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Chapter .1 o
. A apter .1 | A
INTRODUCTION AND  DESIGN OF THE STUDY

Why facultv development now? ‘Why during the past few years and

'~'not>10, 20, or 40 years ago?' ' e
In some respects faculty development is- not exantly new. Most
jcolleges and un1vers1t1es have had some practlces to aid in the

profess1onal development of fhelr staffs, sabbaticals and f1nanc1al

ass1stance to attend profess1onal meetings, for example, have beenu‘

o ™

_ Eavallable for years. But 1t "has been mainly in the l970s that
e ! . . ‘Q

faculty development has expanded to 1nclude a var1ety of practlces_

‘and spec1al programs. The maJorlty of programs and practlces that
. have been devised attempt to help faculty members grow in teach1ng

A effectlveness by sharpenlng the1r teaching SklllS and knowledge.

Other praCtlces try to help faculty better understand’ themselves

'_and the1r 1nst1tutlons ‘or try to foster better env1ronments for

0L
5

teaching and learning.
. -~

beveral reasons m1ght be cited. for the recent upsurge in

faculty development.vvFirst there has ‘been . a decrease in faculty

s -

ﬂf;;p - moblllty due o a decllning rate of growth in postsecondary

educatlon W1th less turnover and less new blood colleges can
i 3

no.longer_depend on new staff to‘help keep them vital' norucan
“teachers broaden perspectlves s1mply by " changlng JObS. Teachlng

—— 1mprovement programs and\faculty renewal efforts of various kinds

'"wb?YéwbﬁFQE?Aa partlal remedy for th1s sceady state COndlthn.r»;Mméiyg_

@

[
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by various funding agencies; In addition to money allocated by >

-.consortia arrangements.{mwm“v

’ . v . . . ' et
" Another reason-for - the recent emphasis on faculti devélopment
v ‘ : . .
: = Cee 4t : . . . ’
and fnstructional improvement is the' general disenchantment-- .,
’ LI ' : ’ P

* expressed by students, parents, and legislators--with the quality >

o -

of college'instruction, &tudents_seem less timid about eXpressing ,

their d1ssat1sfaction than they once were, and many parents are

o

not at all sure that dinstruction is as effective as the%hlgh costs

)

of a college education suggest it'should be. Legislators haVe

pressured public 1nst1§ytions to become more accountable and in
-n L4

someistates haye‘earmarked fundsjspecifically for instructional‘
improvenent{_ At the;national level, a 1972 report submltted to.
the "President: and . Congress by the National AdVlsory Counc1l on

Education/;;ofessionslDevelopment singled out the'need for.more_

effectivé training of community college teachers. . C.

- It is unlikely that the,recent"expansion in faculty déVeloment'

would have been nearly as spectacular without the support provided

states tofupgrade teaching,cfederal funding has emerged through

’.

Such agenc1es as the Fund for the ImproVément of Postsecondary

Educatlon (FIPSE) and the National Institute of Education (NIE)

”

A number of private foundatlons also have fﬁcused on faculty,
de@elopment by fundingcprograms at individual colleges or througb

e ot e g e s N

.
.-
P

For the reasons noted, and probably more, there has been a Wave ,.
of conferences and publications to heip promote a'variety of develop=

ment practices. during the:past seviral years. Exactly what are these

G
LXC
AN
/



" practices, and how efrectlve do they seem to be?’ Are there
identifiable types of programs? TIf so,vin'what kinds of
1nst1tut10ns are they found? How are deyelopment activities

'organized and "financed? .Which groups oflfaculty members‘are
involved? - | N

Several'preyious studies have addressed sdme of‘these questions'
in recentryears by gachering.rnformation from selected'numbers '
of institutions. The pfesent‘study'deals with the activities
-at an eXtenSive'national sample-of instit;tions;

5 . o -

—

E}eVious'Literature o - , o —

A 1960 survey of 214 southern colleges by Mlller and Wilson

(l963) 1dent1f1ed a few w1dely used pract1ces designed to orient

)
b

new Eaculty to an- 1nst1tutlon or to help update faculty members,

such as precollege workshops, f1nanc1al assistance for atten~

Fa

b et S .

. Jh -

B conferences on‘teachlng. But the authors concluded that there

’*ﬂwas "a dearth of Wellﬂartlculated comprehens1vely deslgned

programs for faculty developmenr..‘ A brlefer survey, conducted

1n the latc 19608 W1tb a broader sample of institutlons, reached

2

" a 31mllar conclu810n (Many; Ell1s,‘and Abrams, 1969). Stlll
wfurther eV1dence for th1s flnd1ng emerged from the results ‘of a
questlonna1re study done’as part of the AAUP ProJect to Improve .
w*“:College Leach1ng Eble (1971) reported that faculty members at‘

fsome 150 schools stated almost unanimously“thaumtheir 1nst1tut1ons.

"dld not have effectlve faculty development programs Eble_further f?
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“budgets for raculty ‘davelopment.

Nevertheless, b handful of universities did begin instructional

improvement pro%rams in the middle to late 1960s. Alexander and ,

Yelon (1972) collected information on ahoutll& soécélled instructional‘ﬂ

Y

developmenr (or educational deVelopment) programs.- More recently

Crow ‘et al. (1976) compiled descriptlons of 11 development cenCers

4

 in scuthern universities. OtHer d1scuss1ons of development programs

and issues have'been%published by Freedman (1973), the Group for

] [ e

Human Development ianigher Education (1974),_Erickson (1975), and _;

- improvement and staff‘development programs_in selectéd‘community
e - . B ¥

c

; , L
colleges. - -’f'

)

' L
: Useful models of - development programs have been prov1ded by

e

Bergqulst andPhllllpL (1975) and by Gaff (1975) The former déscribe’

El

three components of faculty developmentt instructional development,

"personal developmen , and organlzatlonal development Under the,J:l

‘teaching diagnosis,| and tréining; PerSonal development generally

. : [ ‘ - ‘ :
involves activities to promote faculty growth, such as interpersonal
,skills'training anﬁ career'counseling. Organlzatlonal develbpment
seeks to’ 1mprove the 1nst1tutional environment for teaching and -

decis1on~mak1ng and 1ncludes activities for both faculty and

a

‘admln;sgrators. Team building and»managerial development would be

\
Lo

T

part of organiZzational development.

-QﬂBanion~(l973, 1976)." O'Baniqgés work has focused on'inStructional:_-.
L : ' £ ‘ _ . _ .

