take 
their time with assignments and to be deliberately thoughtful in their 
academic activities. Asynchronous communication, through the use of 
learning management discussion boards, wikis, blogs, or tweets, can help 
student veterans build in time for this refl ection (Grabinger, 2010).

At a larger structural level, instructors should be aware of institutional 
policies regarding students with disabilities. Faculty developers should 
develop a working relationship with their institution’s offi ce of disabilities 
services (ODS) and should encourage their faculty to do so as well. Faculty 
should know how the process of granting accommodation works at their 
institution and should be given basic information about the most common 
disabilities that veterans experience. This is especially true of TBI and 
PTSD, for they can manifest themselves in ways that often appear to be 
common learning disabilities and may have a delayed onset. A student 
veteran who did not have a learning disability prior to deployment may 
not understand why he or she is now having trouble concentrating or 
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memorizing and may be resistant to using disability services. Students who 
grow up with learning disabilities often discover them in elementary 
school, and by the time they have reached college, they have had a number 
of years to master the language of accommodation and understand their 
rights and their responsibilities. Student veterans with disabilities are 
unlikely to have this familiarity and may need to be encouraged to seek 
information from the ODS. At the very least, every faculty member should 
include a statement on the syllabus regarding the ADA. Finally, the prin-
ciples of universal design can provide faculty with numerous ways to bet-
ter serve all students with disabilities, including those who are student 
veterans. These principles include making course materials available in a 
variety of formats, providing a fully accessible physical environment, and 
assessing students through a variety of measures. Burgstahler and Cory 
(2008) provide the defi nitive exploration of universal design in higher 
education.

Learning Activities

Numerous specific teaching strategies and styles can have a positive 
impact on the learning experience of student veterans with disabilities. 
Because they are typically older, many student veterans are interested in 
practical and hands-on types of activities, such as service-learning proj-
ects, case studies, simulations, and fi eld research. Team projects, if they 
are clearly defi ned and have unambiguous goals, can enhance the educa-
tional experience of student veterans, for they have been trained to work 
as a team to accomplish specifi c missions. Branker (2009) recommends 
that “an intentionally designed educational environment for student vet-
erans with disabilities should emphasize collaboration, not competition 
and isolation” (p. 62). Assignments that foster teamwork are one way to 
provide this environment.

Student veterans may also struggle with the difference in communica-
tion styles between the military and the typical college classroom. The 
military teaches a brief and direct communication style. Faculty therefore 
may need to spend extra time with student veterans, mentoring them on 
how to communicate in a voice that is more appropriate for an academic 
setting. Activities that encourage students to argue ideas or explore issues 
from different viewpoints can help veterans learn a more academic com-
munication style.

One of the foundational principles of universal design is to let students 
demonstrate knowledge in multiple ways. Faculty should consider con-
structing a wide variety of assignments within each course, such as 
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weekly question cards, study guides, self-assessments, attendance at 
campus events, participation in community service projects, writing 
assignments, oral presentations, small-group multimedia projects, and 
exams (Higbee, 2008). A wide variety of assignments ensures that stu-
dents who struggle with specifi c methods of assessment (for example, test 
taking or in-class writing assignments) will have other options to show 
mastery of course materials and activities. An array of assessment strate-
gies benefi ts all students, but is especially important for students with 
disabilities, such as a student veteran who has recently lost his or her 
primary writing hand.

Activities that make use of educational technology can provide numer-
ous benefi ts to student veterans with disabilities. Multiple versions of 
course content can be created through the use of streaming video (espe-
cially if close-captioned), podcasts, narrated slides, and course-related 
websites. Students in turn can create content through a variety of media. 
Social media and online collaborative writing tools can provide an engag-
ing learning experience for all students, including student veterans with 
disabilities.

Classroom Environment

Faculty should be aware that the success of student veterans is often tied 
to the physical and emotional environment of the classroom. Student vet-
erans who have recently returned from confl ict often feel insecure in large 
classrooms or in classrooms with multiple doors. They have been trained 
to secure rooms, meaning that everything is searched and all exits closed 
or watched. The general hubbub and commotion of 150 students (with 
their unsearched backpacks) interacting in a room can be intimidating or 
distracting for student veterans, especially those with neurological disor-
ders. Some student veterans want to sit in a location (such as the back 
row of the room) where they can easily watch everyone and where their 
“back” is secure. For that reason, rooms with lots of windows or glass 
walls or that are generally open can be distracting. Faculty may need to 
work with their ODS to fi nd ways of best serving student veterans who 
are struggling with the physical classroom environment. Student veterans 
often fi nd the behavior of their fellow students disruptive. Whispering, 
texting, or Web surfi ng (in ways unrelated to course content) are foreign 
to the typical military briefi ng and can be highly distracting for student 
veterans.

The emotional environment of the class is also an essential element in 
the success of student veterans. While faculty should foster an atmosphere 
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that encourages direct communication with all their students, this is espe-
cially important with veterans. First-year noncombat veterans reported 
that they were less engaged with faculty than their peers were, and combat 
and noncombat veterans who were academic seniors reported signifi -
cantly lower student-faculty interaction and less support from their 
campus environment than did nonveteran students (National Survey of 
Student Engagement, 2010). In light of these results, faculty should make 
concentrated efforts to interact with their student veteran population 
both in and outside the classroom. Many student veterans are quietly 
proud of their military service and are uncomfortable with overt displays 
of recognition (positive or negative) that single them out from their class-
mates. Faculty may wish to devise nonintrusive ways of identifying these 
students—perhaps by collecting information from all students on note 
cards or through an online survey. Student veterans have experienced 
the world in many ways that most other students have not, and develop-
ing assignments and activities that draw on this experience will provide a 
supportive environment that enriches the entire class.

Faculty should thoughtfully consider how they handle in-class issues 
related to the global war on terror in general and the Middle East in par-
ticular. Within the veterans’ community itself, there are many opinions about 
our current wars, from unwavering support to unswerving criticism. 
As a result, faculty should find ways of discussing current events and 
Middle Eastern policies in a way that distinguishes political policies 
and military strategies from individuals who have had to carry out those 
policies. Finally, faculty need to understand that certain questions should 
never be asked of a student veteran, including, “Did you kill anyone?” 
“Did you see anyone die?” and other intrusively personal questions. 
Advise faculty to avoid asking these questions in class, and if students ask 
them, they should step in immediately to redirect the question, as they 
would with any patently offensive statement made in that environment.

Conclusion

There is a great need for faculty, staff, and administration to better 
understand the challenges that veterans returning from OEF and OIF 
face, and faculty developers need to be prepared to help faculty better 
serve those veterans who are entering higher education with disabilities. 
As Cook and Kim (2009) state,  “Veterans are not necessarily looking to 
be isolated or have special programs created on their behalf. More than 
anything, they are looking for an educational environment that provides 
the tools and resources that allow them to succeed” (p. 29). When we 

c13.indd   182c13.indd   182 04/08/11   3:05 PM04/08/11   3:05 PM



forty percent of 2 million 183

provide student veterans with disabilities with the opportunity for an 
extraordinary education, we also add immeasurably to the educational 
experiences of the entire academic community.

Terry (named changed to protect identity) is a service-connected vet-
eran with a disability. This is his story, in his own words:

No two experiences veterans have are the same, but we share 
many things in common when returning to school. In my case the 
ED[ucation] graduate program I started in 2001 was interrupted for 
two years for OEF/OIF from 2003–2005. When I returned home to 
South Dakota I no longer had the fi nances to complete the program 
as I had two of my own children in college. Four long years later 
a G.I. Bill for Reservists was passed and in 2009 I resumed taking 
classes to complete the program I had started in 2001. The School of 
Education faculty had changed, and my advisor and entire committee 
had either retired or left in those intervening years. I applied/appealed 
for an extension to complete my program. My situation is not unique 
and only because of an understanding School of Ed Department head 
and tenacity and commitment on my part was I able to [continue my 
program].

With the proper support, our veterans with disabilities can thrive. As 
of this writing, Terry is only four weeks away from graduation, a success 
story that makes us all proud.
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WITH PSYCHOLOGICALLY 

IMPAIRED FACULTY

Carolyn B. Oxenford, Marymount University

Sally L. Kuhlenschmidt, Western Kentucky University

More than one-fourth of all residents of the United States experience 
mental health disorders in any given year. Evidence suggests that faculty 
are more likely to suffer from psychological impairment than the general 
population. This chapter reviews evidence on faculty stress and impair-
ment and helps faculty developers recognize signs that mental health 
issues may be affecting faculty performance. It also will help faculty 
developers understand legal issues in relation to faculty impairment and 
help them work effectively with colleagues who are coping with psycho-
logical impairments.

Based on the most recent National Comorbidity Survey Replication 
(Lacey, 2005), more than one-fourth of U.S. adults reported symptoms 
severe enough to constitute a diagnosable mental disorder during a 
given twelve-month period. Over half of those disorders were classifi ed 
as serious or moderate, and thus likely to impair the individual’s effec-
tive functioning. The same survey estimated that approximately half of 
Americans will experience symptoms of a diagnosable mental disorder 
over their lifetime. In a survey of faculty, Schwebel (2009) found that 
20 to 25 percent of respondents experienced some form of mental illness 
at any given time.

Psychological distress appeared to be more common in academic staff 
than in the general population in an Australian study (Winefi eld, 2000). 
A sample of British academic staff self-reported higher levels of burnout, 
depression, and anxiety than the general population did (Kinman, 2001). 
Slightly over half of those assessed in this study were found to need 
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mental health intervention. A recent Chronicle of Higher Education 
report indicated that 12 to 13 percent of U.S. college employees, including 
staff, who went on disability did so for mental health reasons, compared 
to 7 percent in other professions (Ruark, 2010).

Because this research suggests that faculty members are at least slightly 
more likely than the general population to experience psychological dis-
tress, faculty developers should expect to encounter colleagues whose 
mental health is having a negative impact on their performance. While 
many aspects of working with psychologically impaired colleagues are 
similar to other consultations, some unique situations need to be recog-
nized and handled differently.

Stress and the Professorial Personality

Although university teaching has often been viewed as a low-stress job, 
recent research suggests increasing stress levels over the past three decades 
(Gillespie, Walsh, Winefi eld, Dua, & Stough, 2001). Studies of Australian 
academic staff suggest a marked increase in stress over a fi ve-year period 
and found that academic staff experienced more stress and negative health 
effects due to stress than did nonacademic staff (Gillespie et al., 2001). 
Academic staff involved in both teaching and research experienced higher 
levels of stress than those who were engaged in only one of those functions 
(Winefi eld & Jarrett, 2001). Kinman (2001) found cognitive impairments, 
increased behavioral problems such as absenteeism and substance abuse, 
and physical and psychological symptoms associated with higher levels of 
stress in the United Kingdom. In the United States, Hogan, Carlson, and 
Dua (2002) found that stress correlated positively with behavioral, cogni-
tive, and physiological symptoms and with negative emotionality.

A number of common sources of stress in academia were identifi ed in 
these studies and others (Abouserie, 1996; Blix, Cruise, Mitchell, & Blix, 
1994; Dua, 1994; Winefi eld et al., 2003):

• Increasing workloads and higher accountability demands

• Ambiguous tenure and promotion standards

• Increased competition for grants, publications, and positions

• High-stakes peer assessments and public criticism

• Unsupportive administrators and reduced autonomy

• Fiscal pressures, including reduced funding, salary freezes, furloughs, 
and delayed retirement
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• For some, an expectation of independent work and sole authorship

• Increased research and publication pressures

• Increased work-home confl ict due to work pressures

Some research suggests that individuals attracted to academic careers 
have characteristics that may exacerbate the effects of environmental 
stressors. In particular, faculty tend to be highly intelligent and prone to 
maladaptive perfectionism, defi ned as “punishing and unattainable stan-
dards that refl ect an inadequate sense of self and that can lead to unyielding 
self-criticism and an inability to experience pleasure through normal 
accomplishments” (Dunn, Whelton, & Sharpe, 2006, p. 511).

Most studies have found stress levels to be highest in untenured and 
female faculty (Blix et al., 1994; Hogan et al., 2002; Winefi eld & Jarrett, 
2001). No gender effect was found in a Welsh university sample (Abouserie, 
1996); however, the lack of sample detail makes comparisons diffi cult. 
Machell (1988) described a debilitating sequence he called professional 
melancholia. This progressive deterioration of self-esteem and emotional 
health begins when young professors with unrealistic expectations of per-
fection and approval discover that they are no longer star students. 
Professional competition and inevitable rejections lead to increasing lev-
els of hurt, resentment, and frustration. The faculty member begins to 
build a self-protective wall that leads to further loss of motivation, 
decreased scholarly interest, and lowered self-esteem. At its most extreme, 
professional melancholia can result in contempt for students and col-
leagues, deep alienation, elitism, and arrogance.

High continuing stress levels are associated with a variety of psycho-
logical symptoms in academic staff, including withdrawal, cynicism, 
burnout, dissatisfaction, and health complaints (Dua, 1994; Hogan et al., 
2002; Winefi eld et al., 2003). Stress also can exacerbate underlying men-
tal health disorders. Individuals with signifi cant mental health issues 
usually show lowered creativity, problem-solving, decision-making, and 
concentration skills, and they are less productive and less accessible to 
students and colleagues (Boston University, n.d.).

Recognizing Mental Health Issues

A mental disorder is an extreme version of common behaviors. These 
behaviors reach the level of disorder when they actively interfere with 
a person’s effectiveness or happiness (American Psychiatric Association, 
1994). Professor A forgets to return papers but eventually does so 
and grades them appropriately. Students are annoyed but not harmed. 
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Professor B loses papers repeatedly and cannot recall conversations with 
students or colleagues. Grades are missing or seem randomly assigned. 
Students are upset, and departmental work is undone.

The boundary between eccentricity and disorder depends on environ-
mental norms. Some university environments tolerate highly eccentric 
behavior. Faculty with mental health issues can continue to function, but 
their problems can become fairly severe before tolerance is exhausted. 
Other institutions or departments may tolerate very little eccentricity or 
view differences as weakness, leading to a loss of resources or respect for 
the faculty member, which has the effect of encouraging faculty to hide 
their problems. Due to their intelligence and creativity, faculty members 
can be good at adapting to their environments. Given time and support, 
they may resolve their own issues. They can also be good at hiding their 
problems and therefore not get the help they need.

In order to help psychologically impaired faculty, it is not necessary for 
a faculty developer to become a clinician, but it helps to be aware of 
behavior patterns that might signal mental health issues. The sections 
that follow offer a broad overview of behavioral signs for the most fre-
quently diagnosed clusters of mental health disorders (American Psychi-
atric Association, 1994; Lacey, 2005). Individuals without mental health 
problems also display these behaviors, and at some level, most of them 
are reasonable responses to specifi c situations. Many of us fi nd echoes of 
ourselves in the following list, but it is the particular combination 
of symptoms, their severity, and disrupted functioning that creates cause 
for concern. A faculty member showing many of the signs for one or 
more of these disorders should alert the faculty developer that referral to 
a mental health professional may be needed.

Anxiety Disorders

These include phobias, panic disorder, obsessive-compulsive disorder, 
and posttraumatic stress disorder (PTSD). Common symptoms are exces-
sive worrying, repetitive behaviors, frequent illness, obvious tension and 
jumpiness, reluctance to change routines, and avoidance of certain situ-
ations. Rigid, moralistic, or perfectionist attitudes are common in some 
of these disorders. In the classroom, faculty may display excessive ner-
vousness, overly detailed preparation that interferes with performance, a 
focus on perfection in their own and students’ work, rigidity about class 
rules and routines, avoidance of activities (such as public speaking, night 
teaching, or participating in new initiatives), overreaction to plagiarism, 
or diffi culty managing student problems calmly. High levels of structure 
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and predictability help these individuals function, but change may trigger 
deterioration.

Mood Disorders

Mood disorders include major depression, dysthymia (mild, chronic 
depression), bipolar disorder, cyclothymia (persistent pattern of periods 
of elevated, expansive, or irritable mood alternating with periods of dys-
thymia), and seasonal affective disorder. Depressed individuals may show 
fl at or sad affect, low energy, fatigue, concentration problems, hopeless-
ness (sometimes including suicidal thoughts), altered eating or sleeping 
patterns, and loss of interest in pleasurable activities. For those who are 
bipolar, periods of depression alternate with periods of agitation, high 
energy, infl ated self-esteem, distractibility, unrestrained behavior, and 
racing thoughts. Moods may swing rapidly or more slowly and vary in 
their extremity. At the most extreme ends, mood disorders may appear 
psychotic. Signs of faculty depression might include dismissing class early, 
missing meetings or classes, and failure to make progress on scholarship. 
Lack of concentration and organization is also likely. Manic individuals 
may dominate conversations excessively and make unrealistic promises. 
Creating grandiose plans that are never completed also characterizes 
individuals with manic disorders. Mild depression and mania may not 
meet full diagnostic criteria but are still disruptive. Depression also can 
accompany events such as the loss of a loved one or the loss of a source 
of self-esteem and gratifi cation (such as stepping down from a prestigious 
position or health problems).

Impulse-Control Disorders

These include hostile outbursts out of proportion to the provocation. A 
faculty member may shout at students or throw papers or other objects. 
Impulse control problems also may be caused by brain trauma.

Substance-Related Disorders

These disorders are generally characterized by physical evidence of 
drug use, erratic and unreliable behavior, fl imsy excuses, and disheveled 
appearance. Early signs may include missing classes, failure to remember 
conversations or to show up for scheduled obligations, and increasingly 
unconvincing excuses. These symptoms may alternatively signal depres-
sion or dementias such as Alzheimer’s disease. Coming to class hung over 
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or under the infl uence of psychoactive substances may indicate a deterio-
rating situation or a crisis.

Schizophrenia

Schizophrenia is characterized by the presence of odd or unusual symp-
toms such as hallucinations, delusions, paranoia, and bizarre behav-
iors or by the absence of appropriate emotional reactions, withdrawal 
from social contact, loss of motivation, and failure to maintain personal 
hygiene. A faculty member with schizophrenia may be disorganized and 
diffi cult to follow in lecture or conversation. In particular, he or she may 
not be connecting explanations from one concept to the next, or they 
may be extremely obscure. The individual may have diffi culty recogniz-
ing and responding to others’ emotional states, may comment on experi-
ences that seem to have no basis in reality, or may withdraw from people 
entirely. Symptoms may worsen during stressful periods of the semester 
or at times of change and transition.

Dementias

A dementia such as Alzheimer’s disease is usually fi rst noticeable due to 
increasing forgetfulness, particularly for recent memories. The individuals 
may react to forgetting with anger or denial. In class, these individuals may 
repeat themselves, forget to complete tasks, or lose student work. High 
levels of structure and stability will help those with dementia maintain 
their functioning, but changes in the environment are diffi cult for them to 
manage. Some organic brain disorders show similar behavioral patterns.

Brain Trauma

These traumas, often caused by strokes or accidents, can present very dif-
ferently depending on the location of the damage. Common problems 
include poor impulse control, shortened attention span, and behavioral 
inconsistencies. Blackouts and abrupt changes in handwriting or other 
motor skills, particularly on only one side of the body, may indicate stroke. 
The individual may experience depression as a side effect of the damaged 
brain function or as a result of awareness of the loss of functioning. Brain 
trauma can be particularly diffi cult to manage in an academic environment 
since typical academic work requires high-level cognitive processing that 
even mild impairment can disrupt. Faculty may show distractibility, angry 
outbursts, inappropriate sexual behaviors not present prior to the trauma, 
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or a lack of effi ciency. Abilities may fl uctuate noticeably, with one stack of 
papers completed correctly, while the other remains undone. Apparently 
stubborn or uncooperative behaviors may refl ect diffi culty handling change 
or the need for a simplifi ed environment.

Developmental Disorders

This category includes learning disabilities, attention defi cit/hyperactivity 
disorder (ADHD), and Asperger’s syndrome.

Faculty with learning disabilities have an area of academic functioning 
that is signifi cantly below their other capacities. An instructor with a learning 
disability in math may resist numerical grading schemes, and one with a 
written language disability may avoid assigning papers or serving on com-
mittees that require intensive reading and writing. An instructor with ADHD 
may have great difficulty organizing or finishing work, grading papers, 
or monitoring students. They may seem to daydream at inappropriate times.

Those with Asperger’s syndrome have difficulty interpreting others’ 
behaviors, especially in emotional situations. Many have a narrow but 
intense intellectual focus that lends itself to specialization in highly techni-
cal fi elds. Individuals with Asperger’s may avoid eye contact, have diffi culty 
with conversational exchanges (tending to dominate the conversation), and 
trouble fi ltering comments. They may be highly sensitive to sensory stimuli 
(light, sound, touch) and generally are rule bound. These individuals may 
need extensive coaching to understand the emotional communications in 
classroom discussions and engage in long classroom monologues. They 
may irritate colleagues with their rule-bound, rigid, and pedantic style.

This brief summary of mental health disorders and their possible rami-
fi cations is not meant to be exhaustive. Consider an anonymous consul-
tation with a mental health professional to gain additional information 
specifi c to an individual case.

If there is reason to believe that a faculty member’s job diffi culty has a 
signifi cant mental health component, what is the next step?

Faculty Mental Health and the Role 
of the Faculty Developer

When faculty mental health issues begin to affect the campus environ-
ment, there are several important roles that faculty developers may be 
called on to perform. These include educating faculty and other members 
of the campus community about the potential impact of mental health 
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issues on teaching and learning; recognizing instances when mental 
health issues may be affecting the learning environment and helping to 
develop plans to cope with those instances; and consulting with appropriate 
campus offi ces to make sure that policies and procedures support both the 
impaired faculty and stakeholders such as colleagues and students. 

Prevention and Education

There are several steps faculty developers can take to build healthy 
campus awareness of mental health situations among faculty, staff, and 
students. These are particularly useful for prevention and education:

• Develop policies and procedures before there is a crisis. Many 
campuses have no clear guidelines for handling a mental health 
emergency. Faculty developers may be in the best position to bring 
together human resources, the disability services offi cer, faculty 
affairs, counseling staff, legal counsel, and the campus police to 
develop policies and working relationships.

• Develop or locate resources that can be sent out when a trauma 
occurs—for example, “Tragedy in the College Classroom” (www.
wku.edu/teaching/booklets/tragedy.htm), “Teaching and Learning 
in a Time of Crisis” (www.wku.edu/teaching/booklets/crisis.html), 
or “Stressed for Success!” (www.wku.edu/teaching/booklets/stress.
htm). Although ostensibly these materials are for faculty who are 
dealing with problem students, they can also inform and support 
faculty who struggle with mental health issues. Similarly, holding 
a seminar for faculty on safety in the classroom or student mental 
health disabilities can serve a dual function.

• Identify stressful points during the semester that may be particu-
larly diffi cult for faculty with mental health issues and provide 
programming or other support open to all faculty, such as seminars 
on coping with student complaints right before midterms. Career 
transition programming and general stress management sessions 
also can be helpful.

When Problems Occur

Faculty developers may become aware of colleagues’ mental health issues 
in several ways. Classroom problems can be an early manifestation of 
mental health issues and result in referral to the faculty developer. Or the 
faculty member may self-refer as a way to cope without acknowledging 
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mental health concerns. Even if classroom problems have not emerged, 
the faculty developer may suspect mental health issues during routine 
interactions with the person or through grapevine comments from stu-
dents or colleagues. Finally, faculty members may self-disclose mental 
health problems during consultations. Faculty members may trust the 
faculty developer more than their departmental colleagues, chairpersons, 
or deans since developers likely have no formal evaluative role. In addi-
tion, the typical confi dentiality of the developer-faculty relationship can 
increase faculty willingness to self-disclose.

Given the likelihood of encountering faculty who are experiencing men-
tal health issues, advance thought about if, when, and how to intervene 
is wise. What are the boundaries of practice for faculty developers who 
suspect mental health issues? What steps should faculty developers con-
sider taking to best help everyone involved?

Establishing Boundaries and the Limits of Confi dentiality

It is vitally important to understand the boundaries of the faculty devel-
oper role. Most faculty developers are not mental health professionals, 
and those who are cannot function ethically as therapists or psychodiag-
nostic experts with colleagues. We are educational experts. Unlike thera-
pists or clergy, our confi dentiality claims have no legal basis. Describing 
the limits of confi dentiality can help both faculty and faculty develop-
ers understand the boundaries of their relationship. (See “Discussing 
Confi dentiality in Faculty Development Settings” for  sample language 
for a confi dentiality discussion.)

Understanding the Americans with Disabilities Act

Faculty developers who are working in the United States should review 
the policies and procedures in place at their institution for compliance 
with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) before proceeding. The 
ADA exists to prevent discrimination against disabled individuals in 
hiring and job performance, and many mental health disorders can be 
covered under ADA. Having a general understanding of ADA will help 
protect all parties involved.

If a faculty member has an eligible mental health disability and can 
perform essential job functions, then ADA requires the university to 
accommodate the disability unless the accommodation causes an undue 
hardship to the employer or the employee’s behavior creates a 

c14.indd   194c14.indd   194 04/08/11   3:05 PM04/08/11   3:05 PM



psychologically impaired faculty 195

Discussing Confi dentiality in Faculty Development Settings

Whether and when to address confi dentiality issues is a risk management 
question for faculty developers. If someone wants to know about getting 
funding or how to get teams to function better, it’s probably not necessary. 
However, if the consultation is likely to be sensitive (for example, if the 
individual is upset because of poor course evaluations or referred by the 
department head), consider discussing the limits of the relationship between 
faculty member and faculty developer verbally or in writing. What follows 
could be used to create a verbal script or a written document. If you prefer 
a verbal discussion, document when the conversation occurred and what 
was said. With either format, make sure that the faculty member’s ques-
tions and concerns are discussed. Here is a sample script:

Before we get started, I want to briefl y discuss confi dentiality 
with you so you understand the conditions under which we 
operate and so you can choose what to say and how much. 
Unlike a therapist or clergy, in this setting, we don’t have any 
legal protections. So far, the administration has respected the 
limits when I say to them that I don’t share information about 
our consultations. So we have some reasonable expectation of 
confi dentiality based on past history. However, there are some 
situations in which confi dentiality could be broken. The most 
important situation is if you say you are going to hurt yourself 
or someone else. In that case, I would work with you to keep 
everyone safe, and that could include talking with other 
responsible parties. The other condition in which confi dential-
ity cannot be upheld is if I get a properly worded court order 
to release documents. This could happen if there were some 
personnel action, for example, if you sued the university.

In some states, a court order has to be properly worded (that is, setting 
out specifi c dates and naming the specifi c types of documents). Your situa-
tion may be different, however, so you should check with legal counsel to 
determine relevant laws.

When discussing confi dentiality issues, strive for calm and reassuring 
body language, and be alert to signs of discomfort. Don’t treat the situation 
as a joke, but help the faculty member understand that this is a necessary 
procedure for his or her protection. If the faculty member cannot work 
under these circumstances, offer to end the session and suggest options, 
such as a trusted friend or a professional.
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direct threat to themselves or others. The ADA can support a faculty 
member who needs reasonable adjustments but is having trouble getting 
administrative cooperation. To claim ADA protection, faculty must 
disclose their disability to the university. While they may choose not 
to disclose their status for valid reasons, including fear of stigmatization 
and loss of privacy, they should be aware of what they are giving up in 
making that choice.

If a faculty member does not disclose a disability but the faculty devel-
oper suspects one is causing job-related problems, it is important to be 
cautious about labeling the faculty member. Suggesting to a faculty mem-
ber that he or she has bipolar disorder or PTSD would be considered 
labeling and could open the faculty developer and the university to dis-
crimination complaints and litigation. Taking a descriptive, behaviorally 
focused approach is more useful and does not carry this risk.

Lee and Ruger (2003) provide an excellent overview of ADA issues in 
university settings. Always discuss the specifi c policies and procedures 
in place at your institution with ADA personnel so you can deal effec-
tively with any at-risk faculty.

Assessing the Situation and Determining Dangerousness

In any faculty consultation, evaluation comes fi rst. Those who are work-
ing with psychologically impaired faculty should consider the following 
specifi c questions to address, including the potential danger of the situa-
tion and the appropriate level of intervention:

 1. Ascertain the faculty member’s behaviors and behavioral patterns as 
concretely as possible. When is the situation occurring? At the start, 
middle, or end of class? At meetings? With whom is the problem 
behavior occurring? Students only? Colleagues only? Everyone all 
the time? What might be triggering or encouraging the behavior?

 2. How intense is the behavior? Who is bothered by it? How upset 
is the person? This may be hard to ascertain if the faculty member 
is unconcerned about or unaware of the impact he or she has on 
others.

 3. Is there any danger to students, to colleagues, or to the faculty 
member himself or herself? This is an anxiety-provoking possibility 
for many faculty developers. If the assessment process suggests pos-
sible danger, these are the steps that should be taken:

• Prepare for the possibility. Talk to appropriate campus offi cials to 
decide on a protocol before action is required. This conversation 
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will likely include participation by the university legal counsel. 
Also consider involving the institution’s employee assistance pro-
gram, campus mental health professionals, the human resource 
department, supervisors, or the campus or community police in 
formulating a plan. This process will also educate you as to how 
best to work with these individuals if a problem arises, and when 
to refer them.