. first categoryfthey include such practlces as curriculum development; .

C

L



;;;iiagﬁéctive;development of~faculty members'but also those directed

‘bCaffﬂglframework:also_includes instructionaldand organigational
'development{ but he.substitutes "faculty" development_forh"personalﬁ
1:rdevelopment;m:Thus, he"includesinot.only activities relateddto’the.

\
Ytoward.improved teaching hehavihr.‘ Gaff yiews instructional '

‘,'development‘as focusiné'on course design'and'learning'materials.

Hls work and that of Bergqu1st andPhlllipS prov1de a d“parture polnt

for the study descrlbed here.

Terminology. In th1s report, the term: ”faculty development

- (at tlmes, 51mply "development") is: used to encompass the broad

2 S S OO

'Tran&e of actLvitles 1nstitutlons use to renew or assistwvaCultf,
' 7 : 1

1n,the1r varied roles. ”Pdculty development" has - undoubtedly
, i g i

bccome the most w1dely used'label As Crow et al. V6) point out,

,~iL ‘is the one most used 1n per10dicals and at nationdl meetings"
'.other program titles (e : teaching~learn1ng center," "educational

'””development office") can meaningfully be subsumed under e,

T
%

‘Procedure

N

"ne

The study began in November l975 with a letter sent to the

pxesident of every college and university in. the Un1ted States

t,jasking.whether the ﬁndividualiinstitution,nor any part of the oo

lnstitutionjf"had an~organized‘program“or“setfof*prattice$4for‘
fachlty development and improving instruction (see Appendix A).
.Both faculty development and instruclional improvement were .

specified, because both»types'of pr%grams or practices;were of

w
e
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interest"and some‘respondentsvmight notiinterpreé faculty

development in this broad'sense. _Itguas hoped zhis initiai‘letter
: WOuld elicit affirmative.replies‘frombinstitutionsiwith relevant
’programs, whatever t1tles they used, and from 1nstitutions that ¢
had a number of development pract1ces but no’ tormal "programo '

Of the. approx1mately 2,600 accredited degree grantlng

1nstitut10ns in the country (two year colleges, four—year colleges,

. hanu universitles), 1, 783 responded to the initial inquiry (Table 1).

ifclose to 60 percent (1, 044) said they had programs or sets of

a

practlces and tdentified the persons on campus who coordinated‘orw

o Y. were most knowledgeable about them (in a few 1nstances more than

e e s e A i e e

one name was provided) Another 3 to 4 percent said they werer

N

fméjﬂ-vﬂ"““planning programs

1

Assuming that-nonresponding institutions would less likeiy

o

]

more™ than half of the postsecondary institutlons in thelUnited o

_ SU—— S

SR —— _
"‘States currently provide some sort of‘program or set of development

activities for faculty. * (Many that do not are,Very‘smallgtwo-'or

- four—year institutions'with fewerythan 40 or”59“£ésgltn members.) X

TTOf T course, the estimate ‘would depend on how institutions chose to

interpret,the Question—rparticularly‘as to what constitutes a’

program or get of practices.

¢

“”HAGé”ﬁfagrams, one could“estimate thatiperhaps half or slightlyM'VV“

p—

s

A P

T e

' Each of ‘the 1,044 iHEﬁfifled*“ollege coordinators was-sent-a— e

Eour—page questionnaire in the spring of 1976, and 756, or

72 percent of the group, responded (see Table l).‘NinetyTthree

14

v



Table 1

Summary of Numbers Réspbnding to Initial Inquiry

and to the Four-Page Questionnaire

Does your institution or ‘any part of ' !
~your institution have an organized
,program or set- of practices for: . Four-year -

faculty development and 1mpr0VJng - colleges and

Two-year ST
1nstruct10n7

‘universities colleges Totals

\ i - L - :
'\ N ' 0 ! . N ' - . ‘ ‘,' ‘
" Yes , - ‘sgs 456 1044

No . S w6 - 241 7 esy

. Planning programs T 58 o 24 82
B . 1783

“
@

, Responsés to'fourfpagé questionnairéﬁi -~-:w408 -'--v--~~~~~--»-£‘32'6-'v~~~—--"-~*~~7-567;v e

*Includes 12" professioﬁml schools “and 10" which did”ﬂot”idéﬁtifyfffW4“"“‘”
institutional type.»‘ . ’

o
. 4, RCN )
. ) ) v
v Ch
e LRV
1
v
. S - e
Lyl
]
“ .
v
o

ERJC i hosct s s
o i s



doctoral-granting universities; 315 four-year colleges (B.A. or M.A

: o;ily), and 326 two-year colleges'were in»thelfinal sample.

*The. survey questionnaire. .A revien'of the'literature and‘:
dlscuss1ons with people 1nvolved in faculty or instructional
development resulted in- a preliminary questionnalre that.’ was field
tested. The finalﬁquestionnaire (see Appendix B) included
45§developmentvpractices grouped infthe‘followingAcategoriesf

'(l) workshops,ésemlnars, or 31milar presentations,_(2) analysis -

: or\assessment.procedures, (3) actiV1ties that involved media

technology, or course'development (4) 1nst1tut10n~wide policies

e

s

. or practlces, such as sabbatical leavbs or\annual teaching awards; _

and (5) a m1scellaneous Set of five practices-. o e
o T -

The practices 1nc1uded those that helped faculty sharpen or,mﬁ“’

update their skills as teachers, as researchers or scholars, as =~ "

academic advisors;.orwas«profess1onals.w<AlSOVincluded were‘qw L e e e
- ) . " \’ ‘ .

) gractices that aidedviﬁ_the3personal'&evelﬁbment,of'faculty members ¢

as ,well’'as those that attempted to foster better institutional
ST A "_‘ . N : e e e : o ;

s e et e e e e

environments for teachiné and.learning; In short, the questionnaire

containeolactiV1ties from the several conponents of faculty

R deVelOpment._we_ ‘emsftlwl;llliWllmgm;memww_eﬂNthi;mlhlAlmwwigl"“AWHMWﬁlm;;mllll;l
respondents estimated.the percentages of faculty at their institutions

that used’ the practices and how effective they thOQght each to be.. ;

; . o

An activity might, of course, be effective even though it was used, '

by only,a small portion of'the faculty. Respondents;a130wselectedawNH“mTWWW;l;

ERIC



up to five practices not - adopted or not widely used at their

.1nst1tut1ons that they cons1dered essential to faculty development.