• If a faculty member appears to be a potential threat to self or 
others, do not avoid the issue. Calm, nonjudgmental honesty 
is the best route. Clearly state the behaviors or comments that 
are causing concern and encourage the individual to talk—for 
example, “I’m really worried about you. You seem so down 
when we talk, and your comments about not being around next 
semester concern me. I’m worried that you are thinking about 
hurting yourself. Are you?” With potentially suicidal individuals, 
a rough estimate of lethality is the level of detailed planning. An 
individual who vaguely refers to “not being around” is less likely 
to cause self-harm than someone who has purchased a gun and 
ammunition. Although both individuals are at risk, immediate 
steps should be taken to ensure the safety of the second individual 
such as taking him or her to the hospital or arranging for a family 
member or professional to do so. A person who says, “I’m so mad 
at that guy,” is of less concern than one who admits to stalking or 
has planned other threatening behaviors. If the level of concern is 
low, try to refer the person for treatment. Empathetically repeat 
what he or she has said about the distress, and reinforce the idea 
that seeking expert advice for problems is a wise course that can 
help relieve personal distress.

• If the person does not seek treatment or you are concerned about 
possible dangerous behavior, it may be time to reach out to other 
campus resources. One way to do this is to meet jointly with the 
department chairperson, dean, or other appropriate supervisor; 
the faculty member; and a counselor if possible. Ideally the fac-
ulty developer will be present at this meeting because people are 
known to change their statements in the presence of others. If 
the faculty member alters or denies earlier statements, the faculty 
developer can repeat nondefensively what was said and describe 
the behavioral indicators that triggered the meeting. Typically 
those who are in distress are appreciative when someone notices 
and reaches out with respect. Sometimes the faculty member may 
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become angry or alienated, but at this point, safety has to be the 
main concern and justifi cation for action.

• In rare situations there may be an urgent and strongly credible 
threat of danger—for example, if the person has a weapon with 
him or her. In this case, contacting the police and protecting your-
self and others without escalating the emotional situation is the 
priority.

Giving Feedback and Cocreating an Action Plan

Once the faculty developer has assessed the situation and determined 
that dangerous behavior is not an issue, the faculty member can benefi t 
from feedback that focuses on specifi c, observable behaviors that are 
having a negative impact in the workplace—for example, “I noticed in 
the classroom that when a student asked a question, you answered it, 
but your tone of voice seemed stern to me, and you then commented 
about laziness. How do you think the students responded?” Stay away 
from “you” comments that are based on personality judgments, such 
as, “You’re rude to students.” Describing problem behaviors and dis-
cussing how to change either the behaviors or the situation allows the 
faculty developer to avoid labeling while at the same time recognizing 
and addressing the problem. A videotape of a class session may provide 
the most objective feedback, but may be diffi cult for the faculty mem-
ber to view. Once the issues of concern have been jointly identifi ed and 
accepted, the discussion can move to possible interventions. Whether or 
not the individual has acknowledged the presence of a disorder, identi-
fying specifi c behaviors that are problematic for the person’s success on 
the job can lead to productive discussions about how to change those 
behaviors. What would be an acceptable outcome for this situation? 
Is it realistic? Does the faculty member also perceive this outcome as 
acceptable?

So far, the approach outlined here is common to many consultations. 
However, several issues are more likely to arise with an underlying men-
tal health component to a problem:

• The individual may request a referral for psychological help. Being 
prepared to make such referrals can reassure the faculty member 
that others do not fi nd their situation unusually troubling. Talk 
with the campus employee assistance program, counseling cen-
ter, or other mental health professionals to obtain local referral 
options.
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• The individual may say he or she will make a change and 
then does not or cannot. Now the discussion shifts to what is 
preventing the faculty member from making productive changes. 
This conversation may well lead to acknowledgment of deeper 
issues that the faculty member needs to address, perhaps in 
treatment. Another outcome might be recognition that the 
job requirements are too much for the faculty member to handle 
at this time. The faculty developer can help plan a coping
strategy—for example, requesting a temporary leave or course 
reduction, fi nding another type of position, or requesting 
ADA-based accommodations.

• The individual may show dramatic fl uctuations in behavior or 
signs of deterioration, increased distress, or potential threat to 
self or others. At this point, it may be beyond the faculty devel-
oper’s role to continue to work with the individual. Recognizing 
the downhill trend, stepping aside from the situation, and making 
appropriate referrals may be the most effective steps.

Keeping Appropriate Records

Documenting the discussions and decisions of a faculty consultation is 
good practice in any case, but documentation is particularly important 
when dealing with the sensitive situations that can arise when mental 
health issues are involved. Following these guidelines will result in accu-
rate, helpful, and legally sound records:

• Record and date notes on the same day the interaction occurred. 
Records that were made days or weeks later are less reliable and 
less useful if a situation does become litigious.

• Describe observable behaviors, actions, and comments, and avoid 
commentary. If someone cried, note that but do not label the per-
son as “depressed.” If someone says he has PTSD, write, “John 
said he had PTSD,” rather than, “John has PTSD,” so it is clear 
who is making this attribution.

• Do not include information that is not relevant to the matter at 
hand. Always write as if these notes might end up on the Internet 
or in a court of law. Keep personal opinions private.

• Document all recommendations. This is particularly important if 
it becomes necessary to demonstrate that appropriate actions were 
taken.
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• If there is a potential risk of danger to anyone, record the reasons 
for believing this, stressing the behaviors and statements that led 
to this conclusion, and describe the preventive steps that were 
taken—for example, “John stated that he has a gun at home and 
sometimes loads it. I walked him to the counseling center.”

• Reread your notes. Have you said just enough to convey what hap-
pened objectively but not elaborated beyond that standard? If so, 
then sign or initial them directly below the last sentence to docu-
ment their authenticity.

Working with psychologically impaired faculty is something that fac-
ulty developers are already doing, perhaps without realizing it. By becom-
ing aware of the signs and symptoms of distress, we have the opportunity 
to intervene and refer in meaningful ways that will result in faculty get-
ting the support they need, and students getting the quality educational 
experiences they expect.
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NEXT GENERATION @ IUPUI

A LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM FOR 

FACULTY OF COLOR

Megan M. Palmer, Julianna V. Banks, Joshua S. Smith, Sherree 
A. Wilson, Indiana University–Purdue University Indianapolis

Next Generation @ IUPUI is an intensive one-year leadership program 
designed to develop the leadership potential of faculty of color. The pro-
gram expands the pool of faculty who are ready to assume leadership 
positions. In addition to addressing higher education administration 
theories and trends, participants receive individualized coaching and 
mentoring to develop a broad network of peers.

Since the civil rights movement, universities have made efforts to diver-
sify their student bodies, faculty, and administration. While student bodies 
have become increasingly diverse by race, ethnicity, and gender (Kuh, 
2006; Rankin & Reason, 2005) and more minorities and women have 
entered the academy (Dailey-Hebert, Donnelli, & Mandernach, 2010; 
Thompson, 2008; Trower, 2009), faculty and administrators have 
remained disproportionately white and male (Antonio, 2003; Jayakumar, 
Howard, Allen, & Han, 2009; Villalpando & Delgado Bernal, 2002). 
Nationally, underrepresented faculty make up only 16 percent of the 
full-time professoriate (National Center for Education Statistics, 2008). 
Furthermore, only 5.3 percent of full professors are African American, 
Hispanic American, or Native American (Ryu, 2008; Thompson, 2008).

The path to leadership for faculty from underrepresented populations 
is diffi cult (Schuster & Finkelstein, 2006). Increasing pressure to publish, 

For a fuller description of the Next Gen program and an outline of the curriculum, 
contact the authors.
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teach heavy course loads, adopt new pedagogies, meet tenure and promo-
tion standards, and assume heavy service commitments dissuade many 
from pursuing leadership positions. For some faculty, the tension between 
work and life has resulted in decisions to seek alternative positions or 
leave altogether (Rosser, 2004).

Indiana University–Purdue University Indianapolis (IUPUI) aspires to 
exceed peer institutions in its representation of gender and underserved 
minorities in its faculty and staff. The university’s 2009 State of Diversity 
Report ranked the institution’s performance on this goal as “unaccept-
able . . . but likely to improve in 1–2 years” (IUPUI Diversity Cabinet, 
2009, p. 12). However, unless university administrators address barriers 
and avoid overly broad solutions, the diversity of the student and faculty 
bodies will continue to fall below expectations.

In an effort to counteract several of the barriers already noted, acceler-
ate the development of faculty from underserved populations, and 
expand the pool of faculty who are ready to assume leadership positions, 
the Indiana University School of Medicine’s Offi ce of Faculty Affairs and 
Professional Development (OFAPD) launched the Next Generation @ 
IUPUI program (Next Gen). The program is designed to provide profes-
sional development with special emphasis on leadership, self-awareness, 
communication, institutional change, and career planning. It specifi cally 
examines higher education administration theories, trends, and best prac-
tices; provides individualized coaching and mentoring; and creates 
opportunities to expand professional networks across the campus. 
Although all faculty may benefi t from this type of leadership program, 
the demands and struggles that faculty of color face make this an espe-
cially important matter.

Literature Review

Diverse faculty benefi t college campuses by providing support to students 
from diverse backgrounds (Allen, Eby, & Lentz, 2006; Villalpando & 
Delgado Bernal, 2002); symbolizing the interest that institutions have in 
diverse populations; creating role models for increasingly diverse student 
populations (Allen et al., 2006); broadening epistemological frameworks; 
developing opportunities for collaboration; and ensuring that faculty are 
actively engaged in institutional change (Jayakumar et al., 2009; Thomas, 
2001). Despite these benefi ts and the changing demographics of those 
earning the doctorate, leadership in American higher education lacks 
diversity.
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Chilly Climates

The climate, culture, and collegiality that faculty encounter on entering 
academe are principal determinants of their capacity to excel as scholars 
and leaders (Trower, 2009). Studies show that many underrepresented 
faculty exit the academy prior to tenure decisions due to an array of 
campus climate issues (Bach & Sorcinelli, 2010; Griffi n, 2008; Maher & 
Thompson Tetreault, 2007; Stanley, 2006; Suh, 2008; Thompson, 2008). 
These include limited opportunities to participate in decision making; 
excessive teaching, service, and committee assignments; limited access to 
leadership appointments; marginalization or devaluation of scholarship; 
lack of mentors; and limited guidance on professional expectations, net-
working, and promotion and tenure processes (Griffi n, 2008; Jayakumar 
et al., 2009; Turner, 2002; Yoshinaga-Itano, 2006).

The limited representation of diverse faculty in academia infl uences 
policies, procedures, and expectations, and it perpetuates a climate that 
impedes the development of future diverse leaders. The intersection 
of race and gender compounds pressures for female faculty of color 
(Hollenshead & Thomas, 2001; Turner, 2002). Similarly, minority faculty 
encounter challenges when other faculty devalue their scholarship by 
virtue of outlets or topics of inquiry. The subsequent isolation of minor-
ity faculty further excludes them from information and support that are 
important in acquiring resources and securing opportunities for leader-
ship and career advancement (Aguirre, 2000; Thompson, 2008).

Mentoring Underrepresented Faculty

Mentoring and leadership programs mitigate the negative impacts of 
campus climate and improve professional outlook and career outcomes. 
Benefi ts of mentoring are prominent throughout the career development 
literature (Allen, Eby, Poteet, Lentz, & Lima, 2004; Spencer & Tribe, 
2004; Wasburn, 2007) highlighting the importance of mentoring in the 
academic profession as it is the means by which faculty are socialized into 
and become familiar with organizational structures and culture (Casto, 
Caldwell, & Salazar, 2005; Fayne & Ortquist-Ahrens, 2006; Kirchmeyer, 
2005; Snelson et al., 2002). Mentoring has the capacity to increase schol-
arly productivity (Mundt, 2001), faculty retention (Lottero-Perdue & 
Fifi eld, 2010), and faculty diversity (Davidson & Foster-Johnson, 2001) 
and may also help minority faculty manage and challenge inequality 
in academia (Green & King, 2001; Moody, 2004). Instead, mentoring 
can empower faculty to serve as change agents within the institution 
(Angelique, Kyle, & Taylor, 2002; Lottero-Perdue & Fifi eld, 2010).
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Faculty benefi t from engaging multiple mentors (Dixon-Reeves, 2003; 
King & Cubic, 2005; Packard, Walsh, & Seidenberg, 2004). Such models 
are based on Higgins and Kram’s (2001) concept of mentoring as a devel-
opmental network and are deliberately designed for women and minorities 
and employ “peer mentoring to deemphasize [power differences] 
(McGuire & Reger, 2003) . . . or [to construct] empathetic communities 
of support (Chelser & Chelser, 2002; Green & King, 2002)” (Lottero-
Perdue & Fifi eld, 2010, p. 45).

Developing Faculty Leaders

Academe has traditionally devoted little effort to selecting leaders, chairs, 
and deans and spends even less time preparing them for the responsibili-
ties they assume (Carroll & Wolverton, 2004; Meyer & Kaloyeros, 2005; 
Wolverton & Ackerman, 2006). In fact, in national surveys between 
1990 and 2000, only 3 percent of more than two thousand academic 
leaders reported they had any type of leadership training or preparation 
(Gmelch, 2000).

Many institutions appoint department leaders based on the assump-
tion that if a faculty member performs well in the faculty role, then he or 
she will perform well (or at least well enough) as a leader (Wolverton & 
Ackerman, 2006). But the skill sets required for research or instruction 
and those necessary for leadership are, with few exceptions, different. 
Teaching and research are generally conducted in isolation or within small 
clusters of like-minded faculty who thrive on autonomy (Wolverton & 
Ackerman, 2006). In contrast, effective leading is a collective venture. 
Communication, interpersonal skills, and rapid but thoughtful response 
are among the skills required of leaders and administrators. Although 
management tasks such as budgeting and conflict resolution can be 
learned fairly quickly (Hecht, 2004; Thomas & Schuh, 2004), leadership 
skills such as the ability to anticipate needs, plan strategically, and 
develop vision are more challenging to acquire, require signifi cantly more 
time, and are rarely examined in faculty development (Thomas & Schuh, 
2004; Wolverton & Ackerman, 2006).

Typical faculty development programs comprise a series of workshops 
that provide exposure to educational principles or instructional strategies 
with opportunities to apply and practice skills. Such programs are nar-
row in scope and limited in duration, and they tend to address immediate 
self-effi cacy, teaching improvement, and curriculum development (Gruppen, 
Frohna, Anderson, & Lowe, 2003). Short-term workshops may be less 
effective in promoting educational leadership among faculty because of 
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their limited scope. More innovative formats linking extended workshops 
to programs that target a broader range of leadership issues and out-
comes are encouraged in preparing faculty for active roles in leadership 
and governance (Gruppen et al., 2003).

There are emerging and successful leadership development programs 
for faculty (see, for example, Michigan State University’s Academic Lead-
ership Program, http://fod.msu.edu/Leadership/about.asp). However, 
because underrepresented faculty play vital roles in an institution’s educa-
tion, research, and service functions, campus leaders and faculty develop-
ers must recognize that in order to achieve excellence in each of these 
areas, they must develop and draw on the intellectual vitality and innova-
tion that come from a racially and ethnically diverse professoriate 
(Moreno, Smith, Clayton-Pederson, Parker, & Teraguchi, 2006). Given 
the current state of affairs, OFAPD launched the Next Gen program.

The Next Gen Program

The Next Gen Program was founded at an urban university with more 
than twenty-fi ve hundred faculty in over twenty schools and two hun-
dred degree-granting programs. The campus is home to several nationally 
ranked programs and is distinguished by its commitment to research, 
service, and civic engagement. Over the course of the one-year program, 
the founding cohort provided information and feedback on the impact of 
program participation. 

Participants

All faculty of color on campus were invited to submit applications (per-
sonal statement, letter of support, curriculum vitae) to participate in the 
2009–2010 program. Of the approximately sixty applications received, 
members of the Next Gen advisory board reviewed and selected fi ve male 
and nine female faculty members representing three American minority 
groups: three African or African American, six Latino/a, and six Asian or 
Asian American. Other program participants hailed from India, China, 
Burma, Argentina, Mexico, Brazil, and Puerto Rico.

Faculty from the United States of Chinese and African American 
descent also participated. The schools of medicine, dentistry, engineering, 
health, informatics, law, liberal arts, and physical education were repre-
sented. Some participants were relatively junior faculty without much 
formal leadership experience, while two others were about to take on the 
role of department chair.
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Assessment

A semistructured interview was conducted with each participant early in 
the program and again at the end of the one-year experience to develop a 
rich understanding of the cohort group, including challenges that impede 
promotion to leadership positions. Sample questions included, “What are 
your expectations for this experience, or rather, what do you expect to 
gain professionally and personally?” and, “How will this prepare you 
to become a leader in your fi eld?” The follow-up interviews conducted at 
the end of the program assessed participant perspectives of the program’s 
impact and gathered feedback on the utility of the curriculum, resources, 
opportunities, and support provided.

To evaluate the program’s format, structure, curriculum, and group 
dynamics, observations of each workshop session were conducted by the 
third author. He was part of the advisory board that reviewed applica-
tions and oversaw the implementation of the program. Following each 
workshop, he refl ected on his experience and the interaction that partici-
pants had with one another and the workshop facilitators.

Data Analysis

The data analysis procedure was guided by the constant comparative 
method (Glaser & Strauss, 1967), which involved sorting individual units 
of data and then grouping and categorizing them into more general con-
ceptual themes. The initial coding scheme followed an open coding model 
that loosely corresponded to the overarching questions in the two inter-
view protocols. Observation fi eld notes were coded separately and then 
combined with emerging interview themes where appropriate.

Outcomes

A strong bond among faculty emerged early in the Next Gen program, 
and although participants came from different disciplines and had diverse 
leadership experiences and years of service, personal connections and 
a shared commitment to support one another were evident in the pas-
sionate disclosures of concerns and accomplishments. Participants were 
genuinely enthusiastic about the program and entered with a desire to 
increase their leadership skills and gain awareness of their own strengths 
and weaknesses. Participants identified people skills, including oral 
communication and how to deal with conflict, as intended outcomes 
of the program, along with a desire to obtain knowledge of leadership 
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opportunities at the university and network with faculty who experienced 
similar challenges. Despite the fact that the participants were part of a 
leadership program, associate and full professors alike consistently stated 
that they had no intention of seeking higher posts and noted their distaste 
for the politics, bureaucracy, and the limitations formal leadership posts 
had on scholarly production.

Early in the program, the general feeling was that leadership was asso-
ciated with formal administrative roles that often required an abundance 
of meetings, responding to university-wide demands, and being pulled 
away from the day-to-day functions of a faculty member. These percep-
tions were complicated by specifi c barriers faculty faced as they consid-
ered their current and future roles within the university. Participants 
described signifi cant challenges in their respective fi elds, including a lack 
of time, racial and gender discrimination, and unrealistic role 
expectations.

All of the Next Gen participants consistently commented on service to 
other students and faculty of color in their departments and schools and 
across the university. One African American woman stated, “I think the 
biggest barrier for faculty of color is we tend to get involved and do a lot 
of service. . . . A lot of committees . . . need ‘representation.’ They ask 
us.” During program discussions, the “they” often referred to were uni-
versity administrators who would contact faculty of color and “invite” 
them to be on a committee, chair a committee, or advise a student group. 
The pressure of the invitation was subtle, but the entire group felt that 
saying no would not bode well for them. In addition to the committee 
work, participants spoke of countless hours supporting, advising, and 
mentoring other faculty and students of color. There was consensus that 
although recognition for committee work was nominal, mentoring stu-
dents and faculty was not viewed favorably. However, there was an over-
whelming sense that it was important to give back. All participants 
reported that time pressure and role expectations contributed to their 
decisions not to pursue formal and informal leadership roles on 
campus.

Personal accounts of racial and gender discrimination involving admin-
istrators, peers, and students surfaced in more than half of the interviews. 
Several participants reported that they had not personally experienced 
racial or gender discrimination as a barrier but thought they were 
“lucky” or the “exception.” Issues of race and gender were included in 
curricular materials, incorporated into presentations, or brought up by 
individual participants.
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Although feedback regarding the program was overwhelmingly positive, 
only a few participants thought the Next Gen program would have a 
direct impact on barriers that minority faculty face. As one faculty mem-
ber put it, “It is not going to change the barriers, because it is people 
[current leaders] who are the barriers. They either don’t know what this 
program is doing, or they are against it.” Others echoed this sentiment 
but acknowledged the potential for the program to diminish some of the 
obstacles to promotion and tenure. “Opportunities are there; we just 
don’t know how to go and get them,” explained one participant, who 
went on to say that the program helped remove a barrier by exposing 
minority faculty to the system and the positions available throughout the 
institution. Another participant indicated that the program itself consti-
tuted recognition on the part of the university that minority faculty and 
“their contributions to the university are things that are valued.” She sug-
gested that this may inspire minority faculty to take on more challenging 
positions.

Specifi c benefi ts associated with participating in the program included 
expansion of professional networks, applied skills, latent knowledge, and 
preparation and access to leadership positions. Participants established 
positive connections with other program members, their mentors, and 
program coordinators. Many indicated that they had a better understand-
ing of the upper levels of the system. One participant noted, “I have been 
exposed to some of the people in administration that I would not nor-
mally have been exposed to.” Newly acquired knowledge clarifi ed mis-
conceptions about the roles of executive administrators and access to 
such positions. Several participants appeared more open to leadership 
positions as a result of their participation in the program. One partici-
pant insisted that being an administrator “was the furthest away from 
what I ever want to do. Then when I agreed to come to the program, 
I was on the fence. My program participation helped me understand 
what an administrator does and doesn’t do. I understand what the oppor-
tunities for administration are on campus.”

Throughout the sessions, the observer noted that faculty were reticent 
about aspirations to high-level positions of leadership. When asked by a 
guest speaker what their dream position was, the vast majority cited their 
current role or earning the next tenure rank within the same unit. Expla-
nations for the rather conservative aspirations of these exemplary faculty 
members included that they were comfortable in their positions or did 
not fully trust the fact that these opportunities are a reality for faculty of 
color.
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By the end of the program, three participants had already accepted 
new committee or council appointments, directorships, and advanced 
teaching positions. For other participants, the Next Gen program had a 
clear impact on their decisions to assume leadership positions. One par-
ticipant, who was “very hesitant” to accept a chair position, admitted 
that had it not been for the program, he might not have accepted. Others 
indicated that the program helped them become more confi dent and set-
tled in their current leadership roles.

Most participants applied skills learned in the Next Gen workshop 
sessions, reporting that they were improving time management, opening 
communication with colleagues, building teams in their current positions, 
using a strengths-based approach, and learning to be more selective about 
research and service opportunities. In the area of communication, they 
developed an understanding of the perspectives of others and improved 
their ability to collaborate with diverse groups. One participant noted, 
“It also helped me understand better who I am and how I operate.” 
Another participant likened academia to a “wheel where we just keep 
running without ever kind of having the chance to stop” and valued the 
program for providing time to “come up with a plan.”

Although not all faculty identifi ed specifi c ways they had applied the 
lessons gleaned from the workshop sessions, over two-thirds suggested 
that the knowledge, though currently lying dormant, would be “con-
verted into actions in the future.” One participant summed this up by 
saying, “Now I am armed with knowledge,” while another indicated that 
she now had “an arsenal.” Another participant described the program as 
an aha! moment because it forced her to realize that if she wanted to 
become a leader, she needed a plan. “If you are going to be wishy-washy 
about the whole thing,” she said, “you are going to go nowhere. If you 
are going to do it, what is your plan?” The Next Gen program was a call 
to action that provided the space to map out a future in leadership and 
the tools to complete the job successfully.

Committing time to the program meant cutting out other work. How-
ever, all of the participants indicated that they felt the sacrifice was 
worthwhile. Absences from workshops were rare and attributed only to 
faculty illness or previously scheduled conferences. This refl ects the per-
sonal drive and responsibility of the faculty, but also the fact that the 
Next Gen curriculum required active participation that was meaningful, 
timely, and engaging.

Participants had mixed feelings about the impact of the mentoring 
aspect of the program. Two participants never established working rela-
tionships with their mentors, while others met regularly and found the 
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mentoring relationship extremely useful. One positive experience was 
described this way: “Without my mentoring sessions, I don’t know where 
I would be. I just have great mentors. They really take the time . . . keep 
me on task. They respond quickly and directly, and they will tell me I am 
not going to help you because you should do this yourself. Or they will 
tell me, ‘Here are the steps you need to take before I can help you.’” Sev-
eral maintained strong mentoring relationships throughout the program, 
and a few others never found a successful match. Implicit in their com-
ments about mentoring was the idea that a good mentor could meet regu-
larly, provide honest feedback, help solve problems, and connect their 
mentees to other people and resources.

Discussion

The fi ndings suggest that participation in the Next Gen program leads to 
increased interest in seeking leadership among program participants and 
confi dence to be successful in these positions. As we continue to follow 
participants, we will be able to better ascertain if participation in the pro-
gram helps the institution develop a culture that embraces diversity and 
one in which leaders are chosen from a wider range of races and cultures. 
Given the diverse population of students in colleges and universities, we 
must strive to ensure that leadership in American higher education refl ects 
the diversity of the student body and communities where they are located.

IUPUI has an opportunity to cultivate emerging leaders for the campus 
specifi cally and higher education in general. The fi rst cohort of the Next 
Gen program was diverse, not only in race, ethnicity, and gender, but also 
in terms of academic discipline. Since leadership can take many forms 
and does not have to be defi ned or determined solely based on position 
title, we recommend that campus administration consider how the exper-
tise of the cohort members can benefi t the institution. It is entirely pos-
sible to be engaged in leadership development in rather informal ways 
such as chairing campuswide or search committees; serving on campus 
teams in national workshops or institutes; asking the faculty to read, 
write, and provide commentary on issues of relevance to the campus; 
serving on review or accreditation teams; or seeking input from faculty 
regarding policy deliberations. If we expect to develop faculty of color 
and diversify leadership, our focus must be on cultivating a welcoming 
climate that fosters full participation from its members.

The early impact of the Next Gen program is promising. If similar pro-
grams were adopted at other colleges and universities, we may more 
quickly meet our goal of having a more diverse group of campus leaders.

c15.indd   211c15.indd   211 04/08/11   3:05 PM04/08/11   3:05 PM



212 to improve the academy

references

Aguirre, A. (2000). Women and minority faculty in the academic workplace: 

Recruitment, retention, and academic culture. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Allen, T. D., Eby, L. T., & Lentz, E. (2006). Mentorship behaviors and mentorship 

quality associated with formal mentoring programs: Closing the gap between 
research and practice. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91(3), 567–578.

Allen, T. D., Eby, L. T., Poteet, M. L., Lentz, E., & Lima, L. (2004). Career ben-
efi ts associated with mentoring for protégés: A meta-analysis. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 89(1), 127–136.
Angelique, H., Kyle, K., & Taylor, E. (2002). Mentors and muses: New strate-

gies for academic success. Innovative Higher Education, 26(3), 195–209. 
doi:10.1023/A:1017968906264

Antonio, A. L. (2003). Diverse student bodies, diverse faculties. Academe, 

89(6), 14–17.
Bach, D., & Sorcinelli, M. D. (2010). The case for excellence in diversity: 

Lessons from an assessment of an early career faculty program. 
In L. B. Nilson & J. E. Miller (Eds.), To improve the academy: Vol. 28. 

Resources for faculty, instructional, and organizational development 
(pp. 310–326). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Carroll, J. B., & Wolverton, M. (2004). Who becomes a chair? In W. H. Gmelch 
& J. H. Schuh (Eds.), New directions for higher education: No. 126. 

The life cycle of the department chair (pp. 3–10). San Francisco, CA: 
Jossey-Bass.

Casto, C., Caldwell, C., & Salazar, C. F. (2005). Creating mentoring rela-
tionships between female faculty and students in counselor education: 
Guidelines for potential mentees and mentors. Journal of Counseling and 

Development, 83(3), 331–336.
Dailey-Hebert, A., Donnelli, E., & Mandernach, B. (2010). Access to success: 

A new mentoring model for women in academia. In L. B. Nilson &
 J. E. Miller (Eds.), To improve the academy: Vol. 28. Resources for fac-

ulty, instructional, and organizational development (pp. 327–340). San 
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Davidson, M. N., & Foster-Johnson, L. (2001). Mentoring in the preparation 
of graduate researchers of color. Review of Educational Research, 71(4), 
549–574. doi:10.3102/00346543071004549

Dixon-Reeves, R. (2003). Mentoring as a precursor to incorporation: An assess-
ment of the mentoring experience of recently minted Ph.D.s. Journal of 

Black Studies, 34(1), 12–27. doi:10.1177/0021934703253680
Fayne, H., & Ortquist-Ahrens, L. (2006). Learning communities for fi rst-year fac-

ulty: Transition, acculturation, and transformation. In S. Chadwick-Blossey & 

c15.indd   212c15.indd   212 04/08/11   3:05 PM04/08/11   3:05 PM



next generation @ iupui 213

D. R. Robertson (Eds.), To improve the academy: Vol. 24. Resources for 

faculty, instructional, and organizational development (pp. 277–290). San 
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Glaser, B. G., & Strauss, A. L. (1967). The discovery of grounded theory: 

Strategies for qualitative research. Chicago, IL: Aldine.
Gmelch, W. H. (2000, February). Rites of passage: Transition to the deanship. 

Paper presented at the American Association of Colleges for Teacher 
Education Conference, Chicago, IL.

Green, C. E., & King, V. G. (2001). Sisters mentoring sisters: Africentric lead-
ership development for black women in the academy. Journal of Negro 

Education, 70(3), 156–165.
Griffi n, K. A. (2008). Can reaching back push you forward? A mixed meth-

ods exploration of black faculty and their relationships with students 

(Unpublished doctoral dissertation). University of California, Los Angeles.
Gruppen, L. D., Frohna, A. Z., Anderson, R. M., & Lowe, K. D. (2003). 

Faculty development for educational leadership and scholarship. 
Academic Medicine, 78(2), 137–141.

Hecht, I.W.D. (2004). The professional development of department chairs. 
In W. H. Gmelch & J. H. Schuh (Eds.), New directions for higher 

education: No. 126. The life cycle of the department chair (pp. 27–44). 
San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Higgins, M. C., & Kram, K. E. (2001). Reconceptualizing mentoring at work: 
A developmental network perspective. Academy of Management Review, 

26(2), 264–288.
Hollenshead, C., & Thomas, G. D. (2001). Resisting from the margins: The 

coping strategies of black women and other women of color faculty mem-
bers at a research university. Journal of Negro Education, 70(3), 166–175.

IUPUI Diversity Cabinet. (2009). State of diversity 2009: Chancellor’s mes-

sage. Retrieved from www.iupui.edu/~divrsity/docs/Diversity%20Report-
April%202009.pdf

Jayakumar, U. M., Howard, T. C., Allen, W. R., & Han, J. C. (2009). Racial 
privilege in the professoriate: An exploration of campus climate, reten-
tion, and satisfaction. Journal of Higher Education, 80(5), 538–563. 
doi:10.1353/jhe.0.0063

King, C. A., & Cubic, B. (2005). Women psychologists within academic 
health systems: Mentorship and career advancement. Journal of 

Clinical Psychology in Medical Settings, 12(3), 271–280. doi:10.1007/
s10880-005-5746-3

Kirchmeyer, C. (2005). The effects of mentoring on academic careers over time: 
Testing performance and political perspectives. Human Relations, 58(5), 
637–660. doi:10.1177/0018726705055966

c15.indd   213c15.indd   213 04/08/11   3:05 PM04/08/11   3:05 PM



214 to improve the academy

Kuh, G. D. (2006). Making students matter. In J. C. Burke (Ed.), Fixing the 

fragmented university: Decentralization with direction (pp. 235–265). San 
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Lottero-Perdue, P., & Fifi eld, S. (2010). A conceptual framework for higher 
education faculty mentoring. In L. B. Nilson & J. E. Miller (Eds.), To 

improve the academy: Vol. 28. Resources for faculty, instructional, and 

organizational development (pp. 37–62). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Maher, F. A., & Thompson Tetreault, M. K. (2007). Struggling to diversify: 

Privilege and diversity in the academy. New York, NY: Routledge.
Meyer, H. D., & Kaloyeros, A. E. (2005, June 10). What campuses can do 

to pick up the pace of decision making. Chronicle of Higher Education, 

p. B16.
Moody, J. (2004). Faculty diversity: Problems and solutions. New York, NY: 

RoutledgeFalmer.
Moreno, J., Smith, D., Clayton-Pederson, A., Parker, S., & Teraguchi, D. 

(2006). The revolving door: Underrepresented minority faculty in higher 

education. San Francisco, CA: James Irvine Foundation.
Mundt, M. H. (2001). An external mentor program: Stimulus for faculty 

research development. Journal of Professional Nursing, 17(1), 40–45. 
doi:10.1053/jpnu.2001.20241

National Center for Education Statistics. (2008). Digest of educational statistics 

2007. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education.
Packard, B. W-L., Walsh, L., & Seidenberg, S. (2004). Will that be 

one mentor or two? A cross sectional study of women’s men-
toring during college. Mentoring and Tutoring, 12(1), 71–85. 
doi:10.1080/1361126042000183039

Rankin, S. R., & Reason, R. D. (2005). Differing perceptions: How students of 
color and white students perceive campus climate for underrepresented 
groups. Journal of College Student Development, 46(1), 43–61.

Rosser, V. J. (2004). Faculty members’ intentions to leave: A national study on 
their work-life and satisfaction. Research in Higher Education, 45(3), 
285–309.

Ryu, M. (2008). Minorities in higher education 2008: 23rd status report. 
Washington, DC: American Council on Education.

Schuster, J., & Finkelstein, M. (2006). The American faculty: The restructuring 

of academic work and careers. Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University 
Press.

Snelson, C. M., Martsolf, D. S., Dieckman, B. C., Anaya, E. R., Cartechine, 
K. A., Miller, B., . . . Shaffer, J. (2002). Caring as a theoretical perspective 
for a nursing faculty mentoring program. Nurse Education Today, 22(8), 
654–660.

c15.indd   214c15.indd   214 04/08/11   3:05 PM04/08/11   3:05 PM



next generation @ iupui 215

Spencer, C., & Tribe, K. (2004). Mentoring made easy: A practical guide (3rd ed.). 
Retrieved from www.une.edu.au/od/fi les/mentoring_made_easy.pdf

Stanley, C. A. (2006). Coloring the academic landscape: Faculty of color 
breaking the silence in predominantly white colleges and universi-
ties. American Educational Research Journal, 43(4), 701–736. 
doi:10.3102/00028312043004701

Suh, S. A. (2008). The signifi cance of race for Asian Americans: Access, 

rewards, and workplace experiences of academics (Unpublished doctoral 
dissertation). University of California, Los Angeles.

Thomas, G. (2001). The dual role of scholar and change agent. In R. O. 
Mabokela & A. L. Green (Eds.), Sisters of the academy: Emergent black 

women scholars in higher education (pp. 80–91). Sterling, VA: Stylus.
Thomas, J. R., & Schuh, J. H. (2004). Socializing new chairs. In W. H. Gmelch 

& J. H. Schuh (Eds.), New directions for higher education: No. 126. 

The life cycle of the department chair (pp. 11–25). San Francisco, CA: 
Jossey-Bass.

Thompson, C. (2008). Recruitment, retention, and mentoring faculty of color: 
The chronicle continues. In N.V.N. Chism (Ed.), New directions for higher 

education: No. 143. Faculty at the margins (pp. 47–54). San Francisco, 
CA: Jossey-Bass.

Trower, C. A. (2009, September/October). Toward a greater understanding of 
the tenure track for minorities. Change, 41(5), 38–45.

Turner, C.S.V. (2002). Women of color in academe: Living with multiple 
marginality. Journal of Higher Education, 73(1), 74–93. doi:10.1353/
jhe.2002.0013

Villalpando, O., & Delgado Bernal, D. (2002). A critical race theory analysis 
of barriers that impede the success of faculty of color. In W. A. Smith, 
P. G. Altbach, & K. Lomotey (Eds.), The racial crisis in American higher 

education: Continuing challenges for the twenty-fi rst century (pp. 243–269). 
Albany: State University of New York Press.

Wasburn, M. H. (2007). Mentoring women faculty: An instrumental case 
study of strategic collaboration. Mentoring and Tutoring, 15(1), 57–72. 
doi:10.1080/13611260601037389

Wolverton, M., & Ackerman, R. (2006). Cultivating possibilities: Prospective 
department chair professional development and why it matters. Planning 

for Higher Education, 34(4), 14–23.
Yoshinaga-Itano, C. (2006). Institutional barriers and myths to recruitment and 

retention of faculty of color: An administrator’s perspective. In C. A. Stanley 
(Ed.), Faculty of color: Teaching in predominantly white colleges and 

universities. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

c15.indd   215c15.indd   215 04/08/11   3:05 PM04/08/11   3:05 PM



216

16

DIFFUSING THE IMPACT 
OF TOKENISM ON 

FACULTY OF COLOR

Yolanda Flores Niemann, Utah State University

In addition to the expected challenges related to teaching, research, ser-
vice, and the tenure and promotion process, faculty of color often 
experience the impact of token status, or tokenism. This chapter 
describes the personal, psychological, and career-damaging impacts of 
tokenism and provides guidelines for professional development profes-
sionals that may diffuse these negative impacts by assisting department 
heads to mentor faculty of color.

University faculty face similar experiences and challenges related to 
teaching, research, service, and the tenure and promotion process. 
In addition to these expected challenges, faculty of color are vulnerable 
to token status, or tokenism. Tokenism occurs, in part, when those in 
the numerical minority account for 15 percent or less of the total work-
force in a given context (Kanter, 1977; Mullen, 1991; Niemann, 2003; 
Niemann & Dovidio, 1998a). More than numerical status, a critical but 
insuffi cient identifi er of tokenism, tokenized contexts impose negative 
personal, psychological, and career-damaging effects on faculty of color 
(Gutierrez y muhs, Niemann, Gonzales, & Harris, in press). Symptoms 
of tokenized contexts include the collective and damaging effects of iso-
lation and loneliness, visibility and distinctiveness, representativeness 
and role encapsulation, stereotype threat, and attributional ambiguity 
(Niemann, 1999, 2003; Niemann & Dovidio, 1998a). These impacts 
are especially pervasive in predominantly white institutions that lack a 
numerical critical mass of faculty of color, and they are exacerbated in 
predominantly white communities (Niemann & Dovidio, 1998a).

Faculty development professionals can help minimize the roots of 
tokenism and negative experiences associated with tokenized contexts 
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for faculty of color. They can intercede to diffuse symptoms of tokenism, 
primarily through their infl uence on department head training. Depart-
ment heads are the main lifeline for faculty as their primary administrator, 
advocate, and professional development mentor, but their lack of training 
belies this critical role. Most department heads assume their roles without 
the skills or experience needed to mentor faculty of color. Faculty devel-
opment professionals’ understanding of the university context, along 
with their skills and experience in effecting change in that context, 
makes them critical players in training department heads to mentor of 
faculty of color.

Isolation, Loneliness, and Alienation

Faculty of color in token contexts may experience isolation, loneliness, 
and alienation (Johnsrud, 1993; Niemann, 1999, 2003; Niemann & 
Dovidio, 1998a; Washington & Harvey, 1989). Universities and their 
departments may be oppressive without conscious maliciousness 
and subject people of color to subtle and overt experiences of racism 
(Niemann, 2003; Niemann & Dovidio, 1998a). In tokenized contexts, 
the burdens of institutional and individual racism weigh heavily, but the 
psychological safety associated with numbers is not available to persons 
who work in these isolated situations (Washington & Harvey, 1989). 
Faculty of color often do not have opportunities to form relationships 
with persons who understand the impacts of being a member of a minor-
ity group that is subjected to intentional or unintentional discrimination 
and “isms.”

Tokens report feelings of isolation that result in part from pressures to 
assimilate and doubts from their majority group counterparts regarding 
their competency (Fontaine & Greenlee, 1993). They spend time and 
cognitive energy ruminating about these experiences and their responses, 
or lack of responses, to the situation (Lord & Saenz, 1985; Niemann, 
1999; Saenz & Lord, 1989; Steele, 1997, 2010). The more that tokens 
ruminate about experiences or events not directly related to their work, 
the more stressed and isolated they become, which begins a vicious circle 
(Ellsworth, 1993; Niemann, 2003).

Tokens are culturally isolated. In predominantly white institutions, the 
cultural values and mores may be very different from those of communi-
ties of color. Tokens must attempt to acclimate and, in some cases, 
assimilate to fi t in with the predominant culture. Often as a result, they 
experience symptoms of loneliness, isolation, alienation, and burnout 
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that include intense cynicism, seeing life activities as valueless, pressure to 
dissociate themselves from others, and arrogance (Machell, 1988–1989).

Distinctiveness

Due to their low numbers, tokens work in situations that make them par-
ticularly distinctive and visible (Cota & Dion, 1986; Fiske & Taylor, 1991; 
Kanter, 1977; McGuire, McGuire, Child, & Fujioka, 1978; Niemann, 1999, 
2003, in press; Niemann & Dovidio, 1998a; Pollak & Niemann, 
1998). Their novelty within groups often makes tokens feel as if they are 
in a glass house (Kanter, 1977; Niemann, 2003, in press; Niemann & 
Dovidio, 1998a), and they attract disproportional attention and cau-
sality (Taylor & Fiske, 1976), or responsibility for outcomes. That is, 
because tokens are so visible, their words and behaviors are easier to 
recall than are those of more homogeneous group members. This atten-
tion is refl ected in group members’ general, but not specifi c, recollection 
of the group experience. Consequently when things go well, token group 
members receive some credit, but when outcomes are not good, they 
receive much of the blame (Taylor & Fiske, 1976). For instance, when 
only one person of color is part of a committee discussion, that per-
son’s statements will be the ones most recalled. If a committee’s outcomes 
are positive, the person of color will be praised; when the outcomes are 
negative, the person of color will be blamed, even when his or her state-
ments or actions are ancillary to the decisions or outcomes (Mullen, 1991; 
Taylor & Fiske, 1978).

The distinctiveness that tokens describe is largely negative. It is not the 
type of distinctiveness felt by a Nobel Prize winner or high-ranking offi -
cer of the university (Niemann, 2003). Tokens’ salience creates psycho-
logical discomfort and places them on constant guard about the 
implications of their words, behaviors, and very presence. They feel a 
stressful sense of having no privacy or freedom to be themselves. This 
distinctiveness becomes uncomfortable to the extent that tokens report 
fearing visibility (Kanter, 1977; Niemann, in press).

The distinctiveness of tokens results in exaggeration of differences 
between faculty of color and their white colleagues (Fiske & Taylor, 
1991). Tokens must often pretend that racial differences do not exist or 
have no implications (Niemann, 1999). Their white colleagues will 
often assert that they are “color-blind,” not realizing that such com-
ments are considered insulting by their very denial of tokens’ identity 
and experiences in the institution (Niemann, 2005). At times, tokens 
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may don a “white mask” to fi t in with white colleagues (Alexander-
Snow & Johnson, 1999). Distinctiveness and visibility are so uncom-
fortable that faculty of color often forgo their cultural selves when they 
are in their faculty roles and portray the cultural behaviors and prefer-
ences of their white colleagues in an effort to blend in with the racial or 
ethnic majority.

Consistent with feelings of distinctiveness, tokens often believe that 
they are evaluated under different, and more stringent, criteria than their 
white colleagues are. Their actions and words are heavily scrutinized. 
Faculty of color report increased pressure to outperform others and to 
outshine and outthink their colleagues (Fontaine & Greenlee, 1993). 
Everything they do and say, from their attire, to their choice of music, to 
their opinions on political or controversial matters, to their latest research 
project, will become public knowledge quickly. In contrast, typical faculty 
within the same department generally do not know the research topics of 
their white colleagues.

Due to their distinctive salience and the added stress induced by these 
situations, tokens may engage in self-monitoring (Snyder, 1979) and defen-
sive impression management strategies to establish particular attributes in 
the eyes of others (Tedeschi & Norman, 1985). Tokens’ self-protective attri-
butions exacerbate a state of cognitive busyness (Crocker & Major, 1989), 
resulting in more memory and problem-solving defi cits than nontokens have 
(Lord & Saenz, 1985; Salvatore & Shelton, 2007; Schmader, Forbes, 
Zhang, & Mendes, 2009), which may have an impact on their job perfor-
mance. These defi cits are interpreted to be a function of their cognitive 
busyness with their minority status rather than with any inherent personal 
defi cits (Lord & Saenz, 1985). That is, simultaneously managing their dis-
tinctiveness and the task at hand strains tokens’ cognitive resources.

Tokens’ individuality seems nonexistent as their racial, ethnic, group, 
or social identity becomes increasingly salient. As tokens become preoc-
cupied with issues pertaining to self-distinctiveness and self-presentation 
strategies, they feel less satisfi ed with their jobs (Niemann & Dovidio, 
1998a).

Representativeness, Stereotyping, and Role Encapsulation

As the size of the minority group decreases relative to the majority, 
tokens not only become perceived as increasingly distinctive from the 
majority, they are perceived as homogeneous (Mullen, 1991), which 
fuels their stereotyping and role encapsulation. Stereotypes are “pictures 
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in our heads” (Lippmann, 1922) that contain a structured set of beliefs, 
including perceivers’ organized knowledge, beliefs, and expectancies 
about some human group (Fiske & Taylor, 1991). Because of stereotypi-
cal attributions, tokens may be type-cast as specialists in ethnic matters 
rather than being perceived as qualifi ed in their particular disciplines 
(Kanter, 1977; Niemann, 1999; Spangler, Gordon, & Pipkin, 1978). 
This stereotypical perception leads to tokens’ placement in limited and 
caricatured roles, such as “diversity” committees, or committees where a 
“person of color voice” is considered benefi cial. Tokens report feeling as 
if they are in special mascot-like roles (Gutierrez y muhs et al., in press; 
Niemann, in press). They are often deliberately thrust into the limelight 
as the institution’s representative when it is in the interest of the institu-
tion to demonstrate a belief in diversity (Kanter, 1977; Niemann, 1999).

Tokens are perceived as symbolic representatives of their ethnic or 
racial groups (Kanter, 1977; Pollak & Niemann, 1998). They serve as 
symbols of their group when they fumble and as unusual examples of 
their kinds when they succeed (Fiske & Taylor, 1991; Kanter, 1977; 
Kunda, 2000). The pressure and stress from this representativeness may 
be constant, as tokens are often asked to provide a point of view repre-
senting their ethnic or racial group. There is a general assumption that 
they know what “their” group wants or thinks. Faculty of color believe 
that due to colleagues’ biases and their situational visibility and represen-
tativeness, they are not allowed any missteps. They must hit the ground 
running to justify their hiring by white colleagues. Any sign that they are 
less than the perfect hire will justify racist, stereotypical beliefs that peo-
ple of color are not qualifi ed for the professoriate or for high-ranking 
positions in academia (Gutierrez y muhs et al., in press; Niemann, in 
press). Whether or not they wish to be, they are seen as representatives of 
their distinctive racial or ethnic group in the university environment. 
Observers assume that their imperfections and mistakes are refl ective of 
their group. Simultaneously, due to the powerful and stigmatizing impact 
of negative stereotypes, their successes are seen as exceptions to the rule 
and as anomalies that are not reflective of their group (Pinel, 1999). 
Tokens must therefore be continually aware of putting their best foot 
forward so as not to have a negative impact on others’ perceptions of 
members of their demographic groups.

Tokens become representative of government programs such as affi r-
mative action (Niemann & Dovidio, 1998b). They are presumed to be in 
the employ of the institution because of affi rmative action policy, and not 
because they are qualifi ed (Crosby & Clayton, 1990). Tokens may thus 
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carry a stigma of incompetence that accompanies the affi rmative action 
label (Heilman, Block, & Lucas, 1992), in addition to being objects of 
racial bias. Role stress represented in role encapsulation and representa-
tiveness has been linked to feelings of tension, decreased job satisfaction, 
and employee turnover (Niemann & Dovidio, 1998a).

Stereotype Threat

Tokens may experience stereotype threat, defi ned as the possibility of 
proving true the stereotypes about one’s group (Steele, 2010). For people 
of color, especially African Americans and Latinos/as, stereotypes related 
to intelligence and educational achievement are largely negative, thereby 
exacerbating the damaging impact of tokenism in the academic context 
(Garza, 1992; Niemann, 2001). Stereotypes and efforts to avoid being 
seen as representative of their group may lead tokens to operate in a 
state of refl ective expectancy, a psychological state associated with per-
sistent feelings of anxiety, fear of proving the accuracy of negative racial 
stereotypes, and living in fear of making a mistake. This state inhibits 
their work and may even stop their progress toward tenure (Niemann, 
2003; Niemann & Dovidio, 1998a; Pollak & Niemann, 1998; Steele, 
1997, 2010).

For women of color in token situations, the intersections of race or 
ethnicity and gender are particularly pronounced. They are subjected to 
greater degrees of discrimination than white women and are doubly dis-
advantaged in their efforts to advance (Fontaine & Greenlee, 1993). 
Because women of color tend to be exoticized in predominantly white 
environments, they are at particular risk for sexual harassment. They 
may be stereotyped as easy or passive targets who want the attention of 
white men, while also experiencing sexism from members of their own 
ethnic or racial groups, especially those from patriarchal communities 
(McKay, 1988) in which women are traditionally expected to be subordi-
nate to male group members.

Their awareness that others perceive them in a stereotypical manner 
can have damaging consequences for tokens’ interactions and relations 
with department colleagues and other institutional personnel. It can 
have an impact on their job performance and hinder the formation of 
friendships that could alleviate feelings of isolation and loneliness. It can 
also preclude formations of alliances and relations with potential men-
tors, and have strong implications for their success of these minority 
faculty.
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Attributional Ambiguity

Tokens live in a state of attributional ambiguity, which refers to not 
knowing the intentions of the feedback or actions toward or against them 
(Crocker, Voekl, Testa, & Major, 1991; Niemann, 1999, 2003). They do 
not know if negative feedback is racist, or if positive feedback is overly 
kind and patronizing from unconscious racists who do not have the confi -
dence or courage to provide negative feedback to members of underrepre-
sented groups. Not knowing whether feedback from whites is genuine or 
is related to prejudice makes it diffi cult for the stigmatized to predict their 
future outcomes, select tasks of appropriate diffi culty, or accurately assess 
their own skills and abilities (Crocker & Major, 1989; Dovidio, Gaertner, 
Niemann, & Snider, 2001; Niemann, 1999; Niemann & Dovidio, 1998a).

Attributional ambiguity can stop the progress of people of color. A key 
component of success for faculty is mentoring that sees them through the 
institutional ranks. This mentoring includes constructive, critically analyti-
cal feedback on their work from majority white colleagues and supervisors. 
Not to have trusted feedback is to not know how to improve. Attributional 
ambiguity results in isolation from collaborative work and intellectual and 
professional stimulation (Hall, 1990).

Guidelines for Faculty Developers and Administrators

The effects of tokenism are interconnected. So too are the guidelines that 
can diffuse or minimize these effects. The guidelines that follow may be 
implemented to minimize situations that create tokenized contexts and 
create a more positive university climate and job experience for faculty 
of color:

• At upper institutional levels, facilitate the establishment of social 
networks and encourage grassroots organizations of faculty of 
color. The university president or provost can host gatherings of 
faculty of color at his or her home to provide opportunities for 
these faculty to get to know one another. These gatherings provide 
a university-sanctioned means for faculty of color to fi nd cultural 
communities and share similar experiences and advice from more 
senior faculty. Relationships formed in these groups facilitate a 
sense of belonging and retention (Olmedo, 1990).

• Engage faculty in department meetings, committees, teams, and 
work groups. During department meetings, seek the participa-
tion of all faculty. These interactions provide faculty of color an 
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opportunity to be known beyond group stereotypes and to form 
meaningful relationships and friendships.

• Facilitate department, disciplinary, college, and university unity 
and identity. These collective identities help diffuse racial stereo-
types and identifi cation.

• As part of mentoring, include concrete deadlines, goals, and sched-
ules. A specifi c, impending goal will help keep focus on productivity 
and away from ruminations that expend time and energy.

• Facilitate the establishment of reading groups for junior faculty. 
These groups should contain people who will not be involved in 
any evaluative process for group members. For that reason, people 
from outside the member’s department will be trusted to provide 
feedback on drafts of research papers and creative works.

• Ask faculty to select formal mentors rather than assigning mentors. 
Provide enough fl exibility to all faculty to change mentors as they 
form relationships with colleagues or when they establish research-
based alliances.

• Train mentors of faculty of color to understand the unique experi-
ences associated with tokenism.

• Encourage persons in upper-level ranks, such as presidents, pro-
vosts, and deans, to mentor faculty of color. Some of the best 
informal (nonassigned) mentors for faculty of color are high-status 
members of the institution who are not competing in any way with 
their mentees.

• Do not assume that faculty of color are prepared to teach about 
diversity issues or have the interest or qualifi cations to serve on 
diversity-related committees and tasks.

• Ensure that white faculty serve on diversity-related committees. 
Faculty of color should not be the only persons advocating for 
diversity-related concerns.

• Value teaching social justice issues. Make sure that white faculty, 
and not just faculty of color, are assigned to teach this curricular 
content.

• Protect faculty of color from excess service, unwanted summer 
teaching, and paid and unpaid overload teaching. At the same 
time, understand that their cultural values will motivate and 
inspire them to engage in service to the community at large and to 
individual and student group advising. Consider providing release 
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time to ensure equitable time for their attention to their scholarship 
and teaching. Be forthright about which of their service contribu-
tions will be taken into consideration for tenure, promotion, and 
salary increases.

• Conduct searches with the intention of diversifying the faculty. 
When conducting searches, do not equate merit with elite institu-
tions; most faculty of color did not achieve their formal education 
at Ivy League universities. Ensure that committee members under-
stand federal affi rmative action policy and the implications of the 
policy for faculty searches (Persico, 1990). Being intentional about 
diversifying the faculty will contribute to the university climate 
for faculty of color and minimize impacts of tokenism. Rarity and 
scarcity, rather than being an ethnic or racial minority, shape the 
environment and set the stage for tokenization. In more ethnically 
balanced groups that include a critical mass of faculty of color, 
members have freedom to assume nontraditional roles (Rozell & 
Vaught, 1988).

• Express a belief in the added value of diversity and affi rmative 
action rather than relaying the message that the policy is being 
forced upon the unit (Fine, 1992).

• Acknowledge that intersectionality (for example, intersections of 
gender, race, socioeconomic status, and sexuality) has implications 
for faculty’s perception of the university climate (Bowleg, 2008; 
Shields, 2008). Understand that women of color are particularly 
vulnerable to sexual harassment, and act immediately on accusa-
tions of harassment.

• Provide opportunities for frank discussion regarding issues of rac-
ism and stereotyping. When faculty of color have colleagues with 
whom to discuss these issues, they will feel less isolated and may 
spend less time ruminating about the negative token experiences 
on their own.

• Do not dismiss issues and experiences related to perceived racism, 
sexism, and stereotyping. Faculty of color have a unique reality 
based largely on their tokenized status.

• Acknowledge white privilege. Do not pretend to be color-blind. 
Be color conscious, noting the added value of faculty of color. Be 
aware of your own white privilege and aversive racism. Consider 
taking the implicit association test (https://implicit.harvard.edu/
implicit/demo/) and facing your own prejudices and stereotypes.
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• Use your privileged position to combat practices that subordinate 
others, including inappropriate jokes, demeaning group identities 
and accomplishments, dismissal of affi rmative action policy, and 
disregarding the accomplishments of certain colleagues. Be aware 
that all persons unconsciously hold stereotypes until they con-
sciously deconstruct their prejudices (Devine, 1989).

Conclusion

Tokenism is a psychological state imposed on faculty of color. It is a 
function of a social-ecological context that faculty of color are typically 
left on their own to navigate. In some cases, these faculty, especially 
those new to the academy, may not have the experience or understand-
ing to be conscious of the effects of token status or to understand how 
to minimize the negative aspects of the situation. The same is true for 
their white colleagues, who may want faculty of color to succeed, but 
lack the knowledge to help their colleagues diffuse the damaging rami-
fi cations of tokenism. Professional development professionals, working 
collaboratively with university administrators and department heads, 
can promote change that affords faculty of color opportunities to suc-
ceed and to have a good quality of life in predominantly white academic 
institutions.
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DIFFICULT DIALOGUES AND 
TRANSFORMATIONAL CHANGE 

THROUGH CROSS-CULTURAL 
FACULTY DEVELOPMENT

Elizabeth Roderick, University of Alaska Anchorage

Across the globe, our current way of life is taking us to the edge 
of the cliff. The systems and consciousness that we have used to 

try to solve problems are not working. Young people need to 
think and work in new ways.

—Larry Merculieff, Project Director, Warriors for a New Era

A unique partnership between two universities sought to improve the 
learning climates on both campuses, making each more inclusive of 
minority voices and ways of knowing and safer places for the free 
exchange of ideas. Faculty development intensive workshops introduced 
a wide range of strategies for engaging controversy through diffi cult 
dialogues in the classroom. The process, strategies, and results were docu-
mented in a handbook. A second-level intensive workshop tackled 
diffi cult dialogues between indigenous communities and the academy. 
The results were transformative, establishing an atmosphere where all 
viewpoints were respected and freeing both faculty and students to 
explore new ideas.

Given the role that higher education needs to play in preparing young 
people to tackle daunting global and national issues, this call to action 
could have been issued on any college campus. In this instance, it was 

The project described in this chapter was supported by the Ford Foundation 
Diffi cult Dialogues Initiative.
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made by an Aleut (Alaska Native) leader at the University of Alaska 
Anchorage (UAA) during a panel discussion prompted by a joint 
faculty development project on engaging diffi cult dialogues in higher 
education. As we worked to promote civil discourse, safer classrooms, 
and stronger ties and trust between Alaska Native communities and 
Western universities through a project funded by the Ford Foundation, 
faculty and staff discovered that new ideas and ways of approach-
ing problems may be found in the ancient traditions of Alaska’s First 
Peoples.

There were two phases to our efforts, each funded by a separate Ford 
Foundation Difficult Dialogues grant. The first involved two faculty 
development intensive workshops aimed at increasing skill levels among 
faculty for introducing diffi cult dialogues into the classroom, a Books of 
the Year program, and the creation of a handbook of best practices for 
engaging controversial topics in higher education classrooms. The second 
introduced our faculty to key diffi cult dialogues between the academy 
and indigenous communities and to traditional indigenous best practices 
for teaching and learning. The approaches we used can be adapted any-
where to help faculty connect with other invisible or underrepresented 
groups, build understanding, open faculty to exciting new (and ancient) 
approaches to teaching, and improve student learning.

Background

In 2006, UAA, a public four-year open access institution, partnered with 
Alaska Pacifi c University (APU), a neighboring small private university, 
on a proposal to the Ford Foundation’s Diffi cult Dialogues initiative. As 
the Ford Foundation website explains, “Diffi cult Dialogues is a program 
designed to promote academic freedom and religious, cultural, and politi-
cal pluralism on college and university campuses in the United States” 
(www.diffi cultdialogues.org). One of twenty-six two-year projects funded 
by the initiative, the UAA/APU program aimed to engage faculty and stu-
dents in constructive dialogue about sensitive political, religious, racial, 
and cultural issues. Such cooperation between these two usually competi-
tive campuses was an enormous step in successfully negotiating our own 
diffi cult dialogues.