Another section of the questlonnalre elicited 1nformat10n

B

‘about the fundlng and organ1zat1on of development activit1es, the

k1nds of faculty members most 1nvolved in programs, and: general

character1st1cs of each 1nstitutlon, Such as type and size.

\“_/ o

Because respondents m1ght 1ot feel thc questionnaire adequatcly

B covered development ac_ i at_their_lnstitutlons, -they were

-

»

" to be somewhat more pos1t1ve than those prov1ded by faculty members

1nvited to subm1t addltlonal comments-and to forward prepared

documents descr1b1ng thelr programs.:HMany did'so.

fl e e e e e e .

~ The respondents. In general the quest1onnaire was completed

by a d1rector of faculty development or 1nstructional development’

~a ‘dean~Tor assoc1ate dean, or a faculty member spendlng part t1me

i
V.

as a cooldlnator of development act1v1t1es. Their estlmates of
S - . . i

"the use and effectiveness of the various pract1ces can be expected

or others. And the est1mates are generally JuSt that~—estimates.

: Most of the respondents did not have hard “data on hand "t~ answer"”“”ﬁ“““*“““;“?

each question. They est1mated the proportlon of faCulty i

'and Judged the effectlveness of. the practices as _they t

ERIC

\

to be. Nevertheless, because of thclr overall knowledge of the N

development act1vit1es on ‘their campuses, most respondents were in

“r -

a good pos1tion to provide estimations concerning the use and

effectiveness of the various’ practices as well as 1nformation on

e

T



program fundlng and organization. Quite possibly, responses mlght

i differ at 1nstitutlons in which several people d1rected different

.;phases of the deVelopment program.

v

Overview‘
';The_remaining-chaptersvof this report'discuSS»the estimated

use and effectiveness of various development practlces (Chapter 2),

% i £t

the kinds of faculty members involved (Chapter 3), the funding

and organlzation of activities (Chapter 4), and thi types of

"ydevelop nt programs reported (Chapter S)u_ The f1n%1 chapter

g - % . P e .

summarlzes che major flndlngs and discussés some implicaLions.

y k3
. . v
N

o

e {

N

~
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Chapter 2 .

ESTIMATED USE AND EFFECTIVENESS OF DEVELOPMENT PRACTICES

 ”mThiS chapterﬂdiscusses*the respOndents estimates of the extent

P N R

v'.to which the 45 development practices were used on their campuses and

- rat1ngs of the effectiveness of the pract1ces. The 45 practices'had

fbeen grouped 1nto five categor1es institution—wide, analysis or

assessment; workshOps, seminars, or similar presentatlons, media\

technology;.and;course_development; andhmiscellaneous. a

Tk, M L

}Instltutlon~W1de Policies or Practices

i

Table 2 along w1th ‘the percentage of each type of 1nstitution at.

whlch each practice ex1sted and the percentage of respondents
.

1nd1cat1ng the practice was effective._ Annual awards . to faculty

:

Th1rteenrlnstltution—wide policies or- praetices are listed FE

. vfor teachlng e;cellence are a common practice at universities, but T

,iliwww,mu;they were not v1ewed as especially effective 1n improving teaching
'¢79-percent of the un1versmties used the awards, but only 27 percent

e rated them as either effective or very effective.; ?he circulation

‘of a deVelopment newsletter ot other teachingwrelated material also

r'f

lA four-point scale of effectiVeness was. used “not very. .
effectiVe,~somewhat effective, effective, and very effective (see'
; Appendix B). Respondents could also indicate that they had no
—_.idea of how effective 'a practice had been. The tables\combine
_ the last two responses; hereafter"in”the"text effective" will
Lo also include very effective.,l :

ERIC™
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'Tablez R

Use and Istinaged Effectiveness of Imsfitution—Wide B 7
" “Policies or Practices in Development ‘,T STl , o :
L 8 R

Pereentage of institutions Percentege imdicating o Unused pracpices;”:f‘@ e
o nhich the practice ‘ préctice vas effective - considered essential R
R Px15ted S very, effective -, (percentage responddng)’ -~ -
oAl Doy, 4-yr Univ u -y1, '4‘YFT;TU“1Y' S b
. LR () (1) Oy ‘ , ‘
L Annual avards to- facultv for excellence fn- L s I S
o teaching S R L O T e

1

[

‘ Circulatlon of newsletter articles, etc. that: : o T : e L L
f;‘ are pertinent to-teaching improvement o S , | RE R
o caculty development o LA BLAEY a0 oon B

; ih'3 4 spectftc calendar ‘perdod is set aside for I | SUEE R e I
professipnal development t,-‘." S IS U I A S R | o 5

4 b There 1s a-perfodic review’ of the performance' O \ ‘ | : lw;lm ’ L ot
* of all faculty nenbers, vbether tenured oraor ¢ 78 BT 76 56 M9 Ty

"L».S\uSabbatical Jeaves with at least half salary o7 60 : n l B ‘66 R e | . s . :p%

x(”f:6 A'polity‘of'unpaid Leaves that‘covets educa® N ST L ' . s S
RS nal or development purposes R “ N L 1 B8 u 5} B R " | o1 o F: Y
| | ' o

'7 Lighter than nornal teachimg load" for first T L ' "“f PR e ‘ P 'E” N
8 Tenporary teachimg load reductions to work on | : " ' ‘ ‘

.3 eV course, major course tevisiOm, or N R oo ST
\“research area . A P T e

9, Travel grants to refresh or update’ knowledge : . L o i"mj‘.k”‘v k“é?“ . R | D o -
»MaWRMMrmm C S p‘pL“lo‘56,6y“““M bbb 5T

iﬁlfle._Ttavel funds available to! attemd professional | L \
L :‘conferences - ?‘”fﬂ SIS “93 5.9

‘._\

: " 9‘5; LB ey sy ST P
5‘.‘Visiting SChOlEIS program that brings peopln to\ e R N o 3 ' - n o ‘ D
 the canpus for short oF Long-periods LB s % s e s Ty

S ‘,‘Sunmer grants for pr0jects to imptove instruction o ﬂ\fwkjf“-\\e;\ﬂﬁl ‘ . T . uL
Coboereumses oo C S0 38 B L B R R S
”]fjll. There is a campus comittee on faCUlty development ‘ tl, 63 ‘; '60“;'\62 )] g 53“ ----- mQ‘n&\-;46;‘ o S . ‘t: g
R— T S — : —— L : e
aPercentages based only oy institutions at vhich practice existed i C N T ok -

[P A )?H '. o Col . ' . n\.. . ¢ o t:"'\,..f

bPercentages are based on-all institution{ (N 756 o ;“-' L N | h




-¥~+*~»e ' The analy51s or assessment may come fram students,-from colleagues,

’th1s was common at about- two th1rds or the sample. Both practfces

‘grants Ortfunds; 'Iﬂterestinglv enough, the lattervtwo‘practices

eof Testrlcted budgets.z The remalnlng practices were viewed as * oo

'f

-13- LT

Ly ‘.'»- Lo o

have con31derable v1sib111ty and 51gnal an 1nst1tution s 1ntent to* .