In applying for the Ford Foundation grant, UAA was responding to a 
survey conducted by UAA psychology professor Claudia Lampman: it 
had revealed that the majority of UAA faculty members had experienced 
some form of student harassment in the classroom, ranging from open 
displays of disrespect or disdain to stalking and threats. These incidents 
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had had a measurably negative effect on faculty performance, productivity, 
and job satisfaction, particularly among female faculty. The study showed 
that 19 percent of female faculty felt physically afraid, 29 percent grew 
anxious or depressed, and 33 percent had diffi culty sleeping. Fifteen per-
cent suffered a loss in productivity, 13 percent admitted to changing an 
assignment or their teaching style, and 9 percent dropped a controversial 
topic altogether (Lampman, Phelps, Bancroft, & Beneke, 2008). 
Although some incidents of student harassment of faculty did stem from 
discussions of controversial topics in class, no clear link was established 
between those two factors. However, signifi cant numbers of faculty indi-
cated a tendency to avoid or downplay certain topics in class in an 
attempt to prevent unmanageable classroom tensions from arising. 
Clearly faculty members needed to understand and deal with harassment 
more effectively.

There was reason to believe that these encounters were also poisoning 
the learning environment for students. On the 2006 National Survey of 
Student Engagement, UAA’s benchmark mean scores in the Enriching 
Educational Experience questions ranked below its Carnegie peers’ 
national scores. Students reported few, if any, serious conversations with 
others who have different religious beliefs, political opinions, or personal 
values or who come from a different race or ethnicity. More alarming, 
they ranked the university low on encouraging such contacts.

Learning How to Talk

Before we could engage successfully with controversial topics in or out 
of the classroom, we needed training. Faculty come to the university as 
experts in their fi elds, but many do not have much training on how to 
teach and little, if any, preparation on how to deal effectively with, let 
alone introduce, controversy in the classroom. “If we want our univer-
sities to remain vital training grounds for engagement in a democratic 
society, we must model ways to conduct civil discourse in the class-
room,” Lauren Bruce, director of the UAA Center for Advancing Faculty 
Excellence, wrote about the project (Landis, 2008, p. v). To build faculty 
skills and support for engaging tough topics in the classroom—whether 
those topics involved gay marriage, resource development, or racism—
we decided to design and offer two week-long faculty development 
intensives.

A faculty committee from both campuses and a variety of disciplines 
(rhetoric, religious studies, communication, and Alaska Native studies) 
designed the intensive curriculum; committee members also served as 

c17.indd   232c17.indd   232 04/08/11   3:06 PM04/08/11   3:06 PM



cross-cultural faculty development 233

presenters during the intensive itself. The curriculum addressed academic 
freedom, how to prevent or respond to disruptive students, and multicul-
tural ways of knowing, in addition to a wide variety of strategies and 
techniques for introducing controversial topics and conducting effective 
civil discourse in the classroom.

Faculty members from both universities applied to participate and 
were paid for their time. Thirty-two fellows, representing both relatively 
new and seasoned professors, were selected from eighteen disciplines 
across the two institutions. The goal was to create a committed cohort 
that would attend the intensive and serve as a support network for each 
other after the project concluded. Participants were contractually obli-
gated to apply, document, and assess what they learned in their classrooms 
the following year; engage students in one or more diffi cult dialogues; 
and fi eld-test one or more new techniques. They were also required to 
submit at least two short refl ective essays on strategies, topics, or philo-
sophical issues related to teaching controversial topics and report on their 
experiences to their colleagues. Finally, participants needed to organize 
and conduct one university or community workshop on a topic related to 
diffi cult dialogues.

We used group exercises extensively in the intensive; faculty became 
learners of the structures and strategies proposed for possible use in their 
own classrooms. We began with the strategies outlined in Discussion as a Way 
of Teaching: Tools and Techniques for Democratic Classrooms (Brookfi eld & 
Preskill, 2005), which served as the text for the faculty intensives.

Week-long faculty development intensives were chosen as a format 
because they afforded participants and designers two key things. The fi rst 
was the luxury of time. Academic life makes relentless demands on fac-
ulty time. Taking on a new challenge that requires deep learning, and 
sometimes unlearning, takes focus and, above all, time. The week-long 
format allowed faculty the time to absorb the new material and consider 
how to apply it in their courses, practice new skills with peers, and pro-
cess the emotional and intellectual challenges evoked by controversial 
topics. The format also provided faculty the opportunity to bond with a 
new cohort and develop the sense of safety needed to allow themselves to 
be vulnerable and honest enough to take meaningful risks. With suffi cient 
grounding in the material, the group formed ongoing learning communi-
ties and support networks within and across the two campuses.

The second was a mechanism for overcoming faculty resistance to 
addressing certain topics, particularly race. The intensive was promoted 
to faculty as an opportunity to learn skills and strategies for addressing 
controversial topics in the classroom. Faculty who applied were asked to 
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indicate the kinds of issues they wished to address. Due to the range of 
disciplines represented by selected participants, the topics of interest were 
wide ranging, including environmental controversies, evolution, racism, 
and gender-related issues. Faculty who attended rarely had much aware-
ness of, or exposure to, the kinds of controversial topics and diffi cult 
dialogues (or even disruptive student behaviors) that colleagues in very 
different disciplines might encounter on a routine basis. Someone who 
teaches physics, for example, might never have had the time or opportu-
nity to think deeply about issues related to gender, whereas an English 
professor might not have given much thought to the challenge of respond-
ing to evangelical Christian students who attack the theory of evolution.

Inviting faculty to participate in a week-long intensive in which all of 
these diffi cult dialogues were addressed allowed them to become better 
acquainted with the range of controversies and challenges facing the 
academy. It also ensured that faculty who might usually decide that “that 
topic [say, race and racism] has nothing to do with my subject or students 
or teaching” would have the opportunity to participate in discussions and 
exercises that could begin to clarify the relevance of these issues to all 
learning communities at the universities. Such challenging topics, in 
which faculty might be required to more deeply explore their own biases 
and how those biases might affect their teaching and students, were 
placed midway through the week. Doing so ensured that participants 
would have established some sense of safety and community and that 
they had suffi cient time invested in the project so they were less likely to 
drop out if things became uncomfortable.

Shared Texts as Catalysts for Diffi cult Dialogues

Concurrently with participants’ efforts to apply what they learned in their 
classrooms, the two universities launched a Books of the Year program in 
which selected texts served as a framework and catalyst for guided explo-
rations on common controversial topics. The books selected that fi rst 
year were The Spirit Catches You and You Fall Down (Fadiman, 1997) 
and The Tortilla Curtain (Boyle, 1995), both of which address multicul-
turalism, immigration, assimilation, and otherness. Events included pub-
lic forums, guest speakers, art programs and performances, and faculty 
development workshops on best practices for teaching the selected books. 
Reader’s guides were developed for each book to help guide discussions. 
Faculty voluntarily included all or part of the books in their syllabi.

“We use our Books of the Year program to provoke serious discussions 
at all levels throughout the curriculum,” explained John Dede, special 
assistant to the senior vice provost at UAA, one of the administrators in 
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the project. The discussions created cross-disciplinary interactions that 
had rarely occurred among faculty. It even produced some novel interac-
tions between classes. For example, two philosophy courses joined forces 
to have their students role-play scenes from the Fadiman book, with 
students teaming up to represent various characters in the book and impro-
vising sequels to incidents described in it. Students were so enthusiastic 
that they stayed after class for an extended period of time, continuing the 
discussion.

UAA and APU are now in the fi fth year of the Books of the Year pro-
gram. Subsequent themes have included religion and politics, Alaska 
Native issues, and responding to climate change. The 2010–2011 theme 
is service in a foreign land, which explores the responsibility of the indi-
vidual to other human beings. The books are This Is Not Civilization 
(Rosenberg, 2004) and Mountains Beyond Mountains (Kidder, 2004).

Sharing What We Learned

After a year of using the new pedagogical tools, it was time to share what 
we had learned. Faculty experiences, curricula, materials, and resources, 
as well as insights from the facilitator, were compiled into an easy-to-
use manual aimed at faculty, Start Talking: A Handbook for Engaging 
Diffi cult Dialogues in Higher Education (Landis, 2008). This best prac-
tices handbook was distributed to faculty at both universities and to 
selected universities nationwide.

As project director, I have been invited to speak to faculty and faculty 
developers across the country about the program. Everywhere I travel, 
people are hungry for resources to help them effectively engage students, 
colleagues, and communities in the most critical issues of the day. Those 
issues often involve charged and challenging discussions between indi-
viduals or groups with very different perspectives and backgrounds. 
Higher education is one of the only places in which we can both model 
for and train each new generation how to respectfully and civilly engage 
in the give-and-take between diverse viewpoints and populations so nec-
essary for a healthy democracy.

Assessing Our Efforts

We used four methods to assess the initial project:

 1. A pre- and posttest during the faculty intensive, and a test a year 
later of participant perceptions of their new skills and knowledge 
of diffi cult dialogues practice and of the roles and responsibilities 
related to academic freedom
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 2. End-of-term evaluations of student outcomes in those classes testing 
diffi cult dialogue techniques

 3. Extensive qualitative review and self-assessment by participating 
faculty members

 4. Qualitative assessments by staff of the campus and community 
activities centering upon the Books of the Year

The data showed that faculty members felt signifi cantly more knowledge-
able, well prepared, and confi dent about facilitating discussions on 
diffi cult or controversial topics. There was also signifi cant improvement 
in a faculty member’s likelihood of teaching controversial issues. Signifi -
cant gains were also noted in the ability to create inclusive classrooms 
where students could safely talk about issues without fear of being sanc-
tioned by other students or the teacher. The faculty gained signifi cantly 
greater understanding and confi dence in addressing disruptive students in 
the classroom. The data indicated that the faculty development initiative 
was so much of a success so that we continued it for two successive 
cohorts using internal funds.

Student outcomes were also positive, based on end-of-term course 
evaluations from the classes participating in the project. Students were 
signifi cantly more comfortable speaking openly about a controversial 
topic and felt the instructor was effective in creating opportunities for 
diffi cult dialogue. Although only 240 out of 500 students completed the 
evaluations, many others were exposed to the classroom practices and 
community dialogues generated by our project.

Continuing the Conversation: Diffi cult Dialogues with 
Alaska Native Communities

The positive assessments were encouraging, but even after four faculty 
development intensives, two Books of the Year programs, and the cre-
ation of the Start Talking handbook, everyone felt we had just begun 
the conversation. This was especially true with respect to the tensions 
between our Alaska Native communities both on and off campus, which 
many faculty had become acutely aware of through participating in the 
intensives. We felt ready to move to a deeper level of dialogue, under-
standing, and action. The Ford Foundation agreed and included us in the 
group of thirteen out of the original twenty-six designated for funding for 
a more focused diffi cult dialogue.

The two-year renewal grant enabled us to continue introducing the 
lessons learned through the faculty development intensives and other 
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learning communities using the Start Talking handbook. Two faculty 
from the original intensives conducted a six-session faculty learning com-
munity on engaging diffi cult dialogues based on Start Talking. Faculty 
who attended fi ve of the six sessions received modest stipends for the 
purchase of materials at the UAA/APU Consortium Library.

More important, we chose to deepen our focus on a subset of diffi cult 
dialogues related to Alaska Native issues and constituencies and incorpo-
rated books by and about Alaska Native peoples into the Books of the 
Year program. The original intensives briefl y addressed diffi cult dialogues 
related to race, ethnicity, and culture, using Alaska’s Native peoples as a 
case study. For many faculty members, even this degree of focus on issues 
related to Alaska’s indigenous communities (beyond the general concern 
over improving the retention rate for Alaska Native and other minority 
students) was new. Most of the professors who teach in Alaskan 
universities—like most of the general population in the state—come from 
“Outside” in the “Lower 48” states. Beyond the general concern for 
retaining Alaska Native (and all other) students, indigenous issues were 
not something to which our faculty had given much thought.  

Alaska Native people make up 16 percent of the total population in 
Alaska, 8 percent of UAA students, and only 1.6 percent of faculty. They 
comprise 14 percent of APU’s student body, but APU currently has no 
Alaska Native faculty. Both universities have invested significant 
resources in recruitment and retention measures for this important seg-
ment of Alaska’s population, though retention rates remain well below 
the university averages. However, most retention initiatives aimed to 
make Alaska Native students and faculty more successful within the 
existing institutional culture. By contrast, the Diffi cult Dialogues project 
was designed not only to help non-Native faculty begin to understand 
and introduce into their courses key diffi cult dialogues between Alaska’s 
Native communities and Western institutions of higher education, but 
also help them begin to incorporate traditional Alaska Native ways of 
teaching and learning into their teaching repertoires. The purpose of the 
latter focus was twofold: (1) to preempt or otherwise head off diffi cult 
dialogues that need not occur if faculty demonstrated a better under-
standing of and respect for traditional indigenous worldviews and issues 
and (2) to open faculty to the possibility that non-Native educators have 
as much or more to learn from Alaska Native elders, leaders, educators, 
and community members as indigenous peoples do from the mainstream. 
The intention was to establish a sense of mutuality so that genuine 
dialogue (diffi cult or not) could begin to take place between the two com-
munities. We hoped that offering non-Native faculty a chance to enter 
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more deeply into and appreciate the ways of teaching, learning and 
knowing of an “Other” (in the form of Alaska Native cultures) could 
also serve as a case study for learning from and interacting respectfully 
with other forms of difference. Such learning might offer transforma-
tional possibilities for higher education—possibilities everyone truly 
committed to education seeks and, as the Aleut leader cited at the open-
ing to this chapter pointed out, are critical for our times.

Native Ways of Teaching and Learning

In conjunction with the project director (myself, a white woman), Alaska 
Native leaders, elders, educators, and community members designed 
a new faculty intensive using much the same structure as the previous 
intensives, but centered around Alaska Native issues and learning strat-
egies. We recruited a second cohort of eighteen faculty fellows from 
among the participants in the previous four Diffi cult Dialogues cohorts, 
based on their demonstrated leadership, motivation, and commitment. 
Again, these fellows were expected to apply what they learned in the 
classroom, participate in assessment activities, and share their learning 
with their colleagues. Assignments were given to small groups of faculty 
to develop strategies for applying several of these ways of teaching and 
learning in at least one of their courses.

Faculty were introduced to several traditional Alaska Native ways of 
teaching and learning, including experiential and applied learning, place-
and community-based learning, nonverbal learning, storytelling, and an 
organic earth-based pace, incorporating silences and pauses that provide 
time to refl ect. They also participated in key diffi cult dialogues between 
Alaska Native communities and the academy concerning such topics as 
sustainability of life systems, the role of spirituality in education, the rela-
tionship between Western science and research and Alaska Native com-
munities, institutional racism, and the lack of Alaska Native faculty and 
ways of teaching in the academy.

One day of the intensive took place on tribal lands some twenty miles 
north of the campuses. Alaska Native elders from four different indige-
nous nations spoke to the group, and each represented tribe made a pre-
sentation about its history and lands. An Alaska Native dance group 
performed and engaged the faculty in dancing, and faculty members 
presented nonverbal stories derived from their lives. At the end of the 
day, the group ate traditional foods together outside on the land. At vari-
ous times during the week, guest presenters from the Alaska Native com-
munity shared their experience and expertise on topics ranging from our 
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fi rst-ever Alaska Native charter school for kindergarten to sixth grade, to 
Alaska Native storytelling, to what our Alaska Native students need 
today. In addition, Alaska Native faculty and staff participated in a fi sh-
bowl exercise in which they shared their experience of institutional 
racism at one of the universities and how they believe that racism affects 
Alaska Native students. Interactive theater was employed to help faculty 
participants grapple with incidents involving institutional racism.

Online Teaching Portfolios 

As a way of ensuring that the learning that resulted from participation in 
the intensive was not limited to these few faculty members, participants 
were required to create and post an electronic teaching portfolio based 
on the principles of the scholarship of teaching and learning (SoTL). They 
attended two training sessions in SoTL prior to the intensive that were 
designed to help them think about how best to introduce indigenous 
content and pedagogies into their courses. They also received technical 
assistance to help put the portfolios together and upload them onto the 
website. These portfolios can be viewed at www.uaa.alaska.edu/cafe/
portfolios/index.cfm.

In one portfolio, Dorothy Shepard Dunne of APU describes how she 
introduced place-based learning and time for refl ection into a writing 
assignment for her online human services course, Discussing Diversity 
and Discrimination. Each student was asked to fi nd a place outdoors and 
spend at least an hour alone closely observing the surroundings and let-
ting go of other thoughts. Dunne suggested a breathing exercise to help 
them let go. After their time outdoors, they were to write down what 
they had observed in as much detail as they could, how they felt during 
the exercise, and any meaning found in what they observed. Since the 
course was offered online, students were located in many different loca-
tions, including Virginia. The results were surprising and touching. 
Several wrote that they had never had this kind of experience before. 
These busy, plugged-in students had learned a powerful lesson about how 
to slow down and pay attention. And if they could hear the birds chatter-
ing and the sound of their own feet crunching on the brittle fallen leaves, 
feel the wind brushing their skin, and notice the texture of the clouds and 
the sky above, maybe they could listen with an open mind and heart to 
people who might look different than they do or hold a different point 
of view.

Don Rearden, assistant professor in UAA’s College of Preparatory and 
Development Studies, used a similar exercise in his preparatory writing 
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course with equally powerful results. Students deemed highly at risk 
academically by the institution produced lyrical, impassioned writings 
that brought tears to the eyes of Rearden’s colleagues from the intensive 
when he shared them at one of the regular support sessions for 
participants.

A Life-Changing Experience

Project results have been impressive. UAA’s Lampman designed qualita-
tive and quantitative assessment programs for both faculty and students 
to track success. Pre- and posttests documented signifi cant shifts in atti-
tudes related to teaching strategies. For example, faculty and students 
increased their belief that slowing the class pace and covering less mate-
rial at a deeper level would be benefi cial for student learning. All groups 
involved with the intensive were also more likely to endorse the notion 
that course material should be tied to the sustainability of the earth’s sys-
tems and that sharing personal stories relevant to class material should 
be encouraged. In addition, signifi cant numbers of faculty shifted with 
respect to Alaska Native–specifi c questions; for example, 65 percent felt 
that their classrooms were now more likely to be places where all stu-
dents would feel comfortable talking about Alaska Native issues, and 
71 percent agreed more strongly that institutional racism is an impor-
tant explanation for why some Alaska Native students have diffi culty 
completing college. Qualitative data confi rmed the transformative impact 
that the experience had on faculty, both personally and professionally. 
One faculty member offered these comments in the postintensive evalu-
ation, “This has been a life-changing intensive . . . the experience will 
affect not only my teaching, but also my parenting and my citizenship.” 
Another wrote, “This was a perspective-shifting, life-altering experience 
and I know that it will enable me to do my part in helping all students, and 
particularly Alaska Native students.”

Why Start Talking?

While one of the primary motivations for the original initiative was to create 
classrooms safe for students and faculty to explore a full range of ideas 
and subjects, another reason we invested in this effort was to improve 
how we teach. Most of us are clear about the value of cross- and inter-
cultural learning for our students, but fewer of us have focused on the 
similar value of developing cross-cultural faculty development programs. 
Such programs allow faculty to become temporarily “uncoupled from the 
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stream of cultural givens” (Habermas, 1990, p. 162), allowing them to 
think critically about their own teaching practices and the ways in which 
they may be culturally bound. They help faculty become more aware of 
how unconscious biases and assumptions may be shaping our classroom 
environments and pedagogies in spite of our best efforts. They serve to 
challenge the ways in which faculty development programs, like teaching 
practices, can unknowingly serve to reproduce the unequal power struc-
tures in educational institutions.

We want to design programs that help faculty ensure that all students 
succeed, not just those who have already accumulated considerable cul-
tural capital. We want to deliver programs that help faculty prepare stu-
dents to think critically about the status quo and find ways to make 
society more just, healthy, and sustainable. It is diffi cult for faculty to do 
this if they have not had the opportunity to experience other ways of 
thinking, seeing, speaking about, and organizing the world themselves. 
Cross-cultural faculty development programs offer that opportunity.

For example, most faculty rarely consider it part of their responsibility 
to outline for students the connections between their discipline and the 
fate of the biosphere on which we depend for continued human existence. 
In indigenous educational systems, making those connections is central. 
“Our educational mission is to produce human beings who are at home 
in their place, their environment, their world,” says Yup’ik faculty mem-
ber Angayuqaq Oscar Kawagley. Native Alaskan educators challenge 
their mainstream colleagues to reconsider the very purpose of the educa-
tional endeavor. If we are not creating human beings who can ensure a 
sustainable environment for future generations, they ask, then what are 
we doing?

Learning from Alaska Native educators, community members, leaders, 
and elders reversed the usual faculty view in which professors tended to 
see their role as one of “helping” Alaska Native students succeed within 
the dominant culture. Instead, participants became aware that many 
indigenous students (and their communities) do not necessarily want to 
become more like the dominant culture. They learned that many students 
experience great losses as well as gains by “succeeding” in higher 
education—losses of language, oral traditions, ties to rural communities 
and elders, experience in subsistence harvesting practice—and that many 
elders fear that attending university makes their young people “stupid.” 
Our faculty also learned that if Alaska Native students, communities, and 
cultures are embraced as full partners in higher education, they can 
contribute perspectives and practices that could radically improve the 
educational system for all our students.
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The best practices in teaching and learning of nondominant cultures 
bring fresh, time-tested ideas into the academy. Some, like active, experi-
ential learning, small group work, and contextualized learning, parallel 
those identifi ed by Western research as the most effective ways of teach-
ing for most students. Others, like the indigenous focus on shaping 
citizens aware of their interdependency with and responsibility to the 
ecosystems that support life, may be different and transformative.

What If You Do Not Have a Specifi c Minority Group 
to Work With? 

Many, if not most, faculty development programs do not have a specifi c 
minority community with which to work closely to develop an effective 
cross-cultural faculty development program or module. What can we do 
in such cases?

First, there are indigenous communities near many universities that are 
largely invisible to the university community. Invisibility is a key compo-
nent in the oppression of indigenous peoples, the inevitable result of cen-
turies of policies of assimilation. Begin to research the indigenous nations 
in your region, where they live, and where their young people attend col-
lege. Often a tribal college has been formed because indigenous students 
do not feel at home in mainstream universities. Identify the indigenous 
student population at your institution, however small, and reach out to 
the people and programs that serve them. Ask them to help you fi nd ways 
to help your faculty learn from those communities and cultures.

Second, begin to build relationships, if you do not already have them, 
with your faculty of color, international faculty, or community leaders 
from different cultural backgrounds. Invite them to meet with you to 
educate you about the best practices in teaching and learning from their 
cultural backgrounds. Set up opportunities for them to meet with faculty 
at your institution to share that knowledge. Nurture these relationships 
over time, and you will begin to develop resources on and off campus for 
cross-cultural faculty learning.

Finally, in your current faculty development work, emphasize teaching 
practices that are designed to make learning environments inclusive: vary-
ing teaching techniques, permitting multiple ways for learners to show 
that learning has occurred, using cooperative and collaborative teaching 
and learning styles, creating occasions for authentic human exchanges, 
relating course material to learners’ lives, using inclusive language, 
employing problem-solving goals, and asking for feedback from learners 
about behaviors, practices, and policies that discriminate. These 
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approaches and others have been demonstrated to create learning envi-
ronments in which students “who have been marginalized by the educa-
tional system in this culture” (Tisdell, 1995, p. 84) can thrive (Tisdell, 
1995; Wlodkowski & Ginsberg, 1995).

Next Steps

The purpose of a university is to make students safe 
for ideas—not ideas safe for students.

—Clark Kerr, former president, University of California

When we began this journey, we were not sure where it would take 
us. The dedication and belief in the process by university leadership, 
faculty developers, faculty members, and staff combined to create a 
process that organically built on itself and led us through each stage. 
We made progress toward our goals of improving the learning climates 
on both campuses, making them more inclusive of minority voices and 
ways of knowing, and providing a safer place for learning and the free 
exchange of ideas. We discovered that through thoughtful faculty devel-
opment that built skills to introduce diffi cult dialogues into and enhance 
pluralism within our classrooms, we not only touched and challenged 
students but transformed and energized faculty. By establishing an open 
atmosphere where all viewpoints and beliefs are respected, we saw fi rst-
hand that both faculty and students are freed to explore new ideas and, 
in the words of our Aleut elder, “Think and work in new ways.” Isn’t 
that the role of the university?

How Do You Start Talking?

• Visit http://diffi cultdialoguesuaa.org to view Start Talking: A 
Handbook for Engaging Diffi cult Dialogues in Higher Education 
(Landis, 2008). Link to additional resources and campus initiatives, 
and learn more about the UAA/APU project

• Start a faculty learning community based on Start Talking.

• Become part of the national conversation (www.diffi cultdialogues.
org) about integrating diffi cult dialogues into higher education 
across the country.
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FACULTY DEVELOPMENT 
BEYOND INSTRUCTIONAL 

DEVELOPMENT

IDEAS CENTERS CAN USE

Mary Deane Sorcinelli, University of Massachusetts Amherst

Tara Gray, New Mexico State University

A. Jane Birch, Brigham Young University

Most faculty development programs focus on the faculty member as 
teacher. However, faculty seek support in many areas, including orienta-
tion, mentoring, scholarly writing, time management, career advancement, 
leadership, and service. Research and practice also suggest that faculty 
and faculty development programs benefi t from an integrated approach 
to professional development. This chapter fi lls a gap in faculty develop-
ment practice by suggesting ways that centers can create programming 
that goes beyond instructional development, thereby supporting a more 
expansive range of faculty work.

A large-scale study of the field of faculty development indicates that 
many programs focus primarily on enhancing teaching and learning 
(Sorcinelli, Austin, Eddy, & Beach, 2006). Quality teaching and learn-
ing is critical for student development, and it has become increasingly 
complex, requiring new skills of faculty members and faculty developers. 

We thank the following people who graciously read and responded to earlier 
drafts of this chapter: Kate Brinko, Tom Brinthaupt, Jo Clemmons, Jean Conway, 
Rene Hadjigeorgalis, Mark Hohnstreiter, Pam Hunt, Cathy Luna, Laura Madson, 
and Lynn Sorenson.
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At the same time, research indicates that early-career faculty members, 
especially women and faculty of color, encounter challenges beyond their 
teaching role that can have a negative effect on their productivity and 
career advancement. These roadblocks include getting oriented, fi nding 
mentors, excelling in scholarship, creating work-life balance, navigating 
the tenure track, and leading effectively (Rice, Sorcinelli, & Austin, 2000; 
Yun & Sorcinelli, 2009). A comprehensive faculty study that Schuster 
and Finkelstein (2006) conducted also concludes that the nature of fac-
ulty work is increasingly multifaceted, thereby requiring professional 
development in more areas.

Faculty developers are well aware of expectations for faculty to fulfi ll 
new and expanding roles and responsibilities. Some have called for fac-
ulty development programs that better align with organizational goals 
(Morahan, Gold, & Bickel, 2002; Palmer, Dankoski, Brukiewicz, Logio, & 
Bogdewic, 2010). Others note that centers need to create multiple entry 
points for faculty development by serving needs other than instructional 
development: “A broad mandate . . . may give faculty more reasons to 
use the center” (Gray & Shadle, 2009, p. 8). Indeed, some faculty devel-
opment centers have already adopted broader missions and ventured into 
additional programming areas, most notably new faculty orientation and 
mentoring programs. Fewer faculty development centers have engaged in 
scholarly writing, career advancement, time management, work-life bal-
ance, and leadership development, including department head training 
(Lee, 2010).

In this chapter, we explore ways that developers can address the road-
blocks to faculty success by implementing programs that go beyond 
instructional development. We present ideas that have proven successful 
in terms of participation rates and ratings of overall effectiveness (assess-
ment data are available from the authors). These efforts have been tested 
at three very different universities: New Mexico State University 
(NMSU), Brigham Young University (BYU), and University of Massachu-
setts Amherst (UMass). These universities differ in student enrollment, 
faculty, research classifi cation, and private or public designation. Their 
centers also differ in size of staff devoted to faculty development beyond 
instructional development: 1.5 professional full-time equivalent (FTE) at 
NMSU, 3.5 at BYU, and 2.5 at UMass.

Each of these universities has created opportunities for faculty to get 
oriented, fi nd mentors, strengthen scholarly writing, manage time, navi-
gate the tenure process, and develop leadership skills. We encourage 
developers to venture into these emerging areas of practice, adapting 
ideas to the goals and resources of their own centers and institutions and 
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thereby embody a more holistic, multifaceted definition of faculty 
development.

Getting Oriented

New faculty members are an important clientele for every faculty develop-
ment center. Serving new faculty well during their initial year on cam-
pus establishes a solid platform for continued engagement with them 
throughout their careers. New faculty are especially open to assistance, 
and women and faculty of color, who often lack more informal support 
systems, are particularly well served by formal programs that help them 
negotiate a new environment (Sorcinelli & Yun, 2007). Also, helping 
faculty get off to a good start is a smart investment for institutions. 
The hiring process is time-consuming and expensive; the university 
profi ts when new faculty fl ourish and are retained (Bensimon, Ward, & 
Sanders, 2000).

New faculty orientations can take many forms. New or small centers 
might consider piloting a modest program. For example, at NMSU, the 
center provides two half-day orientations for new faculty so that they are 
not overloaded with information on arrival. These short orientations fea-
ture the provost and several other speakers and panels on topics such as 
teaching, scholarly writing, research, and promotion and tenure. In addi-
tion, new faculty members are encouraged to choose from more than one 
hundred workshops, courses, and short courses provided to all faculty 
each year that address a range of professional and institutional 
questions.

At UMass, the center’s new faculty orientation extends across two 
semesters, helping newcomers develop both academic and social net-
works. Just prior to fall semester, new faculty (tenure-track and full-time 
contract faculty) spend a day getting to know each other and the campus, 
hearing from a panel of near peers, and experiencing a “progressive lun-
cheon” with key service providers from the library, academic computing, 
faculty development, research affairs, and student life. The chancellor 
then hosts a reception at his home where new faculty, their spouses and 
partners, and senior administrators are introduced to each other. In 
spring semester, the chancellor and associate provost for faculty develop-
ment invite all new tenure-track faculty to small group breakfasts, 
providing them a chance to take stock, ask questions, and reconnect with 
peers. All new faculty are also invited throughout the year to participate 
in workshops and apply for internal grants related to their context-
specifi c professional needs.
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BYU offers a multiformat eighteen-month program for all new tenure-
track professors. The program begins with seven lunch sessions during 
fall semester, featuring topics that serve the needs of new faculty dur-
ing their initial year. By the start of second semester, new faculty members 
choose a faculty colleague to serve as their mentor. Mentors and protégés 
come together to a February training meeting and are encouraged to meet 
regularly thereafter. In May, the new faculty members attend an intensive 
two-week seminar (meetings in the morning, homework in the after-
noon). During the seminar, participants explore an array of faculty issues 
in greater depth, as well as connect with each other and key administra-
tors. They also work on individual development plans and design three 
projects to pursue in the upcoming year (one each in teaching, scholar-
ship, and service). The program concludes the following March with 
project reports and a celebratory banquet. To encourage participation, 
BYU provides a stipend of two thousand dollars to each participant who 
completes the program.

Mentoring

Mentoring helps new faculty members in many ways, resulting in better 
teaching evaluations, socioemotional support, political savvy, research 
productivity, and career success (Boice, 1990; Johnsrud & Atwater, 1993; 
Johnson, 2007). Unfortunately, spontaneous mentoring occurs for only 
about 30 percent of all new faculty (Boice, 2000; Goodwin & Stevens, 
1998), and “nontraditional hires and newcomers who struggled most 
were even more likely to go unmentored” (Boice, 2000, p. 238).

Formal mentoring programs need not match protégés with one part-
ner, as is the tradition. Some of the most successful mentoring programs 
allow the protégé to select his or her own mentor. In fact, research sug-
gests that more successful mentoring relationships occur after the protégé 
meets with several possible mentors before choosing one (Boice, 2000). 
Furthermore, several recent studies suggest that faculty with multiple 
mentors reap greater career benefits than those with just one (van 
Emmerik, 2004; Yun & Sorcinelli, 2009) and that a networking model of 
mentoring may be more inclusive of women and minorities (Sorcinelli & 
Yun, 2007). Therefore, mentoring programs should encourage faculty to 
develop a broad, fl exible network of mentoring relationships and to con-
sider peers, near peers, and senior colleagues as potential mentoring 
partners.

New Mexico State University hosts a large (more than one hundred 
faculty) multiyear mentoring program designed to give pretenure faculty 
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members a mentor from their fi rst year through tenure. In this program, 
new faculty members are paired with more senior faculty by a committee 
of faculty members who know many faculty members across campus. 
In addition, two luncheons and two mixers are hosted each year so that 
participants in the program can network. NMSU also offers fi rst- and 
second-year faculty a more intensive team mentoring program. In regular 
meetings, protégés receive help from their peers, as well as from the direc-
tor of the faculty development center. Protégés interview three potential 
mentors before selecting one (Gray & Birch, 2008).

Many new faculty need mentoring as soon as they are hired and before 
they are in a position to select an appropriate mentor. At BYU, the center 
encourages department chairs to assign an experienced faculty member to 
assist new faculty during their fi rst semester. New faculty are then encour-
aged to get to know colleagues, build relationships, and choose a long-
term mentor by the beginning of the second semester. Before inviting 
someone to serve as their mentor, new faculty must have their choice 
approved by their department chair, who may be aware of reasons that a 
particular mentor would not be the best choice. After mentors are chosen, 
mentors and their protégés participate in joint training to help them learn 
how and think about how to establish a successful mentoring relationship. 
During this training, the mentoring pair discusses their goals for the rela-
tionship and determines a specifi c day and time they can meet regularly. 
They are encouraged to make this a mutually benefi cial relationship by, 
for example, working on joint projects that serve both partners’ interests.

The center at UMass directs a mutual mentoring initiative that pro-
motes an innovative hybrid of traditional mentoring and professional 
networking. Unlike the traditional one-on-one mentoring relationship 
between a tenured faculty member and pretenure protégé, mutual men-
toring encourages the development of a nonhierarchical network of sup-
port in which early-career faculty work with a range of mentoring 
partners to share their areas of experience and expertise for mutual 
benefi t. The model is carried out through two grant programs. Team 
grants are for large group mentoring that support faculty-designed proj-
ects at the departmental, college, interdisciplinary, or interinstitutional 
levels. Microgrants are for small group mentoring that encourages early-
career faculty to identify areas for professional growth and develop the 
necessary mentoring relationships to make such change possible. Partners 
focus on a wide array of self-selected topics, including research produc-
tivity, teaching development, tenure preparation, and work-life balance. 
Mentoring networks demonstrate every possible variation of mentoring: 
peer, near peer, senior to junior, one-on-one, small group, large group, 
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face-to-face, and online. (Mentoring exemplars and a guide for mentoring 
partners and department chairs are available at www.umass.edu/ofd/
mentoring/Mutual%20Mentoring%20Guide%20Final%2011_20.pdf.)

In addition to formal programs, centers can help faculty widen their 
network of mentoring partners in other ways. Center workshops and 
seminars should be designed to help early-career faculty get to know each 
other and meet experienced faculty and key administrators. Faculty 
developers help build collegial networks by using name tags, sharing 
names and e-mail lists with participating faculty, emphasizing learn-
ing communities or workshop series versus one-time offerings, and 
providing informal opportunities to network such as meals and recep-
tions. All of these strategies encourage the development of mentoring 
relationships and possible teaching and scholarly collaborations.

Scholarly Writing

Faculty members need support for scholarly writing and publishing. 
Three interventions that help faculty produce more and better scholar-
ship are workshops on writing productivity, writing groups, and writ-
ing coaches. For each of these interventions, when pre- and postdata 
were available, publication rates improved at least twofold (McGrail, 
Rickard, & Jones, 2006). Writers’ retreats can also help jump-start writ-
ing, provide synergy to writers, and help writers push through barriers 
they encounter (Elbow & Sorcinelli, 2006; Murray & Newton, 2009).

Boice (1997) found that academics, regardless of discipline, teaching 
load, or type of institution, produce more scholarly writing when they 
engage in daily writing, keep records of their writing, and hold them-
selves accountable to someone for doing so. Boice (1989) compared two 
groups of scholars and found that those who subscribed to these three 
practices produced more scholarly writing in a year than those who did 
not by a factor of nine.

Centers may want to include some or all of these practices as part of 
any intervention to improve scholarly productivity. For example, NMSU 
and BYU regularly host a writing expert to conduct a four-hour writing 
workshop on their campuses. The workshop helps faculty and graduate 
student scholars write daily, keep records, organize their paragraphs 
around topic sentences, and get meaningful help on their prose from oth-
ers. After the opening workshop, writing circles of three or four writers 
meet for one hour weekly for the rest of the semester to support each 
other in their daily writing and to get feedback on a few pages that they 
have written each week (Gray, 2010; Gray & Birch, 2000).
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UMass offers a portfolio of scholarly writing programs for faculty that 
includes writing retreats, writing spaces, and summer online writing fel-
lowships. Writing retreats have evolved over the years from offering formal 
writing workshops to offering time and space to help faculty work on 
their scholarly writing. The center and university library collaborated to 
create a faculty-only teaching commons in the library that hosts a variety 
of large-scale and mini-writing retreats throughout the year. These 
include a long-standing A Room of Your Own retreat in June to 
help faculty jump-start their summer writing projects; a retreat in August 
for faculty to prepare for the upcoming semester; a January retreat to 
make effective use of writing time during winter break; and monthly mini-
writing retreats so that faculty can schedule regular, distraction-free writ-
ing time. These events feature a quiet, comfortable, fully wired place in 
which to work. Such writing spaces with few interruptions are important 
for writing productivity (Boice, 2000), and centers might work with their 
libraries or other units to establish such spaces. Finally, the center pro-
vides summer online writing fellowships facilitated by an experienced 
local writing coach. Two-month fellowships are offered in June and July. 
Fellows establish concrete summer writing goals, track their writing 
progress online, receive online guidance from their coach and fellow 
peers in the program, and may interact with the writing coach and other 
participants through an in-person kick-off meeting or a midmonth con-
sultation with the writing coach.

Time Management and Work-Life Balance

“Finding enough time to do my work” stands out as one of the predomi-
nant sources of stress reported in many studies of early-career faculty 
(Boice, 1992; Rice et al., 2000; Yun & Sorcinelli, 2009). Diffi culties 
in balancing new responsibilities for teaching, research, and service 
usually head the list of faculty concerns. Concern about lack of time is a 
new faculty member’s most consistent source of stress across time. One 
study (Olsen & Sorcinelli, 1992) found that over their fi rst fi ve years on 
the job, new faculty became increasingly comfortable with teaching and 
gained greater clarity and direction in their research agenda. However, 
their satisfaction with their ability to fi nd enough time to do quality 
work and to balance the confl icting demands of research, teaching, and 
service steadily declined. Midcareer and senior faculty also report that 
work-related stress is frequently related to time constraints—feeling 
overloaded with work and having little or no time for personal matters 
(Chu, 2006).
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Centers that address time management can help faculty cope with 
stress and also boost faculty morale and productivity. Effective time man-
agement solutions can be found in the interventions described in earlier 
sections, for example, providing just-in-time information at orientation, 
expediting the development of a network of mentors, and encouraging 
faculty to carve out time to write daily. In addition, centers can host an 
academic time management consultant. NMSU, BYU, and UMass have 
all hosted such individuals for campuswide professional development 
seminars. Such consultants can offer practical strategies to help partici-
pants integrate work and personal life and to consciously organize and 
manage paper, e-mail, and electronic fi les. Centers may also want to con-
sider linking their website to campus policies and resources for work-life 
balance. At UMass, these links include help in areas as varied as child 
care, parental leave, postponement of the tenure decision year for new 
parents, accommodations for dual-career couples, and elder care.

Even more critical than specifi c programs, developers may want to 
consider how their centers’ activities can emphasize the importance of 
managing professional roles and personal lives. One recommendation is 
to thread this issue throughout other activities provided to faculty by 
addressing it explicitly or implicitly. Faculty developers may want to ask 
presenters to keep this issue in mind as part of the context of their 
remarks for almost any faculty development topic. For example, some 
faculty choose collaborative work in scholarship as an explicit means to 
enable them to accomplish each scholar’s career goals while also enhanc-
ing their personal lives. It is important to recognize and acknowledge that 
faculty members cannot do it all. They must prioritize, make choices 
about how to organize their work and their lives, and occasionally say 
no. Our job as faculty developers is to reassure them that this is true of 
all faculty members and to help provide support, including guidelines and 
resources, role models, and constant sensitivity to the complexity of their 
lives.

Navigating the Tenure Process

Three problems most commonly identifi ed by early faculty regarding the 
process of tenure are expectations for performance, feedback on progress, 
and the collegial review structure (Rice et al., 2000). First and foremost, 
pretenure faculty members are troubled by unclear, shifting, and confl ict-
ing expectations for performance. The lack of clarity around expectations 
can be exacerbated by insuffi cient, unfocused, or unclear feedback on 
performance. Pretenure faculty also believe the problem with feedback 
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and evaluation is intensifi ed by several fl awed aspects of the tenure and 
review process itself, which include frequently rotating department chairs, 
turnover in the membership of personnel committees, and closed com-
mittee meetings (Rice & Sorcinelli, 2002; Tierney & Bensimon, 1996). 
Clearly, support in navigating the tenure process is needed. One expert 
(Lieberman, 2002) calls such assistance indispensable. Nonetheless, 
sponsoring workshops on the topic of promotion and tenure may move 
centers closer to the fi rewall between faculty improvement and faculty 
evaluation than any other activity. The decision to offer tenure-related 
programming should be carefully considered and the programs thought-
fully planned with the help of college and university administrators. This 
initiative might be best launched by longer-standing centers that have 
considerable respect and support from faculty and administrators.

UMass organizes tenure preparation seminars that directly address 
pretenure faculty members’ concerns about expectations, feedback, and 
the review process. The center traditionally sponsored a campuswide 
tenure preparation seminar, but faculty expressed interest in having more 
local information. As a result, the center now works directly with colleges 
to cosponsor and custom-design tenure preparation workshops in which 
college administrators, department chairs, and faculty help to design and 
exclusively lead the seminars. In this way, the center is seen as enabling 
the sharing of best practices rather than having any involvement in per-
sonnel processes. Workshops typically include a welcome from the dean, 
a step-by-step overview of the tenure process by an associate dean, and a 
panel discussion with a department chair and past members of the 
department and school and college personnel committees. The formal 
program concludes with a panel discussion with three or four recently 
tenured faculty members who share general strategies for achieving ten-
ure. A reception follows the event so that pretenure faculty members can 
talk with their chairs, deans, and personnel committee members in a 
relaxed setting.

The NMSU center hosts two university-wide half-day pretenure work-
shops a year. During the fall and spring workshops, participants listen to 
the provost and several other speakers and panels. Participants are seated 
by college and bring their promotion and tenure packets along with ques-
tions to ask their deans and promotion and tenure committee members, 
who also attend. In the summer, the center offers a week-long tenure 
portfolio workshop. Participants meet for two hours a day for feedback 
on successive drafts from a mentor chosen by their college dean. (Often 
this mentor is the head of the college promotion and tenure committee.) 
The center also keeps a set of current promotion and tenure packets in its 
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library for reference, and the skeleton of these packets is available online. 
The center director and one associate director are available on request to 
help faculty prepare their packets.

As an alternative, developers can shape existing programs to help new 
faculty make progress toward tenure. For example, at BYU, promotion 
and tenure is a topic that comes up frequently during the eighteen-month 
new faculty program. During this program, the center helps faculty frame 
their priorities so that they are striving for excellence in their professional 
responsibilities rather than just jumping through hoops to get tenure. 
Assuming the goals are worthy and faculty succeed in accomplishing 
them, promotion and tenure should largely take care of themselves. Never-
theless, it is important to make sure the university’s expectations are 
clear. New faculty and chairs are encouraged to meet regularly to discuss 
expectations. During the fi rst semester and again during the two-week 
seminar in May, the associate academic vice president talks to new faculty 
about managing the evaluation process. The center also collaborates with 
college-level administrators to provide college-specifi c meetings on pro-
motion and tenure during the May seminar. Finally, the center maintains 
an ongoing discussion with university administrators, providing research 
and advice to help improve the promotion and tenure process for all faculty 
members, including reviewers.

Leadership and Service

Just as graduate school does not prepare one to be an assistant professor, 
achieving tenure does not prepare one to be a midcareer faculty member. 
Service and administrative duties begin to take up considerable faculty 
time right after tenure (Baldwin, Lunceford, & Vanderlinden, 2005). 
Faculty who are asked to assume a range of administrative roles after 
tenure often have little leadership experience or training. The steep learn-
ing curve and time required to feel confi dent as an academic leader can 
have a negative impact on the overall quality of a university’s day-to-day 
functioning.

New chairs, heads, and directors of programs take on roles with an 
infl uence that in many ways can rival that of a chancellor (Chu, 2006). 
Because the department is the locus for a great deal of the university’s 
work, these administrators are called on to make serious personnel, budget, 
and curricular decisions. Faculty developers recognize the importance of 
supporting departmental leadership and have offered aspiring, new, and 
seasoned leaders the opportunity to share ideas, discuss problem situations, 
and brainstorm solutions in a safe environment (Sorcinelli et al., 2006). 
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When teaching centers provide this help, Lucas (2002) notes that they 
increase their impact.

UMass has developed two year-long programs: one to support new 
department chairs, heads, and directors and one to expose assistant 
professors to administrative careers in an effort to develop our own aca-
demic leaders. The chair leadership program offers monthly luncheon 
seminars led by seasoned chairs and administrators and focuses on top-
ics selected by participants, such as budgeting during diffi cult times, time 
management, and managing confl ict, as well as a campus update and 
feedback session with the provost and dean of the faculties. On behalf of 
the chancellor’s office, the center also coordinates the Chancellor’s 
Junior Faculty Fellows Program, which fosters an exchange of ideas 
between the campus’s central administration and promising new faculty 
members who might be interested in campus leadership in the future. 
As part of the program, fellows meet regularly each semester with the 
chancellor to discuss the university’s direction and how the central 
administration can assist pretenure faculty as they accomplish their pro-
fessional goals.

Alternately, centers may want to focus leadership efforts on tenured 
faculty leaders as well as sitting department chairs. NMSU’s center directs 
a year-long leadership program designed to help campus leaders (includ-
ing department chairs) become familiar with university issues and get 
hands-on experience in identifying and solving university-wide problems. 
The program begins with a two-day retreat based on the principles of 
Stephen Covey’s 7 Habits of Highly Effective People (1989). The retreat 
is followed by a series of three-hour monthly meetings in which partici-
pants hear from various administrators for an hour and work for the 
next two hours on a Provost’s Project. This is a research project that 
the participants undertake collectively to help the provost with a campus-
wide problem. The topic is selected by the participants in consultation 
with the provost. Previous topics include campuswide communication, 
reallocation of faculty lines, academic integrity, and why NMSU faculty 
leave and why they stay. At the end of the year-long project, the Provost’s 
Project is presented to the provost with recommendations for institu-
tional improvement in areas such as communication and shared gover-
nance, resulting in policy and procedural changes on campus. In addition, 
the new provost at NMSU has asked the center to establish a department 
head academy, which will provide one or two programs monthly and a 
two-day retreat in May for both deans and department heads.

A multilayered set of programs supports department chairs at BYU, where 
a department chair coordinating council directs department chair training. 
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A website, which is accessible to other campus administrators, provides 
information on all chair tasks with attendant policies, forms, calendars, 
directories, and other resources. Events are organized around policy, 
dialogue, and leadership. Policy events consist of regular seminars 
for new chairs, directed by the associate academic vice president for 
faculty. Topics cover core aspects of chairing associated with policy: hir-
ing, annual reviews, promotion and tenure, fi nances, and budgets. 
Dialogue events facilitate informal interactions among chairs through 
brown bag discussions held monthly to address topics selected by chairs 
and one-on-one lunches (paid by the center) to which a new chair can 
invite a veteran chair. Example dialogue topics include setting academic 
standards, departmental governance, and giving and receiving feedback. 
Leadership events consist of occasional workshops to which all academic 
administrators are invited; these often feature someone of prominence 
from off campus. Example leadership topics include building functional 
teams and handling diffi cult conversations.

First Steps and Concluding Thoughts

When faculty development programming goes beyond instructional devel-
opment, faculty benefi t by having opportunities to develop in their mul-
tiple roles; faculty developers benefi t because participation at these events 
tends to be higher and spills over into instructional development events; 
and institutions benefi t through improved faculty performance and satis-
faction. As developers consider whether to respond to emerging areas of 
practice, they might wonder if their center is large enough or well-enough 
established to tackle these issues, how to prioritize expansion efforts, or 
whether they will just invite “mission creep.” Center personnel might 
begin by refl ecting on the following questions: What are the noticeable 
gaps in supporting faculty work on campus that your center might fi ll? 
Does the initiative fi t within your mission and values? Will it represent 
your center well? What are the needed resources—staff time and budget? 
Is this a good use of those resources? How broad an audience will this ini-
tiative reach? Can your center work in partnership with other units (say, 
research affairs or the library) or academic leaders (such as department 
chairs, deans, or the provost) to further mutual agendas for enhancing 
faculty careers?

In getting started, very new and small centers might begin by addressing 
new faculty orientation, scholarly writing, or time management, issues that 
are central to faculty life and for which programming is relatively easy to 
put together. Larger, more mature centers are more likely to have the 

c18.indd   258c18.indd   258 04/08/11   3:07 PM04/08/11   3:07 PM



beyond instructional development 259

resources and experienced faculty development professionals to address 
mentoring, career advancement, leadership, and service. Ideally, responding 
to a broader mission will not only allow a center to better address the 
needs of the whole faculty member and the broader institution, but also 
expand the expertise, reach, and potential of the center itself.
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GO FOR THE GOLD

FUNDRAISING FOR TEACHING CENTERS

Mark A. Hohnstreiter, Tara Gray, New Mexico State University

At New Mexico State University Teaching Academy, we have developed 
a comprehensive model to raise funds from faculty and others for our 
teaching center, which has resulted in a culture of giving. The payoff from 
a fundraising effort is huge, not only in terms of money, but in terms of 
the personal investment of participants, both valuable in diffi cult eco-
nomic times. We explain in this chapter how to establish a fundraising 
program so that your teaching center can go for the gold.

Small budgets are one of the major challenges facing teaching centers. 
Although faculty developers may assume that it is the job of university 
advancement to do their fundraising, very few such units fundraise for 
departments as small as teaching centers. Thus, centers may want to initiate 
their own fundraising to supplement allocations from central administration.

At the New Mexico State University (NMSU) Teaching Academy, we 
have raised funds from university units and individuals. We reasoned that 
it would be easier to get some money from many sources rather than a lot 
from central administration and that deans would be especially support-
ive given their faculty’s participation in our activities. In 1998, we began 
soliciting from deans and directors amounts ranging from $3,000 to 
$20,000 (Gray & Conway, 2007). In 2004, we began systematic efforts 
to raise additional money from faculty and other interested individuals 
from the university community and beyond. As of 2010, our annual 
donations have grown to $30,000 a year, given by more one hundred 
regular donors. Our center also obtained three exceptional future gifts 

We thank the following people for their sage responses to earlier drafts of this 
chapter: Lockett Ford Ballard Jr., A. Jane Birch, Jean Conway, Ereney 
Hadjigeorgalis, Erika Kustra, Laura Madson, and Ben Wu.
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totaling more than $375,000 to start an endowment. We estimate that we 
have raised four times what we have spent on fundraising.

A start-up fundraising program requires thorough planning (Weinstein, 
2009), as depicted in Figure 19.1. First, we identifi ed potential donors and 
crafted a statement seeking their support. Second, we solicited gifts through 
mail appeals, personal appeals, and fundraising events. Third, we recog-
nized donors to thank them and encourage repeat giving. The plan needed 
to be realistic, so we considered and addressed potential limitations.

Identifying the Donors

Identifying the right potential donors gives the fundraising plan the 
greatest chance of success (Sargeant & Jay, 2004). Donors for tradi-
tional fundraising can be private individuals, corporations, foundations, 
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Figure 19.1 Fundraising Plan Flowchart

Note. Class Acts is a Teaching Academy newsletter.
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government, and private agencies and, in the case of a teaching center, the 
participants themselves. At NMSU, we decided to focus fi rst on poten-
tial donors who were nearest and dearest to our program: our members. 
Entry-level members are those who participate ten hours or more in 
Teaching Academy programming; sustaining members, twenty hours; and 
distinguished members, forty hours. Although most centers do not have a 
membership program, it is essential to identify regular participants before 
launching an advancement effort (Pitman, 2007). We started our fund-
raising program by approaching all three groups of members. Because 
they are on the university payroll, they had the additional option of giv-
ing through payroll deduction.

Subsequently we broadened our appeals to selected community mem-
bers, including emeriti faculty, retired educators in the community, the 
American Association of University Women, and major university donors 
we happened to know well. Furthermore, we asked our board for the 
names of potential prospects. Three community donors made all the dif-
ference with their planned gifts of bequests (Ashton, 2004).

Making the Case for Support

Donors are savvy and will naturally question the need for giving to a 
teaching center as opposed to other worthwhile charities. Therefore, 
launching a sound advancement plan requires a succinct case for sup-
port; this is the case statement. Donors want to know why their gifts are 
needed, what purpose they will serve, how to give, and what amounts to 
give. A good case statement includes the essence of the mission and vision 
of the teaching center (Ahern, 2007). It tells why the teaching center is 
necessary and spells out opportunities rather than problems (Barbato & 
Furlich, 2000). In addition, the case statement is the primary document 
distributed to donors and friends. Portions of its text will be used in 
fundraising appeals and grant applications. Finally, the process of creat-
ing the case statement creates buy-in from constituents, heightens aware-
ness of the teaching center’s needs, can overcome institutional reluctance, 
and may generate initial gifts (Hecht, 2008).

In the NMSU Teaching Academy case statement (Exhibit 19.1), we 
crafted an argument for supporting our unit, provided some statistics, 
and made an appeal. Our argument was threefold: (1) teaching and learn-
ing are vital components of the university mission; (2) the Teaching Academy 
builds community for NMSU educators through training, mentoring, and 
networking; and, perhaps most important, (3) the Teaching Academy 
ultimately benefi ts all university students through enhanced learning. 
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Exhibit 19.1 Case Statement

“Giving a student a scholarship means changing the world one student at a 
time; giving a teaching scholarship means changing the world many students at 
a time.”

The NMSU Teaching Academy offers donors the opportunity to have an 
institution-wide impact on the NMSU campuses. Some 50% of University fac-
ulty members participate in at least one NMSU Teaching Academy activity a 
year. The Center provides training, networking, and mentoring to NMSU 
faculty, staff and graduate student teachers. It supports teachers, enhances 
learning, and builds community. The Teaching Academy helps educators 
develop extraordinary teaching lives embedded in exceptional careers. All mem-
bers of the University community, especially NMSU students, benefi t through 
enhanced learning.

Formally organized in 2003, the NMSU Teaching Academy is modeled on 
other successful initiatives at United States colleges and universities and is the 
most advanced teaching center in the state of New Mexico. The Teaching 
Academy serves more than 1,000 educators and provides over 8,000 hours of 
professional development per year. Offerings have included short courses, such as 
Team Mentoring and Publish & Flourish, and workshops on teaching, learning, 
and distance education.

Gifts of all sizes are valuable because they provide ongoing support for the 
Academy. The Academy provides several signifi cant donor opportunities, and 
both its director and advancement offi cer would be pleased to describe them in 
greater detail.

Scholarship Support: $100,000

The Teaching Academy seeks scholarships for faculty to attend national teaching 
conferences and institutes. Such scholarships enhance teaching, which benefi ts all 
members of the University community and especially NMSU students. Many 
newer faculty members do not have the discretionary salary or support to other-
wise attend these valuable professional development opportunities.

Capital Opportunities: $250,000

The Teaching Academy maintains a spacious and well-equipped classroom to 
conduct its programs. It is the site of an event every day throughout the school 
year, conducted by educational leaders from NMSU and across the country. Nam-
ing the classroom would provide a donor signifi cant recognition, as well as ensure 
that the room would be equipped with the latest teaching technology, including 
computers, projectors, and other furnishings critical to the teaching process. In 
addition, the Teaching Academy maintains an extensive teaching library used by 
NMSU educators and other participants in the Academy’s programs.
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Statistics are also persuasive. For example, about 50 percent of our seven 
hundred full-time faculty members participate in at least one NMSU 
Teaching Academy offering a year, and about 30 percent of the three 
hundred NMSU Teaching Academy members are donors. A particularly 
compelling appeal was borrowed from the Texas A&M Center for Teach-
ing Excellence: “Giving a student a scholarship means changing the 
world one student at a time; giving a teaching scholarship means chang-
ing the world many students at a time.”

Soliciting Gifts

We seek gifts throughout the school year through mail appeals; one-on-
one solicitations; and pitches at workshops, Friends Luncheons, and the 
Teaching Academy gala. Our annual cycle of activity has become rou-
tine, making the fundraising program easier to schedule and manage. 
Members and other friends of the Teaching Academy receive solicita-
tions at selected points in the academic year. Thus, prospective donors 
are given multiple opportunities to give, with each appeal generating new 
and increased givers (Greenfi eld, 2002).

Mail Appeals

To start our fundraising effort, a campus mail appeal (Exhibit 19.2) was 
sent to all past and present members (Greenfi eld, 2002). We developed 
letters of solicitation to accompany either our giving envelope (for non-
university employees) or the university’s payroll deduction form (for faculty 
and staff) (Lowenstein, 1997). Payroll deduction, an automatic way of 
giving, proved popular with faculty and is convenient for us because 
many of these gifts renew from year to year.

Named Endowments: $2 million

While NMSU maintains a strong institutional commitment to its Teaching 
Academy, endowments would provide perpetual support and ensure that 
the Academy receives funding far into the future. In this way, the Academy would 
be permanently institutionalized in the fabric of the teaching culture at NMSU. 
Such endowments could include naming the Academy, or providing an endowed 
chair or professorship to support faculty or graduate student fellows at the Academy. 
The Teaching Academy has already established an endowment fund through the 
NMSU foundation, and gifts of any size are welcome.
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Our solicitation materials guide donors to give in specifi ed amounts. 
Without giving categories, the tendency is for donors to make smaller 
gifts than they are capable of (Sargeant & Jay, 2004). The annual recog-
nition categories we developed were based on a pay period every two 
weeks: backers (fi ve dollars per pay period), builders (ten dollars per pay 
period), founders (twenty-fi ve dollars per pay period), and benefactors 
(fi fty dollars per pay period). We also give donors the option of making 
cash gifts outright, and we specify corresponding amounts.