5

eward or publlclze teach1ng Accord;ng to mostmcoordinators,

: however, the§ Wére-not seen as bcing“effective;at their institution.

Amoi - tl.. instit i practices seen as effective by /

.¢lose to two-thirds of the respondents were summer grants for

. o L Co -
o > - @ . °o

projects to improve 4nstruction, sabbaticaltleaves,,and-travel,
e ' -

"~ =

K

" have been curtalled at‘many 1nst1tutlons 1n recent years because- o _ -

u .

[P

effect1ve or very effect1ve by close. to half of the schools that '
. . Y .o .. . P - < '

.used them, though one, pract1ce-—enab11ng f1rst year faculty to‘ N

o,

>,
P

N

v -

five of the 1nst1tutlons. For about half of the practrces,

B respondents at un1vers1t1es gave lowet effect1veness rat1ngs than B

d1d respondents at two- or four~year colleges., !

,hAnalysis’or Assessment Practices _ _ : o o o

An analys1s or assessment of teaching performance ldeally ’

- PR

~R_rov1des tﬁe teacher and.posé1bly~a-development Spétraifsf With ™

{
d1agnost1c 1nformat10n._ This. 1nformat10n‘may result in some-
v . f
dlssonance or dlssatlsfactlon in thc taacher and, theoretlcally, Ty

his helps open ‘him or her to change = est1nger, 1957 Helder, 1958)

..... e
_____ S 2

from experts, by use of video tape, -or - by other means. Estimates'

> : LY . B
E E P e

‘of the use and effectlveness of '10 anaLysls and assessment practlces

ERIC

.

have a 11ghter than average teachlng load——ex1sted at only. one in- e .



A%
P

=14~

.

rf%-;::“‘\‘ are reported in Table 3 for all institutions and in Table 4 for

e

T

each of Eﬁé three types of 1nst1tutions. - . o
S natic ratings by students to Hélp\faculty improve
truccion were. w1dely used and perceived as moderately effect1ve.

= o © At least a fifth of the faculty at over 80 percent of the 756
- institutions +fed them.« About»half of the respondents estimated'

\the'ratings-tT be'effective, LthOugh fewer university than two—

or four-year college respondents saw them as effective.

Respondenté rated formal or “Infermal: assessments by colleagues

as iess effective than either consulting w1th faculty who had

. :-' expertise or Working with masterpteachersl(see:numbersj2:and»3
flﬂ‘ N gc ‘ versus § and’9=in?Table 3).:hThe%analysis of in¥class videob
-p | tapesﬁtorimprove instructionihas‘thoughgfto‘he-one of théfﬁofé.

N

Y

"meffective pract1ces, though Jt was’ frequently used by only a Very ' _f h e

(ahout 60 percent of the 1nstitutions) Another practice rated

effectiye but little used was the profess1onal and personal
13 : .

'development'plan for individualkfaculty‘members (practicea#IO):

JUSt under 40 percent of the 1nstitutions used this practlce

« - \ " o e L

"‘With at least 5 percent of their faculty, and almost two ~thirds of °
the,respondents from these colleges‘rated it effective. These

‘h‘individual development;plans,:knownTalso as,grovth contracts,‘.
usually call for a self—development program drawn. up by d faculty

member in conJunction w1th a development spec1alist or administrator.

\ -

’

”.They,were most”common among the.two—year‘colleges in the Sample3

T ——— ’ . EE V-
. ' T ——— . . .
X T el . -
, ) \\\\ . )

: i T ——— : N
e . B - — — _— e ’ . s RN T e
. 1 a )Ry ST —l I T L e,

- ! ® FIRY ’ T — ‘
" - 4 - \J S

- _\ ..
Q - . . . —

ERIC  °
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\""\\ S R ' " ‘ '4,\\ i
Fetlmated Use. and Fffecttvenees of Developmtnt Practtces Ana]v91e or Assessment Practices . - ,t
L s (k=156 Instttutlone) o '
Lt Estinated Bstent of Facultv Use' . Estinated Effectf?énessb‘ S
| | Percentage of Faculty I " Unused or little used
e C Feyer - " DPercentage indfcating - practices considered
o Not than Over ~ effective or. = ~ essential® SEN
. oo used ST 5-20% " 20-50% . 50 very effactive (pereentage:responding} o
“ Analysis o Assegsment Practices . ‘ o “ RS .
-1, Systematic: ratings of instruction by e - : Ceh o T 5 L )
B ‘.Students used to help faculty 1nprove ' L [ A [ S o N -1 R
‘f:vjﬂ. Fornal assessnents by coLleagues fr R . "“ | | ST
- teaching ot course improvérent (e, e . “ o S - o ' '_
- visitations or use of assessuent forn) T DR K S § IR R VA oS i
I , '. . . ¢
VWJmmnmmmmmmWWMr : R o S o , o R
g teachlng T course 1mprovement Lo e o T I
b Systenatic ‘teaching ot course waluations : A
by an aduinistrator for improvenent R S L . o T
. purposes Lo S R A 5. B
5, Systen for faculty to assess thelr on .+ R | e SR -
. strengths and ateas needlng improvement .33 - 12 13 .1l 30 o ST , 9 it
. 16.'Classroon visitation by an instructional B o S k
- resoutce person (i,e., 4 development .+ o o R .
o specialtst) upon request,. followed byaa il T L -
‘ﬁmmmﬁtmmM et SN VA X 3 3 L L 10 PRI
7. hnalysts of fa-class video tpes o ¢ . W R 3 fMMw‘f‘f S L
- improve tustruction. e BRI S R UL N A B A o
ng”8.‘Faculty vith eXpettise consul} wlth other ,‘; A s . " . o - 1 IR | : .; i e
o ‘1‘facultv on teachlng or course 1mprovement (R I IO K S & B T 5 o L
9. "Waster teachers” ot senlor faculty work I S 3 N RREA L N _ SRR
closely with new or apprentice ‘teachers oS B g 5 A ‘
s SRR SR P S AT Sy
0.+ Professional and personal developnent Plan oot o BRI o TR

* (sometings called asprouth contract) for B : S R L
individual faculty members AR PN RO TR R A s 1

. . . ~ N 3 .J o B ./w‘ .
[ aFor each 1tem the no reSponse rate vas betneen 1-and ) perCent ST L L ‘ :
L 'bPercentages based only o instltutions at which practice exlsted
L = ‘ ; L t
it Prtctiees that respondents COﬂSldEfed essential to faculty development although not adopted or not widely used (less than 5 percent
"of facufty) at the instttution Up to five practices were selected by each respOndent. D ConY
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Estimated Use and‘Fffectlveness ofAnalysis or Asscssment Practices,.’
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Table 4

? by Type of Institution

L - S
N o
~7*.Two Year Colleges, N=326~+__ o A
Four Year Colleges, N=315 T~y o
UniVer51ties, N=93 T e vy

Fstimated Extent of Eﬁculty Use -;‘Estimated Ff%ectivenbasb

210,

P . 4 Type ‘Fewer ‘ Percentage ihdicating
,of ™ Not than : Over effective or . *'
o ihqt ~used 5% 5- 20/ 120-50% 507 _ very effective.
hnaly515 or ASSeSqment Practices s . . . . )
Systematic ratings of - instruction,” 2-yr 4 6 10 S 13 67 58 .
. ,by btudents used to help faculty. b=yr 3 . 3 .. 9 16 69 46
" improve - , univ. 1 4 14 #5012 69 , 32
bFoxmal aSsebSantb by colleagues 2-yr 34 w411, 13 21 L )
“for aching or'course improve- b-yr 38 21 . 13 ©.8 .18 ) 42 s
! .., Visitatluns or use univ. 23 32 24 13 - 8 33
'anorwal a esment% by colleagues 2-yr 30 18 , 19 : 516 R L RV .f:l
. for éeaching or coufse improve~ boyr .20 19 26 19 . 12. ; : 39
‘ment B - , univ. 11327 28 1B . 10 5 . 24 . .
S L. ' ) R h ; ' S o
Systematic teaching of coiirse - 2-yr - 19 -1 10 . .15 48 s 460
'__evaluations by an adminibtrator b-yr' 46, 9 7. 12 5 . 24 ﬁ5 45 e
‘for 1mprovement purposes . ,undv. AL 29 2 3 - 16" ™ - 41 )
' fOr faculty to assess. their ‘chf?\f;QA: i:fIZ‘ 1z .40 J .61 )
rengths and areae needing 4-=yE .39 0" Te13 0 f100 25 | -53 o
emént univ. ' 38 " 18 S8 16 i 53 L
C’Classroom v1sitation by an ‘ 2-yr 59 .. 11 - T4 “5 ; : ; 56
‘ 1nbtruc§ional resource person = b-yr- 71 -5 s L . & R .
£ (i.e., a development sPecialiqt). ,funiv. 42 . 5. -0 ; : 37 el
. upon’ request, ‘followed by a ' o C . i R
:dlagnosis of teaching . s - - : o o i )
7. Analysis of in-class Nideo’ tapes ol 25042 33 16, 4' 2,0 . 66
to: improva ‘instruction : h4=yr 45 35 A 3 T, 54 -
W ' o univ. 727 61- 10° -0 1. 54 0 -0
. Faculty with expertise consult.  ° 2-yr - 28 25 ‘24 13 8 . ek e
S with ‘other Ffaculty on- teaching b-yr 33 g7 22 13 3 ..vS81 - L
e mprovemenr univ 27 44 9 . 10 0 ) §l et
f‘9f achers or senior. ‘ 2-yxr 47 18. 18 7 -8 ’ ) 62
- faculty: Work. .closely with new or Aggr, 62 - 19 "8 6 - 37 : 56 ;
. apprentice teachers ) v, .51 .2 16 2 ) . 52 '
Professional and personal deVelOP— “7-yr DI L Iy SR 5 . 3_3; T 71 ‘
ment plan (sometimes called a b=yr . 69 . 8 ‘3 _ R h'56
_growth: contract) for individual- cuniv. €8 B S 3L ah
faculty memberb N . ” ’ S . . Y
 ¥or each item the *'no reSbonse” rate was between 1 and 3 percent. - e 4
4 bPercentages based only on institutions ‘at which practice existed C : _" . ’ P
' ‘ ‘/“
= bos ‘ s 4 :
. . ] ’ o
y 4 .
< . . t 8
: ) F
. -
S ) \




-17-

Wthough.avnumber‘ofhfour—year colleges- also use this“approach;'-bne

example is Austin College's Career Development Program, a summary

-

. Lo . N ;
. . Cenerally speaklng, the analys1s or assessment practices were .

e

of- which is prov1ded as Appendix C coL A . ‘

‘rated as more effective by respondencs from the two-year colleges .

. —~

than by respondents,from either fourwyearvcolleges.or universities; ;e
(Table 4y .- {m&example-55~percent—of“fﬁ””lwo yearj;ollege ,'.;.~»; o

respondents rated formal assessments vy colleagues aseelf ctive, B h .

."

]

comparad to 42 percent of the . respondents from four—year colleges

» . I N3
s . " . . . -

n . ) \5‘"'«:". - ¥ ,”

and 33 percent of those from tbe unlmers1t1es. ot e - s
-, ,"’WDrkshops: Seminars; and Similar Presentétions : o o '.' S
Froméa llSt of 10 tOplCS that might be the focus of workshbps, e

fseminars or 31m11ar presentatlons, respondentsMindlcated that

thosé deallng w1th spec1f1c technlques of 1nstructlon and with *;" : ’_,
. ‘new knowledge in.a field were among the best attended andsmosr' o
’ "deffective,(Tableiﬁii ;Morkshops tofhelp facultyvimproye their | ;“ : ' .