Typically the advancement offi cer and director have jointly written our 
appeals. Recently we asked an enthusiastic faculty benefactor to write 
because changing authors draws more attention to our appeals (Ahern, 
2007). We have followed the cue of many charities in asking for upgraded 
giving. Upgrade mailings (Exhibit 19.3) are personalized, asking our 
backers to become builders and our builders to become founders (we ask 
our founders to become benefactors in person only). Asking for upgrades 
has resulted in increased gifts.

One-on-One Solicitations

Of course, direct one-on-one solicitations are more successful than 
mail requests (Panas, 2002). In fact, peer-to-peer conversations can be 
among the most effective tools fundraisers have available (Reid, 1998). 
Resources are readily available to guide volunteers and new fundraisers 
in these solicitations. A faculty developer who does not feel comfortable 

Exhibit 19.2 Mail Appeal

Each fall, we write to our Teaching Academy members to ask for your fi nancial 
support of our efforts. The University provides us with the important core sup-
port we require to maintain our activities. To do even more, we rely on the 
generosity of our members.

Our donors help support scholarships to teaching workshops, new materials 
for our library, attracting nationally recognized speakers, and developing even 
more innovative programs. For example, this year we launched Tenure and 
Promotion Portfolios, a weeklong intensive, immersion workshop to assist 
faculty in documenting their greatest accomplishments in teaching, scholarship 
and service.

We invite you to join more than 100 of your colleagues who have already 
chosen to lend their support to the Teaching Center. We thank you for your kind 
consideration.
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Exhibit 19.3 Upgrade Letter

We value your fi nancial support of our Teaching Academy. You are demonstrat-
ing your commitment to our important work of training, mentoring, and net-
working with your regular gift of $XX/month.

We appreciate your generosity and we would like to ask you to consider 
increasing your support to help us in what may be our most challenging fi nancial 
year. Like many units of the University, and especially smaller ones like ours, we 
face challenging times. As you well know, NMSU has had to make diffi cult deci-
sions about its support of various colleges, departments, and centers.

The Teaching Academy is no exception to budget reduction. We have had to 
make several diffi cult decisions. In the past we have funded travel for faculty 
to attend national conferences, such as Boot Camp for Profs and the Madison 
Distance Education Conference. We have featured many national speakers, the 
most popular being Larry Michaelsen (Team-Based Learning) and Meggin 
McIntosh (Time Management). More than 50 faculty and staff attended our 
grant-writing workshops mentored by Ron Stewart. And we have offered sti-
pends to participants in our short courses. We regret that we will not be able to 
continue all of these activities in 2010. Certainly this is no refl ection on NMSU’s 
support of our Teaching Academy. We continue to receive accolades and 
encouragement from the president’s and provost’s offices, as well as deans, 
department heads, and faculty. However, the reality is that our budget has been 
cut by a full 30%.

Our donor giving makes up 25% of our total budget. If we can increase this, 
we might be able to reinstate some of these valuable activities. We hope that you 
will consider augmenting our resources by adding to your contribution. We are 
including a payroll deduction form for you, should you choose to do so. We hope 
you will.

making such visits may want to team with a teaching center board mem-
ber, a committed donor or volunteer, or a member of the university 
advancement staff (Schneiter, 1985). Panas (2002) describes how to make 
a personal request, word by word and step by step.

Pitches at Workshops

Another successful way to seek gifts is to have donors give pitches at 
workshops. We arrange such pitches at about one workshop per month 
(Warwick, 2009). We provide the donors with sample scripts but encour-
age them to give testimony from the heart (Reid, 1998). These testimonies 
are very productive: at the end of one week-long workshop, four out of 
twelve of the participants made pledges.
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Friends Luncheons

Friends Luncheons are conducted in a group setting, and guests have 
included local legislators, emeriti faculty, representatives of community 
organizations, and university donors. The purpose of these events is 
fundraising as well as friend raising. Teaching Academy leadership and 
members explain the work of the center and provide testimonials about 
how the center has affected them. We present the need for funding tact-
fully, following up in writing and personally with the most promising 
donors. The results have included greater public awareness of the center 
and gifts ranging from fi ve hundred to a thousand dollars to the excep-
tional six-fi gure planned gifts directed to the Teaching Center’s endowment 
(Schumacher & Seiler, 2003).

The Gala

The close of the school year, as well as the conclusion of the center’s annual 
cycle of activity, is marked by the NMSU Teaching Academy’s annual gala, 
Champagne and Chocolate. The gala is a celebration that also serves as 
a high point for donor solicitation and recognition. On our guest list are 
all Teaching Academy members and donors for the current year, spe-
cial awardees, department heads, and deans, as well as the president and 
provost. The gala is well publicized, as we never miss an opportunity to 
see ourselves in print.

The gala was not initially conceived as a fundraising event, but we 
now send a personalized solicitation letter (Exhibit 19.4) one month prior 
to the event reminding members that “your name can be here” in our 
gala program. In addition, we send personalized e-mail reminders to 
some of our most active members just before the printing deadline for the 
gala poster and program. Gala solicitations have proved to be among our 
most successful: members are eager to be recognized as donors at the 
event. Our e-mail response rate has been as high as 20 percent. Those 
who cannot give frequently write with accolades.

Recognizing Donors

Fundraising efforts do not stop once a gift is received. Donor recogni-
tion is an important part of the fundraising effort and can encourage 
repeat and increased giving (Sargeant & Jay, 2004). Recognition activities 
contain the same message as our solicitations: that giving to the NMSU 
Teaching Academy is important. It is also persuasive when members see 
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Exhibit 19.4 E-Mail Solicitation

Congratulations on earning a membership at the Teaching Academy this year!
Allow me to introduce myself: I’m the Teaching Academy advancement offi cer. 

I want to personally invite you to consider donating to the NMSU Teaching 
Academy. Your contribution would help us continue to offer the programming you 
are used to. Our donors help provide the Center with more than 25% of its 
resources—an especially valuable form of support in these diffi cult budgetary times.

Our payroll deduction levels are as follows:

Founders: $25.00 or more per pay period

Builders: $10.00 or more per pay period

Backers: $5.00 or more per pay period

We would love to include you among our donors. To have your name listed on 
our wall of honor and in the Gala program, we would need to hear back from 
you by April 19. You need only email us a response at this time, and we will then 
send you a payroll deduction form. Thanks for your consideration.

their peers and leaders giving. Donors are listed in newsletters by giving 
categories and invited to special events. Of course, a few donors desire 
little or no recognition, but most welcome mention of their giving.

We purposely err on the side of overrecognition. The NMSU Teaching 
Academy sends immediate thanks by a hand-written card from the 
advancement officer, as well as a formal letter (Exhibit 19.5) and an 
e-mail, both signed by the director and processed by an administrative 
assistant. The center maintains a prominent wall of honor in its class-
room and on its website. Donors are recognized at the annual gala, where 
they wear special name tag ribbons, receive mention in the program, and 
are asked to stand as a group. In addition, all donors are invited to a 
group or individual lunch with the director, depending on the size of their 
gift. Donors are thanked as well by the university foundation in the same 
way as are all other university donors.

More than any other form of recognition, it is vitally important that 
any fundraising program ensures that funds raised for a stated purpose 
are used for that purpose. Professionals are bound to the Donor Bill of 
Rights, 1993, developed collaboratively by the Association of Fund-Raising 
Counsel, Association for Healthcare Philanthropy, Council for 
Advancement and Support of Education, and Association of Fundraising 
Professionals (Fischer, 2000).

c19.indd   270c19.indd   270 04/08/11   3:07 PM04/08/11   3:07 PM



go for the gold 271

Fundraisers who subscribe to such organizations as the Association of 
Fundraising Professionals are obligated to adhere to this organization’s 
code of ethics. The purpose of these codes is to ensure fidelity to the 
donor’s intent. Although gifts to the NMSU Teaching Academy are unre-
stricted, they are intended to benefi t fi ve broad areas: national speakers, 
teaching scholarships, short courses taught by center staff, teaching 
books and equipment, and endowment. We spend these funds accord-
ingly and communicate our allocations in donor correspondence.

Limitations

Inevitably a fundraising program will encounter challenges and 
limitations.

Staffi ng

Allocating staffi ng is one of the most signifi cant challenges facing the start-
up advancement program. Often a limitation at teaching centers, time and 
effort are precious resources. Nonetheless, there are several feasible mod-
els for assigning the fundraising task to professionals, including ours.

Some of the work of fundraising is shared by the director and admin-
istrative assistant of the center, but most is done by a designated advance-
ment officer. The advancement officer plans and implements the 
fundraising program, manages the solicitation of individual gifts, coordi-
nates efforts with other members of the university foundation fundraising 

Exhibit 19.5 Recognition Letter

Thank you so much for your personal support of the Teaching Academy. Your 
gifts enable us to purchase library materials, support short courses, provide schol-
arships to teaching conferences, and bring nationally known speakers to our 
Academy. Your generosity also sustains the spirits of all of us who work for this 
fi ne organization.

As you well know, our Teaching Academy mission is to provide training, net-
working and mentoring to all NMSU University educators in an effort to support 
teachers, enhance learning, and build community. We help you and your colleagues 
develop extraordinary teaching lives embedded in exceptional careers. All mem-
bers of the university community, especially NMSU students, benefi t.

You are joined by more than one hundred colleagues who have also committed 
their support to the Teaching Academy. The world is a better place because of 
generosity. We thank you for being a cheerful giver!
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team, and generates awareness of the center through publications and 
special events.

A faculty developer can serve in the role of advancement offi cer, and so 
can a graduate assistant. The advancement offi cer can be an additional 
staff member paid for by the teaching center. Alternatively, the university 
advancement offi ce might assign one of its staff to oversee the teaching 
center’s fundraising, with or without cost to the center. We decided to 
hire a quarter-time dedicated advancement offi cer because we felt that 
our new program would benefi t from the guidance of a fundraising pro-
fessional (Weinstein, 2009). In the beginning, we used ten hours a week 
of the advancement offi cer’s time; now that the program is established, 
we use only fi ve hours a week. In this way, our fundraising effort has 
become self-sustaining, raising more funds than it costs by a factor of 
four to one.

Resources available to the advancement offi cer include colleagues who 
have participated in fundraising and professionals in university advance-
ment (Barbato & Furlich, 2000). The advancement offi cer could also 
garner guidance and peer support from professional fundraising organi-
zations such as the Association of Fundraising Professionals or Council 
for the Advancement and Support of Education. Among the highly recom-
mended print resources for fundraising are Greenfi eld (2002), Lowenstein 
(1997), Panas (2002), and Weinstein (2009).

Institutional Considerations

Because of institutional considerations, not every element of our compre-
hensive fundraising program may fi t another faculty development unit. 
Some centers may be too small or too new to contemplate an aggres-
sive fundraising effort. Faculty developers may be uncomfortable becom-
ing part-time advancement offi cers or may not have time. However, our 
experience has been that many of these objections are more perceived 
than real. Often they can be overcome by taking the consensus-building 
step of creating a fundraising plan, including a case statement.

Other teaching centers may be explicitly discouraged from fundraising 
by their university advancement office. While some campuses (ours 
included) encourage decentralized fundraising, others take a more cen-
tralized approach (Hecht, 2008). A teaching center fundraising effort 
would function best in a large institution that already has a strong and 
established advancement offi ce with many potential donors. Otherwise 
the teaching center would be perceived as being in competition for the 
same few donors. We argue that our efforts augment, rather than detract 

c19.indd   272c19.indd   272 04/08/11   3:07 PM04/08/11   3:07 PM



go for the gold 273

from, the university’s overall fundraising picture: our Teaching Academy 
donors have given above and beyond what they may give for other uni-
versity purposes.

Fundraising in Diffi cult Economic Times

Centers should not be dissuaded from fundraising by a depressed eco-
nomic climate or curtailed budgets. Many charities (ours included) 
are raising as much as or more than they did before 2008 (Holcomb, 
2009). Jaschik (2011) reports that charitable contributions to all col-
leges and universities increased by a modest 0.5 percent from 2009 to 
2010. Among research/doctoral institutions, private universities saw an 
increase of 1.5 percent, and public universities showed an increase of 
5.1 percent. Indeed, if a teaching center is facing budget cutbacks, fund-
raising may well be the answer to bridge the gap (Warwick, 2009). There 
are several valuable strategies for fundraising in challenging times (Klein, 
2009). Our 2009 appeal to donors (see Exhibit 19.3) conveyed a message 
of the impact of budget cuts on our center and asked for increased giving, 
without adopting the tone of appearing ungrateful for the university’s 
core support. This same letter was sent in a slightly different form to 
NMSU Teaching Academy members who were not donors. Both letters 
had a positive response.

Results

The NMSU Teaching Academy was reinvented from a previous faculty 
development unit that had fallen on hard times. We believed that the 
enthusiasm generated by its reinvigoration in 2003 would result in gifts, 
so we took a calculated risk in 2004 by hiring a part-time advancement 
offi cer who worked ten hours a week, funded by an open budget line 
created by the retirement of a staff member. The university’s foundation 
supported the initiative and asked the Teaching Academy to prepare a 
one-page case statement to be included in the university’s $150 million 
comprehensive campaign. The advancement offi cer drafted the case state-
ment, created giving categories, and began personally visiting Teaching 
Academy members deemed most receptive to giving. Shortly after, mail-
ings were sent to all Teaching Academy members. Our calculated gamble 
proved successful; in 2004, the Teaching Academy received eighteen pay-
roll deduction gifts totaling $8,000, and in 2010 it received over 100 
payroll deduction gifts totaling $30,000. Through outreach events such 
as Friends Luncheons, the Teaching Academy reached out to community 
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members, and as a result, it received an unsolicited bequest commitment 
of $300,000. Two additional planned gifts followed, bringing the total 
to $375,000. The NMSU Teaching Academy now has an endowment to 
secure its future.

Conclusion

As budget continues to be one of the biggest problems facing teaching 
centers, many centers need augmented resources for expanded offerings 
and endowment. We have garnered goodwill in its most tangible form: 
a source of ongoing revenue that constitutes nearly a third of our bud-
get and costs only a quarter of what we raise. We have also secured the 
future by building a Teaching Academy endowment. We believe that our 
model can be adopted at other teaching centers in whole or in part. While 
we pursue all of the fundraising efforts we have outlined here, there is no 
reason that another teaching center cannot cherry-pick from our roster 
of activities. For example, developing a case statement establishes the 
need, creates good public relations, and fosters a climate for later giving. 
Engaging the awareness of the university advancement offi ce brings atten-
tion to the teaching center’s giving opportunities. Mailing just one annual 
solicitation letter makes fundraising more palatable for developers reluc-
tant to make face-to-face solicitations. Recognizing donor names, such as 
on our wall of honor, generates curiosity and interest. Organizing small, 
intimate Friends Luncheons garners unexpected and unsolicited gifts. An 
annual celebration such as our gala not only culminates the year’s good 
work but also recognizes donors in public. Finally, mentioning the cen-
ter’s activities in a newsletter or other communication generates pleasant 
surprises. You may already have donors waiting in the wings, but they 
may be unsure of how and when to give. Each of these elements of our 
plan provides the means to make their gifts.

The value of donor commitment extends beyond dollars; it is impor-
tant to the survival of a unit in a time of extreme budgetary constraint. 
Donors are invested in the center because they have given money to it 
(Sargeant & Jay, 2004). For example, in a period of severe budget cuts, a 
group of our faculty donors volunteered to approach the president’s 
offi ce with a message: cut our salaries, but do not cut our professional 
development!

A center’s most natural donors are its participants, but they do 
not know how to give and have not been asked. A fundraising plan enu-
merates the steps needed to engage them, as well as other potential 
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donors, from the larger community. The goal is to create an ongoing 
culture of giving.

Faculty members need well-honed skills. Teaching centers can and will 
do even more to support them, but they will need philanthropic help to 
augment the core support they receive from their parent institutions. 
Faculty developers are natural and enthusiastic communicators of their 
good work. Following the ideas we have outlined, this enthusiasm can be 
channeled into fundraising success.
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HOW MATURE TEACHING 
AND LEARNING CENTERS 

EVALUATE THEIR SERVICES

Susan R. Hines, Saint Mary’s University of Minnesota

This study investigated faculty development program evaluation practices 
at thirty-three established, centralized, university-funded teaching and 
learning centers (TLCs). My prior statewide study (Hines, 2009) revealed 
that limitations of time, resources, and assessment knowledge resulted in 
superfi cial evaluation practices. Since the majority of respondents in the 
previous study were part-time faculty developers with limited funding 
and staff, I assumed that established, centralized TLCs would have the 
knowledge and resources to conduct a more rigorous evaluation. This 
study reveals that established centralized TLCs have signifi cantly stronger 
practices for evaluating their services.

The field of faculty development emerged from a wave of academic 
accountability (Centra, 1976), and yet for years, minimal attention was 
given to program evaluation. According to early studies by Gaff (1975) 
and Centra (1976), faculty development program evaluation ranged 
from nonexistent to the occasional use of satisfaction surveys. Chism and 
Szabo’s (1997) nationwide faculty development study noted a signifi cant 
increase in the quantity of program evaluation but superfi cial quality as 
evidenced by widespread use of satisfaction surveys and routine gathering 
of self-reported changes in teaching.

In 2007, I conducted a statewide study of the program evaluation 
practices of twenty faculty developers at public and private institutions 
(Hines, 2009). Paralleling Chism and Szabo’s (1997) fi ndings, results 
from this study indicated strong interest and limited rigor. Defi ciencies in 
evaluation were most commonly attributed to a lack of time, resources, 
knowledge, and good evaluation models. Organizational factors may 
have contributed since the majority of the universities in the study took 
Minter’s (2009) “point B” approach to faculty development.

277
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Minter (2009) devised a continuum of faculty development from point 
A to point D. The point A approach (the “organized-centralized model” 
[p. 66]) is characterized by a centralized, well-organized, university-
funded unit led by a full-time director and staff responsible for developing 
and implementing faculty development activities for the university and its 
faculty and for evaluating the program outcomes. A point B program is 
led part time by a faculty member on release time and provides a variety 
of “semi-planned and ad hoc” (p. 66) events and activities with limited 
evaluation. Point C is typifi ed by a “totally or quasi-decentralized” (p. 66) 
approach in which deans or department heads plan events around their 
individual unit needs and budgets. Point D, the bottom of the continuum, 
is characterized by the absence of organized faculty development, leaving 
the faculty to self-direct their professional growth.

Of the twenty faculty development programs involved in my 2007 
statewide study, seventeen were in the point B category and only three 
could be categorized as point A. Based on Minter’s (2009) continuum, it 
was not surprising to fi nd a preponderance of low-level evaluation prac-
tices. Therefore, the next logical step was to investigate the evaluation 
practices at point A teaching and learning centers (TLCs). TLCs were 
selected for this 2010 interview study using seven criteria: (1) a director 
(75 percent to full time) and staff dedicated exclusively to faculty develop-
ment, (2) university funded, (3) separate and centralized location, (4) in 
existence for at least fi ve years, (5) an articulated mission for the TLC, 
(6) a POD member, and (7) a U.S. university. These TLCs are referred to 
in this chapter as mature.

Study Design

Qualifying TLCs were identified through a cross-search between 
the list of more than nine hundred members of the Professional and 
Developmental Organization Network (POD) and member universities’ 
websites. The website search and review resulted in fi fty-six qualifying 
centers. The director of each TLC received an e-mail invitation to partici-
pate in the study, along with a request to confi rm that the TLC met the 
seven criteria.

Thirty-three directors from qualifying TLCs agreed to telephone inter-
views. These interviews were chosen to allow in-depth inquiry, open-
ended responses, and clarification of questions and terminology. The 
interviews were structured using a semiclosed, fi xed-response, and open-
ended questionnaire similar to those used in prior studies (Chism & 
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Szabo, 1997; Hines, 2009). Questions were designed to identify services 
offered; prevalence, type, and quality of evaluation practices; and reasons 
for gaps and limitations in their evaluation work. Participants received 
the questionnaire in advance of the interview and were asked to confi rm 
or correct a postinterview transcript of their responses. All transcripts 
were then coded by the researcher and an outside coder, and interrater 
reliability was established through a series of independent coding and 
comparison sessions.

Findings

All participating TLCs could be characterized as point A on Minter’s 
continuum. The participants were twenty-seven public and six private 
universities. Five had been in existence for fi ve to nine years, seven for 
ten to fi fteen years, thirteen for sixteen to twenty-fi ve years, and eight 
for twenty-six or more years. All thirty-three were open year round. Four 
served fewer than one thousand faculty, thirteen served one thousand to 
two thousand, eleven served two thousand to four thousand, and fi ve 
served more than four thousand faculty.

Types of Services

Services offered by the thirty-three TLCs were similar to those reported 
in Chism and Szabo’s (1997) and my (Hines, 2009) studies. The major-
ity provided seminars, workshops, brown bag sessions, conferences, 
and orientations, in addition to a variety of consultation services, online 
resources, and grant programs. Unlike the centers in the previous studies, 
over half of the TLCs surveyed sponsored faculty learning communities 
(FLCs). Approximately one-third designed customized programs such 
as faculty inquiry groups, academic fellowship programs, faculty writ-
ing programs, course revision programs, early and midcareer teaching 
programs, teaching enrichment series, interactive theater programs, and 
department-specifi c support programs.

Staff Conducting Program Evaluation

Most TLCs dispersed program evaluation duties among all staff mem-
bers. The three TLCs with full-time staff assigned exclusively to evalua-
tion indicated these were essential and fairly recent additions to their 
program. One director supported this recent appointment by saying, 
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“If you’re trying to fi gure out what’s working, what’s not working, and 
where to invest time and money, you need one.” Another indicated that 
the need for evaluation staff was related to projects funded by govern-
ment grants. All three reported signifi cantly higher levels of program 
evaluation activity than the other TLCs in the study.

Individuals outside the TLC were also involved in program evaluation. 
Approximately 20 percent of TLCs hired outside consultants to perform 
periodic program reviews. Several tapped staff from their university’s 
offi ce of assessment. A small number recruited their advisory committees 
to review their physical and online teaching and learning resources.

Prevalence of Evaluation

All TLCs engaged in some routine evaluation, although disparities 
appeared in the types of services being evaluated (Table 20.1). A high 
percentage of TLCs evaluated, at least occasionally, user satisfaction and 
impact on teaching resulting from their events and activities, consulta-
tion services, and mentoring programs. Almost half of the TLCs offering 
grant programs, consultation services, or large resource events made 

Table 20.1 Percentage of TLCs Evaluating Satisfaction, 
Impact on Teaching, and Impact on Learning for Various Services

Percentage Evaluating Each Program 
Outcome

Type of Service

Number of 
TLCs Offering 

the Service Satisfaction
Impact on 
Teaching

Impact on 
Learning

Events and 
activities

33 100% 94% 45%a

Consultation 
services

26   81 81 47

Publications 
and resources

33   52 21   0

Grant programs 24   50 83 50
Mentoring 
programs

13   77 77   2%

Note. Percentages based on number of TLCs offering the service.
aDenotes high-impact activities only (large resource events such as writing 

improvement or instructional redesign)

c20.indd   280c20.indd   280 04/08/11   3:07 PM04/08/11   3:07 PM



teaching and learning centers evaluate their services 281

some effort to measure the impact these services had on student learning. 
There was little interest in gathering satisfaction or impact data relating 
to publications and resources.

Evaluation Methods

Evaluation methods most frequently consisted of satisfaction surveys, 
participation data, formal self-reported changes in teaching, grant 
reports, and formal teacher-reported changes in student learning, respec-
tively (Figure 20.1). A variety of other methods were also implemented, 
although signifi cantly less frequently.

USAGE

Participation and usage were commonly tracked. Attendance data 
included the department or school in which the participant taught. Usage 
data for online resources were frequently tracked using Google Analytics.

In-house presentations
Student persistence

Case studies
Formal experimental studies

Student retention
GPA analysis

Student reports of changes in learning

Student reports of changes in…
Syllabus analysis

Interviews with deans
Samples of teaching products

Student evaluations
Focus groups

Formal experimental studies
In-house presentations
Follow-up observations

Grant reports
Formal self-reported changes in…

Advisory board review of resources
Participation data

Satisfaction surveys

0 10 20 30 40

Teacher-reported changes in learning

 Products of student learning
Grant reports

Impact on Student Learning

Impact on Teaching

Satisfaction

Figure 20.1 Type and Frequency of Evaluation Methods 
by the Participants
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SATISFACTION

Satisfaction was measured through the routine use of paper or electronic 
surveys administered after an event or service. Almost all participating 
TLCs reported the use of postevent meetings to debrief on satisfaction 
data and plan program adjustments. Three TLCs administered an annual 
survey, one administered a survey every four years, and two did an end-
of-term survey for consultations only. Anecdotal satisfaction data were 
rarely used. All respondents indicated a moderate to high level of satis-
faction with their services. One TLC director was able to use an activity 
report listing annual services and events offered, combined with satisfac-
tion, participation, and usage data, to persuade state legislators to avoid 
funding cuts that would have had a negative impact on the center.

IMPACT OF SERVICES ON TEACHING

Self-reports of changes in teaching were commonly gathered by embed-
ding specifi c questions in satisfaction surveys. Typical questions were, 
“What will do you differently as a result of this program?” and, “What 
did you learn? Did you apply it?” Half of the twenty-four TLCs offering 
grant programs required recipients to report pedagogical changes that 
occurred as a result of the funded project. Many asked grant recipients to 
share their new instructional insights in a seminar, workshop, or poster 
session. Experimental data demonstrating instructional gains were col-
lected if the design of the funded project produced such data. Evidence of 
pedagogical changes resulting from high-impact programs were gathered 
through focus groups, one-on-one interviews, and a review of instructor-
created products resulting from program participation.

Besides self-reports from follow-up surveys, teaching impacts from 
consultation services were often evaluated through follow-up classroom 
observations, if appropriate and permitted by the faculty member. Stu-
dent evaluations were used with similar conditions. If a faculty member 
requested a small group instructional diagnosis, a follow-up was some-
times performed to gather student reports of changes in teaching.

The evaluation of mentoring programs relied heavily on self-reported 
changes in teaching solicited through e-mail inquiries and follow-up sur-
veys. TLC directors also reported gathering feedback from mentors and 
mentees through focus groups, one-on-one interviews, pre-post examina-
tions of syllabi, and pre-post reviews of student evaluations and in-class 
feedback. One TLC asked mentees to write “critical account” analyses. 
Two designed a formal experimental study using a control group (those 
not in the program) and an experimental group (those in the program) 
and compared gains, with one using tenure ratings as a measure.
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The impact of FLCs on teaching was most commonly measured 
through self-reported changes solicited through e-mail inquiries, focus 
groups, project reports, and presentations. One director conducted a ret-
roactive faculty survey inquiring into the impact of FLCs on teaching 
careers over the past twenty years. A few used evidence-based measures, 
including teaching portfolios, classroom videos, and experimental studies, 
to measure gains in teaching.

IMPACT OF SERVICES ON LEARNING

Eleven of the fi fteen respondents who measured impacts of events on 
learning solicited teacher-reported changes in student learning through 
surveys and interviews. FLCs were often evaluated in this manner as well. 
One respondent administered a fi ve-year follow-up survey to 650 FLC 
participants inquiring into the perceived impact of FLC participation on 
student learning.

More robust evaluation efforts, reported by four respondents, targeted 
high-impact events where evidence demonstrating the return on the 
investment was required. Methods used to measure changes in learning 
varied by program. Programs designed to improve specifi c student skills 
(writing, for example) typically measured qualitative changes in products 
of student learning such as e-portfolios, writing samples, and capstone 
projects. Programs focused on changing instructional methods, such as 
large course redesigns, active learning initiatives, and cluster teaching 
projects, used pre-post quantitative measures of student course perfor-
mance (for example, test scores, homework scores, drop-withdraw-fail 
rates) or overall academic success (for example, retention, persistence, 
grade point average). Instructional technology programs gathered reports 
of changes in learning through case studies, student self-reports, and stu-
dent surveys. Combinations of these methods were included in reports 
from faculty who received instructional grants.

Program Evaluation Purpose and Strategy

Reasons for evaluation varied in frequency and type. All thirty-three 
TLCs studied evaluated program services for purposes of improvement: 
twenty-seven did so to document success, twenty-six wanted to see if 
their goals were met, fi fteen reported that their administration required 
program evaluation, thirteen desired to do so, and one wanted to model 
evidence-based practices.

The production of an annual report summarizing program activity (par-
ticipation, usage, and satisfaction) and linkage to program goals was the 
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most common summative program evaluation practice, reported by twenty-
seven of the thirty-three participants. Seven of the thirty-three participants 
commissioned a periodic program review conducted by individuals outside 
their center. Four of thirty-three improved effi ciency and focus, with stag-
gered evaluation across individual program offerings from year to year.

The most systematic practices were reported by a director who devel-
oped a staggered and staged approach to program evaluation. A three-year 
evaluation plan, staggered program by program, was staged to measure 
three outcome levels: participation, implementation, and impact. The 
director fi rst tracked participation data, noting, “It’s not possible and 
there’s no point to measure impact on student learning and teaching if 
participation is not present.” After adequate participation became evi-
dent, evidence of implementation was gathered. Once the data indicated 
implementation, then impact on learning was measured. Implementation 
data were gathered through the diligent creation of “a one page case 
study (like a health record) with pre- and post-assessment data to look 
for improvement and holes in the process.” Three weeks in July are set 
aside to analyze the data and write up the annual report, during which 
time all program activities and most services cease. The director readily 
admits this approach “is very hard work and very time-consuming” and 
emphasizes the crucial need for automation and customized databases to 
make this work, especially with limited staff. This unique approach cap-
tured valid evidence of signifi cant impact and yearly progress that was 
published in the annual report.