" research and scholarship skills_werevgenerally least used,, except
PR at uniwersities.'_ — 1" Pe - - ) . R
L . e X - : ' ’ 5 o »

.o WOrkshops to acquaLnt faculty w1th lnstltutlonal goals and

PR
g

-

¥ . - 3

. . E

characterlstics of enrolled students were much more common'at two— or .

fbu*—year colleges than at unlver51ties, where, Jronlcally,,there is
typically a broader range of goala (Table 6) In fact, on the whole,
K 'ﬂ\

. workshops and similar presentations were less often rated as

} effective by unlversity respondents than by other respondents. The '150’ﬂ.//(f 2

‘81zg of most unlvers t1es, along w1th aﬁ emphasls on research as

' well as 0n teachlng, probably contgw%utes to this dirference.




i' Lo oo Table 5

. . . .
. L
? “ | i

~Estimated Use and Effectiveness of Development Practices Workshops Seminars, Programs
- (¥=736 Institutions)

. . N
; ) ) . ) )

L . Estinated Exrent of Faculty,Usea Estimated Effectivenessb
o | ‘ : s ‘ Unused or little used
. o Fewer Percentage {ndicating practices tonsidered
. Not' ‘then - Over’, effectiveor - esgent{al®
used 5% 5-207 20-501 507 very effective " (percentage responding)
- . ) . ‘ : (o ‘
:Workshops, seminars prograns-- . 3
. l
L that explore various uethods or ’ .
techniques of instruction w319 n Y/ , 5 ‘
2 that review subject matter or ‘ : o N | .
introduce rew knowledge in a field 619 - 30 16 T, 5 4 :
: - ‘ ) ‘ L ‘ ‘ l‘.;‘_ﬁ-------—--w—-—'-*—"‘“ S
R dealing with new or'diffetent apptoaches ‘ V’w_;mw;_",,_hu_;ﬁeb.4——L—wv-—~“-—‘““"‘“”"“h”"?‘”'"_'"-HI ‘
to develop curticula___.fw --—-"—"“"“'?5"'"”?E S S T R 50 C .6
' A. on testing and evaluating student ‘ urd o RS T o o
performance [ LA (e S C N K ey ‘
5 to acquaint facultyiwith goals of the o ‘ o “'E;
* dnstitution and types of students , S R ' I,
o enrolled ] Lo nn L 5
' A ‘ \,‘ : . e ' . ' 'v\' ] }
6 to help_faculty'imptoVe'their academic - T .
" advising and counseling skills RN S L A L D TR 6
7. to help faculty duptove ther research . - b . - : P e S
~ and scholarship skills T s
L 8;3‘to inprove the'management of depart- - ‘ o IR c 'a.ﬁd 4
- mental operations | . o s s 6
, ) " 9. that explore genereliissues or‘trends{‘ S L -- i .
}" . in education j - [ ) R R XV ' oo » ( 4
10, dn faculty affective development~- B Lo ‘ ‘ : .
o7 inprofring Interpersonal skills or their ' T . . . ' IR
‘ abiliry to work effe*tively in groups, . -~ -, . o . R S
. exploring educatfonal values, an o SR R
~similar topies | - 0 S IO (S I B Sy ) ) .
[ . . 'l | . . ‘ : ‘ . . "'*
%or each iten the ! no responSe" tate. was between l and 3 percent. o [
bi’ercentages based oniy on inetitutione at which practice existed i .
Practices that respondents conoidernd eseential to faculty development although not. adopted or not widely used (less than SHpercent“;'*‘]ﬂ."‘}‘ '

‘g1mummmmmﬂmummemHmmmwmmmmﬁ
I L ‘

"-‘h"“‘. -
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I Table 6
Lstimated Use and Effeq.s \955 of bevelopment Practic/\workshow,
. Seminars, VfQQ ams -~by TY¥Pe of InstitUtidﬂ
‘ - : : .
‘ - ‘ - N Tvg/YQEf Collegesi N=326
. ~ - Pou” Voot colegeSs y=315
ces : : ‘ h(versities Nxgj ‘ S _
gstimatad Ektenf of FacUlgy Uge® EStimated Effectiveness
TVP% . Fewerl ) . Percentage indicating .
. of ot than ‘ Oyer - effective or
. ' ' - : igs?l uSed 5% 5-20% 20-5p4 So% . . very effective
workshops, Seminars programs-- e N r‘“\//\\“/”N"/“‘ﬁlﬂs\\Jﬂ-gﬁk~-ffm\i'
_¢~ﬂf“ﬁjﬁn7@?p1bre VArious methods or iiﬁ;\\ 6 11 29 ‘ 26 Y : 63
techniques of instruction -_A\y/\‘ 15 w29 17 g0 . 53
L - i’/ 13 30 46 8 5 45
B Z-fthaé revieu sub ject matter or - z\yﬂf 21 i5 v33 : 21 9l" o 63 - :
- ﬁ.LntrOduLe new knowledge in a : A\y/ 32 92 27 - 12 4 54 -
"‘3. deal1ng with new or different : Z\y/ .18 26 29 15 9 54
'~ ‘approaches’ to develop curricula a\y{ 32 23 22 12 8 49 .
- T agyd, 30 a5 25 5 4 40
. _4; on-testing und evaluatlng sLudent - . ) L _ i ; o
performance- ST 2vy¢ 28 g 23 10 8 49 |
o - . , BT 207 17 6 8 “ 44, »
_ ‘ - : ENCYCA 35 40 . 18 4 . g g ‘35
5. to vaualnt tanulty with .goals = z\y{ 18 18 15 137 7 33 55
of the institution and types, Of ) a\y{ .28 14 10 14 - 32 .. ©o» 53
Students- enrolled : . ungd A2 26 17 . 5. .8 o 42
© b to help faculty. improve their g 03l 2 16 11 3 . 45"
.. Jacademic adv1s1ng and- counseling - a\y{ 32 14 21 14 Y7, 46 :
skills ) unyy 36 30 22 4 7. 3 : 36 i
7. to help.ﬂaculty imfirove their i 2\y{ , 58 19 8 . -2 1 22 4o
D research and.scholarsHip skills 4yt 65 16 11 4 1 45 it
o L ' ‘ ' Unid' 43 28 18 5 3 32
‘8. to 1mprove thc managcment of y{ 38 22 18 11: 9, > 55
‘ f’dupartmencql oerations - , A-y{ 59 l6 14 4 3 . 46
. . s ungy’ 502 16 500, 34
" 9. that explore genéral issues or l 2-yy 32 . 2 18 13 11 35
- trends in educatfon . A‘y( T30 17 . 20. 15 17 Com 42
Co e - B unjy” 38 27, 26 8 2 ¢ T 26 ’
\10.“1n faculry atfcctive deve]ppment~— 2~y{ 32 22 18 14 v 51 e e
SR ‘merov1ng interpersonal skills or A‘yr 40 22 15 11 9 51 -
their ability to work effectively ungy’/ - 39 39 14 3 1 31
in groups, exploring educaticnal o o :

values, and similat topics : v . } ’ o R ) ‘

e

a, ; . ' . o AN
For each'icém the "no responsc“ rate Wag deen 1 and 3 percent :

hPercentdgbb based only on inSthutLOns aﬁ W‘¢Ch pracgice exiSted

.