Reported Reasons for Gaps in Program Evaluation

Evaluation of events and activities was performed to various extents at all 
responding TLCs. However, events seen as informal, infrequent, irregular, 
or lightly attended reportedly did not justify evaluation. Consultation 
services were not routinely evaluated due to the desire to maintain confi -
dentiality and also the perceived lack of time and resources. A small number 
believed consultation evaluation to be too diffi cult or unnecessary, or the 
services too irregular, to justify assessing. Participants reporting a lack 
of evaluation for their occasional services, such as online and physical 
resources, grant programs, and mentoring programs, most commonly 
cited a lack of time and resources as the cause. Other respondents indi-
cated that evaluation was too diffi cult to do, it was low on the priority 
list, there was no good process, or the informality of the services did not 
justify evaluation.
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The most common reason reported for gaps in evaluation regarding 
the impact of services on teaching was a lack of time and resources. 
Accompanying comments such as, “We want to, though, so we can show 
our dean for funding,” and, “The scientist in me says it’s a good 
approach, but between being a scientist or helpful, it’s better to be help-
ful,” highlight the confl ict between desire and resource constraints. Others 
attributed the evaluation gap to the inherent diffi culty and fear of causing 
survey fatigue.

The most common reason for not evaluating impacts on learning 
was a lack of time and resources. Several indicated that the presence of 
multiple confounding variables make the evaluation of impact on stu-
dent learning very diffi cult. One respondent summed it up this way: 
“Being a psychologist with training in assessment, I know the level of 
effort it takes to do this well; anything less is a crapshoot or just a 
political tool.”

At the conclusion of the interviews, many respondents remarked there 
was no reason to institute more rigorous program evaluation practices 
since administration already supports their work, suggesting that time, 
resources, and energy should go toward providing, rather than justifying, 
their services. An equal number of respondents reiterated the need for 
more staff and funding in order to develop more rigorous evaluation 
practices. For some, the absence of an institutional culture of assessment 
or leadership inconsistencies reduced their desire to improve program 
evaluation efforts. Others indicated that a lack of knowledge and absence 
of models for developing quality program evaluation plans greatly hin-
dered their evaluation work. Disciplinary knowledge played a role and 
was refl ected in comments such as, “We lack the knowledge in the staff. 
The director has a Ph.D. in social science, so there’s a high standard for 
quality assessment with rigorous methods which we’re [the rest of us are] 
unable to do” and “I have a Ph.D. in English, not stats. I would like to 
know how to do it.”

Several other parting comments suggested strong interest and support 
for continued work in program evaluation:

“I’m interested in assessing for viability and sustainability but just 
don’t know how.”

“This conversation helped. We would do more evaluation if we 
had a better model on how to do it.”

“We are well funded but would need a FIPSE [Fund for the 
Improvement of Postsecondary Education] grant to make a 
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research report. We do need to move from self-reported changes to 
seeing it.”

“Assessment is the future and accountability is critical, especially 
for federal and regional accreditation.”

Discussion

Similar to the fi ndings in Chism and Szabo’s (1997) study and my own 
study (Hines, 2009), routine evaluation of services is prevalent among 
the mature TLCs studied. Unlike the previous studies, however, the 
mature TLCs that constituted this study group exhibited a stronger 
interest in extending measures beyond satisfaction and participation 
data to evaluation of program impact. The percentage of respondents 
making efforts to measure the impact of services on teaching was 
20 percent in Chism and Szabo’s (1997) study, 40 percent in Hines’s 
(2009) study, and 97 percent in this study. The percentage of respon-
dents attempting to measure the impact of particular services on learn-
ing was insignifi cant in Chism and Szabo’s (1997) study, 20 percent 
in Hines’s (2009) study, and 45 percent in this study. This increase 
in impact measures of teaching and learning is encouraging, but it is 
tempered by the majority reporting only superfi cial measures of self-
reported changes. However, recognition is due to the increased preva-
lence of grant programs requiring evidence of changes in teaching and 
learning and of the implementation of periodic program reviews, both 
of which were rare to nonexistent in the previous two studies. In addi-
tion, this study revealed some noteworthy efforts by a select few who 
devoted extensive effort to gathering causal evidence of high-impact 
events on student learning through pre-post measures and experimental 
studies using multiple measures. In addition, reports of using anecdotal 
data were offset by substantial reports of systematic formal evaluation 
methods with a high reliance on technology in the form of online sur-
veys, Google Analytics, and databases.

As has been reported for decades in the literature, many of the respon-
dents reported gaps and superfi ciality in evaluation practices, with most 
blaming the lack of time and resources. Some individuals formally trained 
in assessment could not justify the time and effort to demonstrate their 
worth when administration already believed in them. Others felt they 
lacked useful models or staff with assessment knowledge.

Unlike reports from previous studies, many TLCs report efforts to 
overcome the obstacles of time and resources by implementing changes 
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to their evaluation practices and staffi ng. The TLCs most active in evalu-
ation have systemized their evaluation process in these ways:

• Automating attendance and online surveys

• Evaluating their programs on a staggered annual basis

• Evaluating outcomes in a staged manner

• Using random sample data collection methods

• Reserving rigorous evaluation for high-impact programs

• Leveraging support from deans or department chairs

• Creating a strong culture of assessment within the center

• Hiring full-time evaluation staff trained in program evaluation

Recommendations

Considering the fi ndings from this and earlier studies, it appears that the 
most feasible and useful evaluation practices should be designed within 
a culture of assessment. This work can be summarized in what could be 
termed the four S’s of program evaluation: staffi ng, systemization, stag-
gered evaluation of programs, and staged outcome evaluation.

Staffi ng

Build staffi ng and institutional collaboration to support program evalu-
ation efforts. Distribute data gathering among staff or, ideally, assign it 
to a full-time staff specialist hired specifi cally for program evaluation. In 
addition, collaborate with the university’s offi ce of assessment to design 
evaluation plans, provide readily available institutional data, and com-
bine survey efforts.

Systemization

Create a comprehensive plan to systematically gather data for evalu-
ating the program. Determine the goal of the program, the outcomes 
to be measured, the methodology and timing for data collection, and 
the schedule for analyzing, reviewing, and implementing the fi ndings. 
Customize the plan to fi t the resource limitations. Where possible, use 
technology such as online survey software, content management servers 
(such as SharePoint), database software, and student response systems 
(clickers) to automate the collection and analysis of data. Simplify survey 
distribution by standardizing surveys, using preexisting institutional data, 
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and combining survey efforts with other institutional assessment efforts. 
Embed evaluation in program planning as part of standard practice along 
with annual reports or fact sheets to track and report program trends and 
success.

Staggered Evaluation of Programs

Evaluation of the entire TLC does not need to occur at one time. Stagger 
the evaluation of individualized programs or services on an annual basis. 
Create a three- to fi ve-year plan outlining the staggered evaluation of 
each component of the TLC. For example, in year 1, evaluate consulta-
tion services; in year 2, evaluate the teaching certifi cate program; and in 
year 3, evaluate the mentoring program.

Staged Outcome Evaluation

Take a staged approach to the evaluation of outcomes of various pro-
grams. For example, for any given program, track participation only 
until a signifi cant number is achieved. Then gather data to determine 
if participants are implementing the new skills. Finally, measure the 
impact on student learning once significant implementation is seen. 
Another approach could be to tailor evaluation to selected outcome 
measures most appropriate to the intended impact of the individual pro-
grams or services. For example, satisfaction data may suffi ce for ad hoc 
workshops, data about impact on teaching may be needed for men-
toring programs, and data concerning impact on student learning may 
be important and feasible for grant-funded teaching projects. In other 
words, collect data that will add value to the center’s work.

Conclusion

Directors of mature TLCs are interested in program evaluation and need 
feasible and useful evaluation models. The fi ndings of this nationwide 
study suggest that staffing, systemization, staggered evaluation, and 
staged outcome measures are a useful framework for the design of eval-
uation methods to demonstrate the worth and inform the continuous 
improvement of faculty development services. Continued efforts must be 
put forth to share best practices in program evaluation through schol-
arly research, consortiums, publications, conferences, and presentations. 
Continued research is needed to fi nd ways to measure the impact of fac-
ulty development on teaching and learning. Perhaps this director’s closing 
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remark best captures the need for continued research: “We’re still asking, 
‘Does faculty development make a difference?’ I don’t think anyone has 
a good answer to that yet.”
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FACULTY DEVELOPMENT AS A 
HAZARDOUS OCCUPATION

Linda B. Nilson, Clemson University

Edward B. Nuhfer, California State University, Channel Islands

Bonnie B. Mullinix, TLT Group and Greenville Technical College

“Hazardous” describes events and conditions that produce an undesired, 
involuntary, career-changing disruption of a developer’s professional 
practice. While faculty development is an immensely valuable asset to an 
institution that knows how to make use of it, the unique nature of faculty 
development centers within varied academic institutions brings occupa-
tional hazards to those who direct or work in such centers. Our study 
synthesizes and identifi es patterns among over thirty cases furnished by 
developers, primarily center directors, who experienced career disrup-
tions. We conclude by offering evidence-based counsel on how to recog-
nize the hazards and mitigate damage.

The twenty-first century began with an optimistic observation about 
our profession: “Never before in the history of education has greater 
importance been attached to the professional development of educators” 
(Guskey, 2000). More recently, Brownwell and Swayner (2010) advised 
institutions to “invest in faculty development” because instructional 
practices that promote student success require support and expertise to 
implement properly. Research increasingly shows that development helps 
faculty acquire the skills that promote and strengthen student learning 
(Nuhfer, Blodgett, Fleisher, & Griffi n, 2010). Indeed, those who persist 
in this occupation often acknowledge that their motivation is fueled by 
its far-reaching power for good; helping a faculty member succeed helps 
every student whom that faculty member touches.

This same decade also saw the emergence of literature alerting faculty 
developers to their need to justify, defend, and secure their center’s existence. 
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Publications and conference sessions suggested the importance of con-
ducting program evaluations to document the positive impact of teaching 
and learning units, particularly for administrators and external audiences 
(Bothell & Henderson, 2002, 2003; Burkin, Chism, Frerichs, & 
Wehlburg, 2003; Cafarelli & Jones, 2002; Faculty and TA Development, 
2004; Way, Carlson, & Piliero, 2002). Terms such as “return on invest-
ment” (Bothell & Henderson, 2002, 2003), “stakeholders,” and “utilization-
focused evaluation” (Cafarelli & Jones, 2002; Patton, 1998) entered the 
lexicon of center directors. Forums on the survival of faculty develop-
ment (FD) centers (for example, Nilson, 2003; Nuhfer et al., 2003) 
became well-attended events at developer conferences. Ewing and Sorci-
nelli’s (n.d.) justification for FD, “The Value of a Teaching Center,” 
appeared in 2004 as a permanent fi xture on the POD Network website. 
Concern was raised more broadly as well. Gosling, Chism, and Sorcinelli 
(2008) synthesized the results of their surveys, conducted in fi ve separate 
studies, of over one thousand respondents from eighteen countries (pri-
marily the United States, the United Kingdom, Canada, Australia, and 
South Africa) on the current and future challenges facing FD. They found 
that “organizational volatility” creates a constant disruption.

A catalyst for this second body of literature was the shock generated 
by the unexpected closure of one of the fi rst American FD centers at the 
University of Nebraska, Lincoln (Bartlett, 2002). More center closures 
followed (Glenn, 2009), even as new centers and developer positions 
opened. The trend confi rmed the risks of being a faculty developer. This 
organizational volatility appeared to come not from any organized 
national movement but from local reorganizations too numerous to 
ignore. It was diffi cult to reconcile that while assessing student achieve-
ment was becoming a national priority, the profession that directly sup-
ports instructional improvement, student success, and faculty 
effectiveness was being locally undercut.

Developers quickly recognized this trend in open exchanges at confer-
ences and the POD Network listserv. Critical changes and closures 
were sometimes common knowledge across the profession before they were 
announced at the home campus. Developers who survived such career 
disruptions and managed to stay in the career they love understand both 
the hazards and how to survive them. We are three such developers—
successful and survivors. This study synthesizes the case experiences of 
thirty other similar survivors. We thank them for their knowledge and 
their courage in participating in this study.
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Methodology and Approach

Because career disruptions are complex and emotionally evocative, our 
study of the subject called for qualitative approaches and data collection 
strategies that guaranteed anonymity. We communicated through per-
sonal e-mail and telephone accounts, avoiding institutional accounts that 
are routinely archived and may be treated as public record.

Our study began with case interviews and narratives aimed at gather-
ing thick data that could be mined for emergent themes and grounded in 
context-rich descriptions (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). We openly intro-
duced our study and its purpose through an announcement on the POD 
listserv inviting colleagues to confi dentially contact us to share their per-
sonal stories of center closures, position eliminations, or forced resigna-
tions. We used the initial communications to develop potentially 
generative prompts for a thirty-item case interview outline. We selec-
tively followed up to obtain more detail, encouraging participants to 
address items that resonated with their experience. Responses varied 
widely, from a sentence or two per item, to lengthy narratives, to detailed 
answers to all thirty items. Grounded theory informed both the study’s 
design and analysis strategy that relied on capturing emergent themes 
and allowing their growth and ongoing validation (Strauss & Corbin, 
1998). Because we as researchers were also participants, the study ben-
efi ted from the increased emic validity characteristic of participatory 
research (Freire, 1972).

This data-gathering strategy yielded thirty-three cases of center clo-
sures, position eliminations, and forced resignations from center posi-
tions. Our participants were active or recently active POD members, and 
thus our study omits any who left the profession. Our database consists 
of center directors except for one associate director, one senior consul-
tant, and one coordinator. The vast majority of these incidents took place 
within the past eleven years, and three cases were from outside the 
United States.

Our sample of about three hazards a year over the past decade should 
not be mistaken as representing small impact. FD is a tiny profession of 
about eighteen hundred POD members and 1,267 teaching and learning 
centers at 933 different institutions (Kuhlenschmidt, 2011; S. Kuhlen-
schmidt, personal communication, January 30, 2011). To draw scalable 
comparisons from numbers of faculty in some common disciplines 
(U.S. Department of Labor, 2011), the closure of three FD centers a year 
is roughly equivalent to the closure of about 150 fi ne arts programs, 
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120 English departments, 90 math programs, or 40 history 
departments.

The thirty-three cases broke down into these subcategories:

• Twenty-three cases of closed centers, which happened twice to one 
person

• One case of a center that was gutted but technically not closed

• Five cases of eliminated positions, two of which happened to one 
person

• Four cases of directors terminated without cause

We classifi ed as “closed” two cases of “ghost centers.” These units had 
closed and development no longer existed, but the institutions retained 
the defunct centers’ website.

Our study spans a wide range of Carnegie classifi cations. Table 21.1 
shows the degree to which our U.S. sample of thirty disrupted centers rep-
resents the actual distribution of higher education institutions across Carn-
egie categories and the percentage of institutions in each category with a 
teaching and learning center, as identifi ed by Kuhlenschmidt (2011). Our 
sample considerably overrepresents research universities and underrepre-
sents associate of arts colleges. The three cases from outside of the United 
States were from research-oriented institutions enrolling between fi fteen 
thousand and forty thousand undergraduate and graduate students.

The second phase of the study involved a well-attended roundtable 
session (Nuhfer, Mullinix, & Nilson, 2009), hereafter referred to as the 
roundtable. Held in a private meeting room, this session provided an 
opportunity to acquire data in an interactive setting. Nineteen colleagues 
attended; fourteen disclosed their surviving at least one career disruption. 
Building on preliminary fi ndings, we developed two data collection exer-
cises to solicit additional data: a line exercise and a themed response 
exercise. In the line exercise, all participants stood shoulder to shoulder 
in a straight line. They were instructed to take one step forward from the 
line if the statement that the author-facilitators read described their expe-
rience, returning to the baseline following each statement. Counts were 
taken of each line advancement by participants. In the themed response 
exercise, nine reasons for career derailments drawn from the cases and 
our own experiences, plus “other” and “I have no idea,” were themes 
heading eleven blank posters on the walls around the room. Participants 
used sticky notes to provide details on their cases and affi xed these to the 
posters most closely related to their experiences.
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Carnegie Categorya

Percentage of 
Institutions 
in Carnegie 
Category

Percentage of 
Institution in 

Each Category 
with Centers

Percentage 
of Category 
Represented 

by 
Disruptions 

in Our Study

Number of 
Disruptions 
by Category 
Reported in 
Our Study

Doctoral/Research 
Universities, 
Extensive 

6.5%        22%       53%

7

Doctoral/Research 
Universities, 
Intensive

1

Research 
Universities, Very 
High Research 
Activity

3

Research 
Universities, High 
Research Activity

5

Master’s Colleges 
and Universities I

15.2% 28.2% 23.3% 7

Baccalaureate 
Colleges, Liberal 
Arts/Arts and 
Sciences 17.6% 11.8%       10%

2

Baccalaureate 
Colleges, Diverse 
Fields

1

Special Focus 
Institutions

19.2% 4.6% 6.6% 2

Associate of Art 
Colleges

41.6% 33.5% 6.6% 2

Table 21.1 Comparison of Our U.S. Study Sample with the 

National Percentages of Institutions in Carnegie Categories 

and National Percentage of Institutions in Each Category 

with Teaching and Learning Centers

Note. All nonsample percentages are from Kuhlenschmidt (2011).
aItalics in this column show the general category.
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Findings from the POD Listserv Call on Career Derailments

The narratives we received revealed both the vulnerable institutional sta-
tus of our profession and the personal costs to developers who suffer a 
disruption. They also provided contextual data that informed the exer-
cises we led at the POD conference roundtable.

One survivor captured the experiences of several others, attributing the 
demise of his or her center to budget cuts: “When funding is tight, FD is the 
fi rst to be cut or changed in some fashion to meet other institutional needs.”

Another attested that a glowing campus reputation and data-rich 
program evaluations made no difference to his or her center’s survival:

Last fall the provost reviewed all the units of the [division] and 
came back with the finding that [the center] was the only unit of 
the [division] to have a uniformly positive reputation on cam-
pus. We never had acknowledgment of that finding from the new 
[administrator], or other feedback except for his occasional obser-
vation that [center] consulting is very labor-intensive and (by impli-
cation) very expensive. Our years of impact assessment, self-studies, 
regular client feedback, and annual reports don’t seem to have been 
enough to alter this perception.

A two-time survivor (one of two) identifi ed the disinterest of both of 
his or her administrations in FD:

Neither administrators were interested in the work [of the center] 
because their mandate, personal or institutional, did not include the 
continuance of professional faculty development services. In both 
cases, I was told, in the end, that I was doing an “excellent job” and 
was “obviously well-known in my profession” and therefore could 
easily fi nd another position.

The duplicity between the praise noted for doing “excellent” work and 
the immediate humiliation of the developer was revealed later in the 
narrative:

In case B, I was literally escorted back to my desk by a campus security 
offi cer and told to pack up in an hour or two. I had my entire profes-
sional library there, so it took nearly all day to pack things up. My email 
access was cut off within minutes of my return to my offi ce after the 
meeting. My laptop was confi scated and a copy of my hard drive made.

As we expected, survivors varied widely in how they reacted to losing 
their position. Fortunately, this response represented that of many: “And 
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I am not a loser at all, just a person caught in a web I didn’t make. I will 
survive this.” It shows a rejection of victimhood and a refusal to allow 
mistreatment to strip self-worth.

But another case belied a sad, entangled combination of pragmatic 
pessimism, self-blame, and disappointment:

I spent XX years there, and I’m afraid I leave with much less opti-
mism, and even a touch of bitterness. I felt through all my years in 
faculty development that I was there to help and serve the faculty, and 
I know I did good work, and helped people. But somehow I never 
convinced administrators that this was all worthwhile—a fundamen-
tal failure of mine, I believe. My experience in faculty development 
convinces me that it is indeed hazardous, and vulnerable to the winds 
of regime change. After all, administrators score bullet points on their 
résumés by starting new initiatives, not continuing existing offi ces, 
even successful ones. Would I do it over again? Faculty development 
was a huge part of my life for many years, but I look back on it as 
essentially a failure. I don’t think I would want to do this again.

In contrast was this survivor’s unadorned realism about how practitio-
ners should regard their work and defi ne their jobs:

If [new] faculty developers go into the workplace believing that their 
job is to apply their passion and contribute to faculty and student 
learning . . . that is a pretty “novice” stance . . . and one that is going 
to translate to dismissal. As we develop professionally, we begin to see 
that part of our job description is to continually watch the landscape 
(and the rats) to make sure that faculty and student learning remain 
part of the mix in the goals of the institution.

Findings from the POD Conference Roundtable 
on Career Hazards

As did respondents to the listserv call, roundtable participants described 
center closures, position eliminations, and forced resignations. From the 
line exercise, we tallied fourteen survivors’ perceptions of the institu-
tional conditions and professional ramifi cations of the derailments and 
their personal feelings about the incident (Table 21.2).

As shown in part A of Table 21.2, half of the survivors had experienced 
more than one career disruption, and eight of them had no tenure protec-
tion. The effects of these hazards were distributed across job loss, undesired 
reassignment, intolerable changes, and harassment. FD services disappeared 
in nine cases (64 percent), most under the guise of “decentralization.” 
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Number Percentage

A. The nature of the hazard

1. You experienced as a developer a career disruption 
you would term a hazard that resulted from an 
experience beyond your control.

14 100

1.1. Take a second step forward if you experienced more 
than one such hazard.

7 50

2. You actually lost your livelihood for a time as result 
of such a hazard.

3 21

3. You did not lose your livelihood but were reassigned 
into another position not of your choosing.

4 29

4. You were not reassigned but removed yourself from a 
situation that was too distressing to tolerate.

5 36

5. The hazard involved harassment such as others trying 
to damage your professional reputation or credibility. 4

29

6. The development services to faculty went away after 
the event.

9 64

6.1. Take a second step forward if the institution 
claimed the services would not be curtailed but simply 
“decentralized.”

6 43

7. You sought legal counsel. 2 14

8. Your institution reneged or tried to renege on a 
contract. 

2 14

9. Your institution reneged or tried to renege on 
promises made when you accepted the position of 
developer.

6 43

10. You had no tenure retreat rights protection from the 
hazard.

8 57

B. Personal feelings

1. You felt devastated. 8 57

2. Your confi dence in your own competence was shaken. 3 21

3. You felt abandoned or betrayed by your supervisor. 9 64

4. You felt abandoned by formerly supportive colleagues. 1 7

5. Your quality of life felt signifi cantly diminished. 9 64

6. You remained upset or angry a year or more after the 
event.

9
64

7. You sought professional help as a result of the event. 3 21

Table 21.2 Response Tally of Line Exercises Conducted During the 
2009 POD Conference Roundtable
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Six of the institutions reneged on earlier promises, and two violated con-
tracts, prompting the survivors to seek legal counsel. In these latter cases, 
administrators attempted to access salary resources through intimidation, 
threats, reassignment, and pressuring individuals to sign contracts at lower 
salary levels. In the end, their lawyers successfully argued that contracts are 
binding; the institutions had to pay the contracts in full.

Part B of Table 21.2 details the human cost of the disruptions. Every 
type of injury listed was chosen by one or more survivors, validating these 
thematic categories while underscoring the complexity of the experiences 
and the strength of the emotions they evoked. The most commonly experi-
enced emotions were feeling abandoned or betrayed by a supervisor, a 
signifi cantly diminished quality of life, remaining upset a year or more after 
the event, and general “devastation.” Yet all were true survivors, working 
again in a new job and actively participating at their national meeting.

The themed response exercise tallied developers’ perceptions of the 
reasons for the disruptions they experienced (Table 21.3). With nine 
responses, the most common reason was “lack of recognition and under-
standing of the FD (faculty development) profession and its functions,” 
followed by “budget cuts” with seven responses. Although we would 
expect budget issues to rank high, the apparent inability of upper-level 
administrators to make use of our profession reveals a need to educate 
them in how to use FD to further the success of their institutions. “Lack 
of administrative support for FD unit” attracted four comments, one of 
which was particularly revealing: “Looking back, I think administrators 
thought of FD as a nice ornament to hang out during the accreditation 
visit. FD got a good rating from the accreditation team, and we were the 
only unit in academic affairs that did. This made some above us uneasy.”

Several participants expressed lingering bewilderment. As one put it, 
“Explicitly ‘No real reason given.’ Implicitly many possible unstated rea-
sons. . . . And remember, we are all serving at the pleasure of the presi-
dent.” Another case of “giving no reason” centered on a new president 
who replaced many established administrators with appointees and tar-
geted professional reputations in the process:

“We can’t tell you; it’s a confi dential personnel decision.” That’s what 
they would tell anyone they wanted to harm. Then the “confi dential 
decision” would appear in the front page of the paper or be pumped 
out to the campus and the world via spam email. Sometimes the 
announcement appeared with the victim’s campus ID photo but never 
with reasons or cause—just enough of a spin to make it appear the 
victim had done something wrong.
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Lessons Learned: Hazards

The rich qualitative data collected across the interviews, cases, and 
roundtable exercises provided insights to hazards that might serve as 
warning signs for threatened centers.

Lip-Service and Ghost Centers

Universities have evolved to regard certain components as indispens-
able—for instance, human resources, the general counsel, admissions, 
accounting, fi nancial aid, development, and the research offi ce. FD does 
not fall among these select units. Because it supports faculty and success-
ful teaching and learning, it is only as stable as an institution’s commit-
ment to faculty and student success. While regional accrediting agencies 

Reasons for Career Derailment Number Percentage

 1. Budget cuts (not reallocation) 7 50

 2. Budget seizures/reallocations by new administrators 
(not cuts) 5 36

 3. Confl icts as result of being an advocate for faculty/
teaching 3 21

 4. Another person wanted/awarded your job or a 
patronage appointment 1   7

 5. Lack of administrative support for FD unit 4 29

 6. Deans/chairs redefi ne FD as travel to meetings, etc. 
to get at center’s funds 1   7

 7. Lack of recognition and understanding of the FD 
profession and its functions 9 64

 8. Turf perceptions—others believe they should be in 
charge of FD 5 36

 9. Personal or stylistic confl icts between developers and 
others 5 36

10. Other
Personal vendettas
Supervisor of supervisor overrides supervisor
“Psychopathic” supervisor

8
4
1
1

57
29
  7
  7

11. “I have no idea.” 5 36

Table 21.3 Response Tally of Themed Posters Exercise Conducted 
During the 2009 POD Conference Roundtable
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may require FD, institutions can meet this requirement by maintaining 
centers through the accreditation review process and dismantling them 
soon afterward. During the hiatus, a center’s website may remain for 
appearances’ sake or the title “faculty development” may be given to a 
person or unit that does no substantial development. Such situations con-
stitute the ghost centers we noted earlier. A few of our survivors reported 
witnessing and falling victim to this kind of bait and switch. Before 
accepting employment at an institution, it is wise to determine whether 
the administration ever maintained a ghost center.

Institutional Confl ict and Culture Clash

Several survivors described internal confl icts between the institution’s 
stated and enacted teaching mission or between the faculty and the 
administration, or both, as terminal to FD. Centers seem to fare bet-
ter in a culture that is unequivocally committed to teaching and student 
success and is not compromised by distrust and discord between faculty 
and administrators. While a center can strongly infl uence an institution’s 
culture, it cannot create or change its enacted mission.

A Changing of the Guard

In general, higher-level administrators change campuses more frequently 
than do faculty, and they bring their perceptions of FD with them when 
they move. In some places, the faculty developer is a full-time profes-
sional; in others, development is a part-time duty for a faculty member; 
and on many campuses, the faculty developer is a rotating position held 
by a professor for two or three years. Administrators who serve in insti-
tutions that invest in a full-time professional developer see developers 
differently from administrators who view FD as service. When the latter 
move to the former kind of campus, they will not understand the value 
of a full-time developer and a permanent center and will probably have 
other priorities. Survival after a changing of the guard may depend on 
expanding a center’s mission and services to encompass what the new 
campus leaders value. Therefore, directors must be nimble enough to 
broaden their development programming from teaching alone to scholarly 
research and writing, grantsmanship, publication, student retention, 
leadership, assessment—whatever the new priorities may be. But the new 
administrators must be willing to meet with center directors regularly 
to learn how the developer can support their new vision. Among our 
survivors, the lack of willingness to meet was a sure sign of disruption 
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to come. No matter how compelling the evidence of the center’s benefi ts 
in its program evaluations, directors who lacked access to administra-
tors were soon terminated, usually along with their entire center, without 
explanation.

Reorganization from the Top

A considerable number of our survivors fell victim to reorganization 
plans imposed from the top, with little or no faculty input or buy-in. 
These plans orchestrated a redistribution of resources that involved the 
elimination of units and positions, incompatible mergers, and unfavor-
able reassignments. Some were allegedly done to save money in the 
face of budget cuts. In our study, the most common reorganization 
involved FD’s being “demoted” from a free-standing unit to a program 
within instructional technology (IT). In most such cases, the larger and 
wealthier IT focus drove the unit’s mission, eclipsing teaching with 
technology.

Resentment and Destructive Gossip

A few survivors experienced some faculty resentment about their newly 
established center from faculty, often in a school of education or psychology 
department, who believed that they were more qualifi ed to do development 
than the director was. They might have even been unsuccessful internal 
candidates for the position. One survivor raised this hazard as probably 
costing his or her job, and this person unwisely responded in kind to the 
gossip that the malcontents were spreading. Survivors who rose above 
such behavior by neither opposing their critics nor gossiping about them 
fared better. The restrained response gradually disarmed the critics and 
won their trust. For instance, one director read their pertinent literature, 
invited them to participate on a center project, and expressed respect for 
their contributions. Reaching out to detractors in this way can turn those 
who once felt disenfranchised into strong supporters as the developer’s 
success is now theirs to share.

Exclusion from Relevant Decision-Making Forums

Many of the directors in this study noted that shortly before their career 
disruption, they were not being asked for input in decisions that were 
relevant to teaching and learning or to their centers. Some had never been 
invited to the table; others had been in the past. The astute directors saw 
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such exclusion as a signal that the administration had little interest in 
faculty development and correctly read it as a sign of bad things to come. 
Being left out of regular communication and decision making diminishes 
any professional’s ability to be effective.

Lessons Learned: Hazard Insurance

Our study suggests strategies for managing a successful FD career. Like 
insurance, these strategies cannot prevent hazards, but they can surely 
mitigate damage.

Tenured Faculty Status

While faculty status lends credibility to developers (Mullinix, 2008) and 
tenure facilitates survival within the academy, tenured faculty status can-
not prevent disruptions in a faculty developer’s career, but it can provide 
insurance against some effects. Ten of the thirty-three survivors we inter-
viewed and six of the fourteen who participated in the poster exercises 
held retreat rights in an academic department. Remaining in the academy 
allowed them to retain academic credibility and provided precious income 
and stability while they searched for another development position. Several 
chose to take an FD position elsewhere, demonstrating that the desire to 
remain in this fi eld can trump the security of tenure. Tenure also makes a 
center less attractive to an administrator who hopes to seize its resources 
because the salary and employer-paid benefi ts of any tenured personnel are 
unavailable for reallocation. Still, the salaries and employer-paid benefi ts of 
untenured personnel and the operating budget are vulnerable.

Center Visibility, Credibility, and Friends in High Places

In the words of one survivor, “Keeping a higher institutional profi le 
is, in general, the best assurance of longevity. . . . If no one makes 
a fuss when they hear your program is threatened, it’s an easy street 
for the administrator doing the cutting.” One case described a “near-
closure”—actually a one-month closure that was reversed when several 
deans and the faculty senate learned of the administrator’s action and 
pressured her to reverse the decision. In essence, important parties made 
a fuss because the center was a well-established, high-profi le, widely 
used fi xture on the campus, and key people understood the value of its 
services. This happy ending, however, represents the exception, not the 
rule. Survivors with successful centers, professional distinction, and no 
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shortage of faculty friends and allies still fell victim to administrative 
manipulations.

Supportive Professional Networks

Some survivors recounted that professional networks beyond their campus 
were sources of career opportunities and the strong recommendations they 
needed to land a new position. Network members, especially experienced 
survivors, provided emotional support and useful perspectives. While 
cultivating national, regional, and local networks of close colleagues and 
professional friends involves time and work—socializing at conferences, 
providing service to professional organizations, and participating visibly—
it can be one of the best investments against career hazards.

Productive Scholarship

Tenured faculty in disciplines who let their scholarship atrophy are not 
mobile and cannot pursue more attractive opportunities. The same holds 
true for the profession of FD. As our study shows, career derailments 
can happen to the best of developers, no matter what their accomplish-
ments in and outside their institution. However, the survivors who were 
able to recover in the shortest time had an impressive record of scholarly 
accomplishments, including publications, conference sessions, and invited 
presentations.

Conclusion

FD carries unique occupational hazards. Where developers address the 
hazards, disruptive and painful though they may be, they can and do 
survive. In spite of its hazards, the career is worth the risks. Why else 
would so many developers persist and respond to disruptions with such 
inspiring resilience?
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EMERGENT SHIFTS IN FACULTY 
DEVELOPMENT

A REFLECTIVE REVIEW

Shelda Debowski, University of Western Australia

Faculty development has largely focused on supporting the development 
of early-career academic skills in teaching and learning. Even recent dis-
cussions of how faculty developers might infl uence leaders and entire 
organizations have remained largely focused on teaching and learning 
issues. This chapter suggests the need to review and reform the role of 
faculty development to focus more holistically on the full nature of aca-
demic work and the evolving developmental needs of academics. It 
argues that the faculty developer’s portfolio will need to expand to 
include support for academic research, career management, and leader-
ship roles, as well as organizational development strategies to comple-
ment existing individual and instructional approaches.

From its origins in teaching and learning centers, faculty development has 
consolidated its focus on early-career academics and career management 
(Bach & Sorcinelli, 2010). Recognizing the risks of focusing solely on pro-
moting entry-level skills, Chism (2011) offers guidance on how faculty 
developers can infl uence the decisions and processes that underpin effec-
tive development of teaching and learning. It is heartening to see open 
discussions around the ways in which faculty development roles are being 
reenvisioned and expanded. But are these moves suffi cient? Do we need to 
reengage more deeply with the function and purpose of faculty development 
and its potential for enriching the capabilities and capacity of our faculty?

What Faculty Development Aims to Achieve

An academic operates across a complex range of functions: teacher, 
researcher, consultant, communicator, leader, change agent, author. 
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The expectations and standards of performance for academics have 
risen markedly and continue to do so. New academics have little lead 
time to learn the ropes and build credible profiles as both teachers 
and researchers. As they become established, they are also expected 
to consolidate their capabilities as leaders, collaborators, commenta-
tors, resource managers, and administrators. These multitudinous roles 
require expertise that goes signifi cantly beyond the United States’s and 
Australia’s positioning of faculty development around support for new 
teachers.

The focus on teaching and learning can be traced back to the origins of 
faculty development in the 1970s when more students entered higher 
education and teaching and learning was identifi ed as an area needing 
intensive support (Lee, Manathunga, & Kandlbinder, 2008; Sorcinelli, 
Austin, Eddy, & Beach, 2006). Pioneering work in faculty development 
was the foundation for, and continues to frame, much of our understand-
ing of student learning (Tennant, McMullen, & Kaczynski, 2010). The 
emphasis of faculty development on teaching and learning has rarely been 
challenged in the ensuing years. Certainly we have seen some gradual 
shifts as faculty development has expanded to encompass career manage-
ment, mentorship, and, to a limited extent, leadership (Fullan & Scott, 
2008; Scott, Coates, & Anderson, 2008). However, discussion of these 
support foci remains largely situated within a teaching and learning con-
text, and the premise that faculty development should primarily support 
teaching and learning appears to have been largely unquestioned. Perhaps 
it is assumed that other academic capabilities relating to research compe-
tence and leadership skills do not need to be supported with ongoing 
learning, or perhaps other support units or professional organizations are 
believed to be addressing these needs.

The Developmental Needs of Academics

While the progress of academics as they move from novice to expert 
roles is still largely unmapped, recognition is growing that academics 
must acquire a vast array of skills and knowledge as they move into more 
senior responsibilities. An early-career academic is generally expected to 
demonstrate basic competencies in research and teaching while accul-
turating to the university. As individuals progress toward more senior 
roles, they require higher-level capabilities in managing people, resources, 
relationships, and outcomes. Four key growth areas that need to be dem-
onstrated during an academic’s career relate to teaching, research, career 
management, and leadership.

c22.indd   307c22.indd   307 10/08/11   9:04 AM10/08/11   9:04 AM



308 to improve the academy

New university teachers are given responsibility for designing and pre-
senting instructional programs to students and must rapidly acquire 
entry-level capabilities in curriculum design, instructional strategies 
assessment, and student needs. Support for university teachers has pri-
marily focused on offering newcomers a safe and supportive environment 
to develop basic capabilities (Hicks, Smigiel, Wilson, & Luzeckyj, 2010). 
Additional support is needed as the teacher assumes additional responsi-
bilities such as leadership of teaching teams or initiatives, mentorship of 
new teachers, reform of curricula, assessment of courses and programs of 
study, teaching more diverse student cohorts, and designing e-learning. 
Teachers are also expected to engage in regular evaluation of, and 
research relating to, the effectiveness of their existing strategies.

Most academics are also required to undertake signifi cant research in 
their disciplines. However, the completion of a Ph.D. only marginally 
prepares an academic for independent research (Western et al., 2007). 
Like those who teach, those who research need to learn many new skills 
as they assume responsibility for their own research; other researchers; 
project management; collaboration; stakeholder relationship manage-
ment; innovation; and strategic leadership of groups, centers, and 
research programs (Cohen & Cohen, 2005; Debowski, 2007). Although 
grant management, research supervision of students, and research integ-
rity are often addressed by units within the university and although 
national granting bodies are leading the movement to train graduate stu-
dents to conduct and manage research, overall recognition of the broader 
capabilities required of research-active university staff is limited, and the 
needed capabilities are poorly supported in most university settings. 
A particular challenge is the determination of who should be responsible 
for supporting the development of research-active staff as they progress 
to leadership, management, and governance responsibilities.

Career management has become more necessary for academics as the 
competition for employment and tenure escalates. From an early focus on 
building a credible profi le that fi ts institutional expectations, the aca-
demic must progressively build a strategic focus and a balanced portfolio 
that supports mobility and promotion by demonstrating a wide range of 
experiences and a depth of expertise.

Finally, academics are expected to assume more leadership responsibil-
ity as they progress in their careers. Initially focused on course or project 
management, these roles may gradually progress to responsibility for 
complex strategic outcomes, with expectations including management of 
issues of integrity, equity, and nurturing of effective sociocultural 
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outcomes (Blackmore & Sachs, 2007). Leaders of academic units play an 
integral role in building effective academic communities through their 
control of resource allocations, workload, values, and outcomes, and 
their capacity to motivate and stimulate a vigorous academic community 
(Del Favero, 2006; Gibbs, Knapper, & Piccinin, 2008; Knight & Trowler, 
2001). They are responsible for encouraging high-quality teaching out-
comes, productive and competitive research outputs, and an environment 
where new academics can fl ourish. However, effective leaders need con-
siderable support to build self-awareness, an understanding of their role 
and obligations, and a repertoire of styles and approaches that will sup-
port their faculty and student needs.

Table 22.1 summarizes the activities academics might typically under-
take at different stages in their career, illustrating the transitions that may 
occur and the synergies across areas of activity.

As academics progress through their careers, they move toward higher-
level roles in teaching, research, and leadership with responsibility for 
strategic deployment of people and resources. Research and teaching fol-
low similar trajectories as academics move from building basic capabili-
ties into the leadership and management of courses, projects, teams, and 
academic outcomes. At the same time, they may also assume more formal 
leadership roles in leading academic communities, such as discipline 
groups, schools, or faculties. A critical challenge in moving into a senior 
academic position is the coordination of teaching, research, and leader-
ship roles to ensure that all are being well executed. Time, priorities, and 
career management are complex challenges, as they require a clear under-
standing of how academic success is measured within a particular context 
and more globally.

Table 22.1 highlights several key issues. First, the accommodation of 
the diversity of roles can be highly challenging, requiring ongoing learn-
ing to build existing capabilities. Second, the separation of support into 
discrete portfolios (teaching, research, career management, leadership) 
can be counterproductive, as the holistic nature of the development of an 
individual is then ignored and may lead to confl icting messages as to 
what is important. Third, the current focus on foundational and early-
career support for academics ignores the major shifts in function and 
responsibility that occur as the academic moves to more infl uential roles. 
Fourth, the support offered through university development agencies is 
less effective if it is fragmented into different elements of the academic 
role. At present, for example, teaching and learning centers focus on the 
educational role, research units are solely focused on the research 
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Capabilities Teaching Research 
Career 

Management Leadership 

Preentry (role orientation)

Role 
familiarization 

Assist, 
tutor, or 
demonstrate 
within 
teaching 
programs, 
with 
supervision.

Conduct 
supervised 
research; apply 
principles 
of research 
integrity.

Develop a 
curriculum 
vitae; learn 
about academic 
work contexts.

Undertake 
local 
leadership 
roles; 
participate 
in service-
learning. 

Foundational 
skills 
development 

Become 
familiar with 
teaching 
and learning 
theory and 
methods. 

Learn research 
methods.

Plan career. Learn 
leadership 
principles and 
strategies.

Early career (core academic capabilities)

Core knowledge Increase 
specialist 
skills and 
knowledge.

Increase 
specialist 
skills and 
knowledge. 

Develop a 
balanced 
portfolio of 
activities.

Contribute to 
institutional 
events and 
initiatives. 

Professional 
skills

Design, plan, 
and evaluate 
teaching 
programs.

Design, plan, 
complete, 
and evaluate 
research 
projects.

Develop an 
academic 
portfolio; 
manage time 
and priorities.

Identify 
priorities and 
strategies.

Knowledge 
exchange

Employ 
teaching 
approaches 
that meet 
student needs; 
contribute 
to teaching 
networks.

Cosupervise 
research 
students; 
contribute 
to research 
networks.

Establish 
mentoring 
relationships; 
contribute to 
communities of 
practice.

Mentor 
others.

Collaboration Build teaching 
collaborations; 
team-teach.

Build research 
collaborations; 
contribute to 
research teams.

Build local and 
disciplinary 
networks. 

Contribute 
to university 
reforms and 
innovations.

Table 22.1 Functions of Effective Academic Work
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Outcomes: 
funding, 
sponsorship, 
and publication

Seek external 
funding; 
publish 
teaching 
outcomes.

Seek external 
funding; 
publish 
research 
outcomes.

Seek feedback 
from sponsors 
and mentors.

Seek 
opportunities 
to learn 
more about 
leadership. 

Institutional 
expectations

Manage 
equitable 
assessment 
processes; 
refl ect quality 
teaching 
principles.

Apply research 
integrity 
principles; 
protect 
intellectual 
property.

Identify 
university 
promotion 
criteria. 

Adhere to 
university 
protocols and 
requirements.

Additional midcareer functions (academic management)

Core role Coordinate 
courses and 
programs of 
study.

Manage 
and execute 
research 
projects.

Increase 
national and 
international 
profi le and 
impact.

Undertake 
institutional 
leadership 
roles.

Management 
skills

Coordinate 
teaching 
teams.

Coordinate 
research teams; 
supervise 
research 
students and 
staff.

Contribute to 
national and 
international 
initiatives. 

Participate on 
committees 
and working 
bodies.

Institutional 
expectations

Contribute 
to curriculum 
reform and 
program 
quality 
assurance. 

Contribute to 
consolidation 
and growth of 
the research 
community.

Refl ect 
principles 
of equity 
and ethical 
practice; 
manage risk. 

Collaborations Develop 
collaborations 
to strengthen 
teaching 
scholarship.

Strengthen 
research 
collaborations.

Seek 
opportunities 
to expand 
impact; 
mentor junior 
colleagues.

Establish 
collaborative 
links with 
other leaders 
within and 
beyond the 
university.

Funding and 
sponsorship

Seek 
sponsorship 
for innovative 
teaching 
projects.

Establish 
funding 
history and 
relationships 
with key 
stakeholders.

Prepare 
submissions; 
manage 
budgets and 
staff.
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Generate 
outcomes

Improve 
teaching 
performance 
and 
effectiveness.

Increase 
research impact 
and profi le.

Monitor 
personal 
impact and 
performance.

Monitor 
group 
impact and 
performance.

Additional functions for senior academic (academic leadership)

Key role Oversee major 
curriculum 
reform and 
quality 
outcomes 
from teaching 
and learning 
activities 
by the unit; 
contribute to 
national and 
international 
disciplinary 
initiatives. 

Direct research 
programs, 
centers, 
institutes; guide 
new research 
directions and 
initiatives.

Maintain track 
record and 
profi le; nurture 
and sponsor 
protégés; 
develop 
succession 
plan.

Lead academic 
unit in 
teaching and 
research; 
contribute to 
the growth of 
the university 
and the 
discipline. 

Infl uencing 
function

Infl uence the 
theory and 
practice of 
teaching and 
learning.

Infl uence the 
theory and 
practice of 
the research 
domain.

Ensure a 
positive work 
environment 
for less senior 
staff.

Comment on 
national and 
international 
issues; 
advocate in 
the media and 
other forums.

process, and leadership and career management are largely unexplored in 
many universities. The key issue is evident: there are major gaps in sup-
port for faculty and their development.

A Case Study: The Future Research Leaders Program

In 2004 eight Australian organizational developers from the top research-
intensive universities who were concerned about the evident gap in 
research development support interviewed thirty researchers across six 
universities. The human resource directors and deputy vice chancellors 
of research who received the resulting report recognized the need for 
researcher support, and their actions ultimately resulted in a million-
dollar grant from the Australian government. With this money, nine 
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online modules to assist researchers in commencing and then manag-
ing research projects were developed and rolled out to over one thou-
sand researchers. The program continues to be sponsored by those eight 
universities and is now in place in other universities across two nations 
(www.go8.edu.au/university-staff/programs-a-fellowships/).

One of the major challenges and surprises of the project was the own-
ership of the development work. Amazingly, in all eight universities, fac-
ulty developers were not interested in participating in the project, 
despite, in some cases, strong encouragement from their deputy vice 
chancellors. Therefore, ownership resides with either human resource or 
research offi ces. The case highlights a risk for faculty developers of being 
marginalized through their disinterest in allied but different aspects of 
faculty support. The strong association of faculty development with 
teaching and learning has isolated faculty developers from the concept 
of also supporting other elements of academic activity. However, as the 
emerging discussions around leadership and organizational development 
illustrate (Schroeder, 2011), faculty developers can adapt and move into 
new roles if they see the need and relevance. Given their concern about 
being marginalized by university decision makers (Debowski, Stefani, 
Cohen, & Ho, in press), it could be time to take a fresh look at how 
faculty developers are positioned and future directions they might 
consider.

A New Framework for Faculty Development

Faculty development is a challenging fi eld in that the role and focus can 
be highly variable, depending on a number of factors. Figure 22.1 offers 
an overview of the external drivers and internal approaches that infl uence 
the way faculty development in a particular university might operate. The 
model suggests four views of faculty development that infl uence the type 
of role and the methodologies adopted by developers.

First, the university expectations and context can infl uence how faculty 
development is perceived. Senior members of the university administra-
tion may have strong beliefs about priorities, leading to emphasis on par-
ticular functions. Where administrative portfolios are highly 
compartmentalized, so too may be the support for academics. Thus, the 
faculty developer role can be infl uenced by stakeholder expectations, 
institutional philosophy, and political structures. Second, the faculty 
development orientation that predominates is a strong infl uence. In Aus-
tralia, for example, the majority of faculty developers see themselves as 
solely focused on supporting learning and teaching. There are some early 
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signs of an emerging recognition of the holistic needs of academics and 
the need to recast the faculty developer role, but this could take some 
time to grow and gain credence. Third, the individual’s role defi nition 
strongly guides what activities and priorities are supported. For example, 
a faculty developer who sees the role as primarily operating through the 
education and guidance of new academics will prioritize those activities, 
while another may see the need to work more intensively with academic 
leaders. Finally, the fi gure highlights the infl uence of research and schol-
arship in guiding how faculty developers view their work and their roles. 
A risk in this regard is that the research merely serves to reinforce exist-
ing assumptions and traditional approaches.

Figure 22.1 highlights the highly politicized context in which faculty 
development operates. There is potential for confl ict, for example, when 
the university has expectations as to roles and outcomes that are differ-
ently confi gured from those held by the discipline or the developers. In 
recent years, there has been evidence of some university dissatisfaction 
with the way developers enact their roles, resulting in restructures, 

Figure 22.1 Professional Role of Future Faculty Developers

Future
Faculty 

Development

Faculty
Development
Orientation

Individual
Role

Definition

Scholarship and Research Relating
to Faculty Development
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Instructional
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redundancies, and alternative recruitment strategies (Gosling, 2009). It 
could be argued that the need is increasing to build a stronger base 
of research, scholarship, and dialogue around the different ways in which 
faculty development roles may operate. In order to move from existing 
notions of faculty development to a more sophisticated understanding, 
Schroeder (2011) suggests that faculty developers need to be conversant 
with three levels of development: individual, instructional, and 
organizational.

Individual Development

Developing the early-career academic’s teaching and learning capabilities 
has been a hallmark of faculty development for many years. Particular 
academics have benefi ted greatly from the dedication and expert support 
of developers as they review student feedback, develop academic port-
folios, attend workshops, or address particular pedagogical challenges 
under the guidance of the developer. This coaching approach is time-
consuming, resource intensive, and largely hidden from university lead-
ers. It may also result in little demonstrable systemic change.

It is important to note that the successful transfer of individual learn-
ing is strongly influenced by the context in which the learner works. 
A negative, judgmental community, for example, will limit an individual’s 
willingness to take risks or try new approaches. And a positive, construc-
tive community can encourage and promote innovation and good prac-
tice as desirable outcomes. The challenge is to balance the focus on 
individual learning with a commensurate concern for shifting the culture 
and practices of the broader institutional setting. The emerging squeeze 
on resources challenges us to review how we operate. Is there enough 
impact from working with single individuals? Can we build different 
approaches that encourage stronger ownership by faculty members? For 
example, a faculty development program within faculties (Debowski, 
2007) increases the engagement of the entire community and can chal-
lenge many existing assumptions around supporting new or early-career 
faculty.

There is considerable potential in shifting the responsibility for indi-
vidual development to peers and leaders within each academic area. That 
is, the faculty developer role shifts from capability building to capacity 
building. Coaching by faculty developers may shift in emphasis from 
assisting junior faculty toward developing leadership and management 
capabilities of senior faculty and administrators who can infl uence entire 
academic communities.
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Instructional Development

For many years, faculty development has emphasized programs relating 
to foundational skills in teaching and learning. Academic participants 
attend either out of personal interest or because they are required by 
their institutions. Obligatory attendance increases the demands on faculty 
developers who must ensure that suffi cient access to the required pro-
grams is available to their target group. To meet this demand, there has 
been an increased emphasis on developing additional modes of instruc-
tion, including online delivery and graduate certifi cation. The expansion 
of entry-level support to encompass career management and research 
strategies increases the demands on this instructional role and may 
require the development of additional early-career programs. The instruc-
tional development role is likely to increase in intensity and demand as 
the scope of faculty development work is further refi ned. A critical chal-
lenge for faculty developers is to remain visible and infl uential across 
the wider university community despite supporting larger numbers of 
entry-level academics. The shifting of support from a centralized model 
(where individuals attend a centralized course) to a customized model 
(where the developer goes to the learning community) offers many bene-
fi ts for relationship building and infl uencing (Debowski, 2007). However, 
it increases the load on the developer even further. Thus, while the tra-
ditional instructional role remains critical, the scope and design of the 
programs could benefi t from further critique and review.

Organizational Development

Faculty developers have the opportunity to influence whole faculty 
communities when they move into organizational development work 
(Debowski & Blake, 2007; Latta, 2009). Working in partnership with 
their academic colleagues, developers can assist in identifying critical 
issues and offer guidance to community leaders as consultants, coaches, 
mentors, and facilitators. These partnerships might focus on amending 
existing practices, building common messages, or encouraging stronger 
consistency of values, beliefs, and practices. Developers can encourage 
academic leaders and their communities to take ownership of issues and 
move toward a deeper appreciation of their infl uence, roles, and respon-
sibilities in achieving robust and effective academic communities. This 
work can be complex, long term, and highly infl uential, as it often deals 
with complicated and interrelated issues. It may require working with 
leadership teams as well as individuals. In undertaking this work, faculty 
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developers need to be conversant with university policies and context. 
Developers working at the organizational level benefi t from an awareness 
of the intertwining spheres of teaching, research, leadership, and career 
management.

A second infl uential role that can be undertaken by faculty developers 
is to broker networks and communities of practice (Debowski & Blake, 
2007). For example, targeted programs to support academic leaders are 
best designed as learning communities for particular cohorts, such as 
heads of schools or departments or faculty leaders in teaching and 
research spheres (Elkins & Keller, 2003; Mumford, Hunter, Eubanks, 
Bedell, & Murphy, 2007; Van Velsor, McCauley, & Ruderman, 2010). 
Such senior programs are generally less focused on skill development, 
instead emphasizing capacity building, refl ective practice, action learning, 
and self-awareness. They recognize the complex setting in which academ-
ics leaders operate (Goffee & Jones, 2007), and they may require a range 
of strategies, including diagnostic tools, intensive feedback, and long-
term implementation plans that continue beyond the end of the 
program.

Organizational development work is a powerful tool for building 
strong collaborations with deans, heads of school, and whole communi-
ties. It offers enormous potential for infl uencing group behaviors and 
having an impact on the entire university as those leaders assume more 
informed roles in guiding institutional practice.

Emergent Challenges for Faculty Development

The determination of how best to operate depends on a number of fac-
tors, including institutional influences and the efficacy of developers 
themselves. University structures, policies, political initiatives, faculty 
developer capabilities, and agreed-on priorities for faculty develop-
ment all determine the fi nal mix of services. Developers face challenges 
in working outside traditional boundaries and in refocusing their work 
to create a more strategic and responsive service. While the opening of 
discussions about potential role expansion or enrichment may seem chal-
lenging or even risky, there are also major risks attached to accepting the 
status quo and failing to question whether more can be achieved from an 
effective development service.

The extension into three levels of faculty development (and possibly a 
broadened scope to include research and leadership) has a number of 
likely implications for how we defi ne the work we do and the priorities 
we emphasize:
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• As the scope of faculty development expands to include research, 
career management, leadership, and organizational development, the 
ways in which we work with other service units will need to change. 
There is a large, invisible divide between faculty developers and organi-
zational developers in many universities. However, the movement into 
organizational and leadership development support will need to draw on 
the professional expertise of allied professionals. Faculty developers can 
benefi t from a larger theory base about how organizations operate and 
why people respond as they do to change. Diagnostic tools also enrich 
the evidence base that can be offered to participants. Research support 
units can assist in enriching learning around research strategy and out-
comes. Mapping and discussion of the scope of support provided by vari-
ous support units will help to identify opportunities for collaboration as 
well as avoid duplication.

• The promotion of organizational learning around academic work 
leads to informed and strong leadership across the university community. 
It encourages strong ownership of issues and solutions and builds learn-
ing partnerships with community leaders. This shift in focus also reduces 
the ascription of the developer as “the expert.” Instead, developers are 
likely to move toward partnership models, where the desired outcomes 
and the pace of learning are negotiated with the learners, accommodating 
the particular contextual and environmental conditions that exist.

• The expansion of faculty development to include new areas of sup-
port requires better liaison with leaders across the university. Provosts 
and deans will need to be kept informed of new initiatives and given the 
opportunity to discuss strategic priorities and emergent needs. The sup-
port of these leaders can greatly improve the political positioning of the 
faculty development unit.

• Evaluation strategies are needed to show impact and influence. 
Existing measures of effectiveness will be less useful as we move toward 
stronger community engagement agendas. Consideration of this area is 
emerging (Debowski, 2011; Stefani, 2011), but more needs to be done.

• The broadening scope of faculty development requires careful priori-
tization of activities based on where the greatest impact can be achieved. 
While traditional areas of instructional and individual support are popu-
lar and well developed, they have far less impact on the larger community 
than organizational work does. Thus, a redesign of the service mix and 
its approaches may be needed.

• Many of the principles that operate in faculty development have 
been acquired from our understanding of how undergraduate students 
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learn. But our clientele are experienced academics who bring considerable 
knowledge and expertise to their learning. Our current model is risky: 
new developers are commonly drawn from faculty and then simply relo-
cated into developer roles where they learn the ropes from others or by 
trial and error. As we move into a broader conception of faculty develop-
ment work, we will need to build rigorous accountability around how we 
perform our roles and the methodologies that we employ.

• The new areas discussed in this chapter require ongoing education 
of faculty developers. Expertise in adult learning, organizational devel-
opment, leadership enhancement strategies, and research management 
would assist faculty developers in their roles. At present it appears that 
faculty developers learn about their role through self-education. More 
scholarship and support from professional societies would greatly assist 
in building a professional knowledge base.

From these brief refl ections, it is apparent that faculty development has 
reached a crossroad. One path encourages the continuation of promoting 
and advancing teaching and learning as the sole professional emphasis. 
The other commences the process of integrating additional elements of 
faculty support into the professional repertoire. While the second path 
poses many complex challenges, it also offers considerable scope to 
increase the infl uence and recognition of the importance of faculty devel-
opment work.

Ultimately the faculty development profession would benefi t from a 
framework that articulates the professional knowledge and skills that 
faculty developers require to do their work. The long-established model 
of mirroring the practices that were applied as a faculty member is no 
longer acceptable as a basis for working with academics. Instead the 
development of organizational, instructional, and individual development 
skills is necessary for any faculty developer to operate with credibility. 
Professional societies can play a major role in guiding debate about these 
alternative futures and offering ongoing professional development for 
faculty developers. This is the next step in the process of reenvisioning 
the nature and function of faculty development.

Conclusion

The fi eld of faculty development has made great strides since its begin-
nings in the 1970s, particularly in positioning our members as experts in 
learning and teaching. However, the existing model is fast approaching a 
point where it needs to be reviewed and challenged. We cannot continue 
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to ignore the complex challenges that our constituents face in working 
as multidimensional research-intensive academics. We need additional 
expertise and reach to facilitate leadership and organizational learning. 
We need to identify the areas of infl uence that will be of the most benefi t 
to our institutions and our own effectiveness.

It is time to reframe our concept of faculty development. We need to 
move from a traditional model to one that clearly works toward the bet-
terment of the faculty experience and, by implication, the outcomes of 
the institution. It is time to review and articulate the purpose and goals of 
faculty development: to encourage stronger and more capable academics 
who can face complex challenges with confi dence and courage across all 
areas of their work. We need to be the learning partners of choice in this 
ongoing process.
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