.‘ﬁ g iPerhaps the ¢ritical point regarding workshops and semiuar
': '. programs, as poiuted'out by some,devclopmeut people, is that they
he Plénned,in Tresponse tobthe needs ‘of faculty‘members; with'
participants knowiné pretty much what to expect (Wergih, Mason, and

Munson, 1976) wlth that in mind, most of the lO toplcs listed

'"‘“—r—”“'“"—“”“fand‘§€V§faI’—thers ‘added by the. ruspondents), might serVe the needs‘

of a Slgnlflcant~pontion of,faculty.v One rule of thumb mlght be
. that a workshop deal not w1th generalitles but with topics thatn
| have the potentiai‘of providing concrete help to_faoulty-memberst
For exampie wofkghops,that"explore general'issues or trends - in

- educatlon (#9 On the llst) were estimated to’ be less effectlve

than those deallng with the Other,'more spec1fic tOplCS..

Egg}a, Technology, and Course'Development Praotices‘

Most of ‘the seven practices in this category involve speoialists
tpraViding~teaChing assistance to faculty members (Tables 7 and 8).

a ) Ore of the more idely used is asslstance in employlng audlov1sual

e -

aids- Media.or audiovisual ‘specialists are not as new as. most of
N o . . : A : .' ,'Y

the Other instructiqnal specialists and this may, ih.part,‘account

for'fheir greater use. A newer serv1ce, the 1nstructlonal or course

“development specialist existed at about a third of " the 1nstitutions
- . : ] - .

_and Vas V1ewed as effectlve by 63 percent of these., Special

rofessional 1ibrar1es devoted to teachlng 1mprovement ‘are very

[

commOn but used on most campuses by only small proportions of
... .teachers. This may be_why they are-not perceived_as effective’as“

S . .. many other practices. -,




Estimated Use and' Bf: ectiveness of Development Practii: cdce, ,echnology,
' Course bevelopment, <nd Miscellaneous Pracr . o

. (N756 Institutions) "
T e e

‘Estimated Zxtent of Faculty Usea “stimited Effectivenessp

Unused or 1ittle used

Fewer . Q‘ ] .f : szcentage indlcatlnt practices considere
& Mot ‘than R effective or . essential
ued 5% . 5-200 20-507 5 very effective (percentage responding)
e N ‘
(5.Mediol Technologv Course Development
“.u‘] Specialists on campus to assist faculty in use o[ .
~ audiovisual aids n 1nstrucr10n 1ncluding cloqed~ o : o . D ‘ ‘ ’ Ct
circuit telev151on . . ‘ - o W o 66 - 5 -
o 2. Assistance. to faculty in use of 1nstructtona1 | » | ”
technology as\a teaching aid (e.g., programmed , o
 learning or conputer-nssisted instruction) - o W ; 23, ‘15 §- 56 ; ' | -
-3, Specialists to assist faculty in coustructlng tésts = | R K ‘ I
‘ , N
Loor evaluatrng student perfornance ___19—»\ull——-——L2’-——~ by I 10
s Spec1at1sts W aséuCt individual facultV'ln instruc- : ' . ' -
tional or cuurse deyelopnent by consulting on ‘ ' o
g rourse “objectives and codrse design ‘ BRI U A 6 9
-1"5;_Specialists to help faculty develop teachtng skills ‘ | o
~such'as lecturing or lead1ng discussions, or to
. “% “encourage use of drfferent teaching-learnlng _ . . . T ‘ R o
*‘strategles such as indtvidualized instruction 18 "W 8 5 7 ‘ ‘ 11 N
o T ER o . B o R
_6.f51mulated procedures that’ enable faculty to learn b
" and practice specific teaching skills (e.g+) . o S - ' '
- nicro-teching) o I 6 20. 6 3 2 o Ay e ]
7. Special mo&smmmllmrnyrmdﬂyacmsﬂbm L ;‘;,"‘ ‘ fgv  f o 't%ﬁ R '
to faculty dealing with instryctional methodology, =~ . RN “ "in | v
L teaching skills, psychology of 1earn1ng, and o REEEE TS ' ‘ T
- sinilar topics \ e L O T T L e
: Mrscellaneous Practices . A %£ "
1. Use of grants by faculty members for, developing new ‘ . L ‘ . L
- or different approaches to coutses. or. teaching 9% 210 3o s nohe
"2, Visitations to other institutions (or- to other rts L. h;v o T e
- of this institution) to review educattonal programs S S T A ;
or fmovative projects” . ¥ SO »oono B 6 R T
3 Faculty exchange progran w1thtother institutions | A 2 4 0 l g BT B
4 Faculty take courses offered by colleagues ﬂ\‘ o -2 51.‘ 17" o § 1 ',_ ‘ N L)
5 Personal counselrng provided individual faculty oo o o -
members on career goals, and other personal ‘ Lo ‘ T o o o
development areag'. L '.‘; Sosyenns e 6 s Yse o Y T
- . . A—M— - N i - - N .

*For each iten the 'no response rate was between % and 4 pereent.

bPerceotages based only on institutions at uhich practice existed
Practices that respondents considered esébntial to faculty development although ot adOPted or ot Widely used (Less then 5 percent PR T
™ Y ) at the instltution. Up to five practices were selected by each IESpondent e T AR I Y : : fof ‘

.'ZIU :
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Table 8 - .

Estimatéd Use and Effectiveness of Development Practices——Hedia Technology, Course
Development,aand_Miscellaneous Practices--by lype of Institution
Two-Year Colleges, N¥326

Cove B .. Four-Year Colleges, N=315
' ‘ Universities, N=93

} ) " Estimated Extent of.Faculty”Usea ’ Estimated'Eaiectivenessb

Type ' Fewer - - Percentage indicating
. - of - Not than -~ - _Over .effective or e
- e e i et e nE T USEd” TTTSZTTTTS= 20/ J0750%7 50% very effective
,edia, technology, course development = . ..™ . . . : _
. 1. Specialists on campus to assist . 2-yr 15 9 20 25 30 - 74
faculty in use of audiovisual aids 4-yr 23 14 26 21 15 . 57 -
in 1nstruct10n, lncluding closed- univ. 10 19 .33 26 12 65
‘circuit television . - . B
2. Assistance to facultyyin use of e 2-yr—. . 19 19° 27 20 13 So6l o
- xinstructional technology as a 4-yr. 30 24 28 11 - " 5 o .50 3
teaching ald (e.g., programmed” . cuniv. 18 35 .29 14 3 S 58
learning of. computer~assisted ‘ ) ] : ' I ’
~instruction) T . ) o ' g R
. <. 3. Specialists ‘to assist. faculty in 2-yr. 56 ~.18 " "1l 6 7 51
A . constructing tests orievaluating - 4-yr 71 12 . o 5 2. 49
’ . student perfo”mance A . univ. 29 36. ¢ 27, 8. 1 52, .
L. Specialists ‘to assist indj v1dual T 7~yr 57 100 12 10 R . 69 -
. faculty in. iuatructiunal or course - o b-yr 75,0 12 .0 5 4 T2 33
- w;;_~—uchlopment“by -consulting ‘on course4 univ, 742707 3% 16 5 1 59
obJectLves and course design - e o ' ' ‘ [ e
5. Specialists to help faculty develop 2-yr - 48 . 17 16 . . 100, -8 . .61 -,
- teaching skills such as lecturing " 4-yr . .58 15 16 S50 T e, 50 oo
“or leading discussions, or to’ o hniv;‘vi’ "N35 =20 - s 1 N 54
encourage.use of ‘different, teaching-‘ RPN B ) .
learning” strategies ‘such as : T i W : P )
ln\zv1dual1zed 1nstruct10n M I ; S ' e U s
: 6h'u1mulated procedures :hat enable - 2-yr. 71 . 17 4 3 2 50 , o
.faculty to.learn and practice ' " i4eyr 69 18- 7 3 2 46 o
: spacific. teachlng skllls (e Bey univ, 55. 400 7 3 1 17 ) 2%
- - micro- ‘teaching) , L o ’ - ) '
: 7. Special profess1onal library readily 2-yr 21 2100 26 - 17 16 w38
- actessible .to faculty dealing with  4-yr - 43 ] 11 4 : 39 i
6 3 34 v

‘instructianal metnodology, teaching univ., 35
zad - siwilar topics i -

“laneous practices'

‘of grants by faculty members , Q%yr T22 34 0 1729 10 3
‘ =r developing new or (different” "~ 4-yr .15. 34 350209 4
zproaches to courses or- teaching - ‘univ. = -9 "~ 46 33 - 12 ]
. {r=tions to other 1nst1tut10ns‘ o2-yro 6. 22 39 70 w2 00 T
rr o other parts of this: institu- 4-yr' 160 .39 34 b 3 o B
“EHony o review. educational . . univ. 24 63 - 12 0. 1 R e »
smrograms or innovatlve projects - P o I o T e
i ! ;fexchange program with 'Z-yr 76 - 16 - 2 0 2 &9 ¥
Jnstitutiohs oL el 4-yr . 62 . 26 .6 0 0’ 46 .
Lo o univ.” 55 400 - 3 0 0 38 o
Taculty take courses uffered by . 2—yr ‘ 261" 41 21 g T 2 _ 54, , q?f'
collesgues . . o B ‘~A—yr 22 459 15 3. 0 46 . g
. S . o ' univ.f4~22 67r' 10 e 0 0 45.
. 5. Persunal“counseling nrovided‘ ;*:> - 2=-yr 56 20 -1l 6v‘j .5 .54 ’
R . individual faculty members on ' . 4-yr . 48 . .24° 13 5 .« 5. . 50
: -career goals, ‘and other personal Lovoundvl, 615;' 24 . 7. 300 3 41
.tedevelopment areas T : - ﬂ_ Lo J,",,rjﬁ. o - el o, -t

-

‘aFot‘each item.the "no re5ponse rate was between 1 and A percent.x-~l(; o

institutions at_which ptactice existed
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- Though Table'8.suggests greater use of media, technology, and

course development specialists among two-year zolleges and

1

universities, analyses by institutional size imdicated that larger
. N . S o A ' ,

—institutions, including four~-year colleges were most likely to

" Migcellaneous Practices

-

have these services for faculty.

ey

Five,practices did'not fit neatly into anj'bf the previous

v Lo

categories. "A summary of the responses to them is ‘also given in

;fTables 7 and 8 Qne of the practices was used extensively and

rated high in effectiVeness; _grants to_faculty_members for

developing new. or different approaches/to courses or teaching.

. / S W,

~vNThese grants varied from small amounts of money for minor

alterations in & course to release time for faculty members . with -

financial Support.. As Table”8-indicates; about 90 ne:cent.of»the

universities and slightly fewer of the two- and fouf —Taar colleges

'had.fazulty grant programs. Ny a
L ! . ,

Three of‘the miscz2llaneous Dractices are "1a~ mr neecust items

and wers j..ged bv the respondentk to be reascnab v omd ;:ive. Oze

suchgpra:,ice involves faculty visitations te other mstizutions or

b

to othei'G Tts of thelr own insti::tions to rreview ;:rxvative

progects-,a practice that two year collegeC in part:.iiar ‘use

' extenszzaly. Much less ‘common arerfaculty axchange pTograms with

\

other instiiutions LSEd by about a third of . all i ~"tzrutions

’;(slight_ﬁ more. by the univerSities) _One advantage’of intér—Q;

'institu:innal or_coﬂSOrtium arrangements-among coliegas imvolved

»

(W
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R \\_‘

o in faculty devclopment is that they make such practices as faculty

exchanges easier to accompllsh And exchange programs are probably

one of the less expensive’ ways of helplng to renew faculty in thelr

S —

—e —~*f-—mIﬁU‘é and lafer » years.

‘The third inexpensive practice is that of encouraging faculty

.

to take courses offered by colleaguesu Three~fourths of the
. ins:itutlons had some faculty Who‘dld so. While most faculty
'probably mcnitof courses in their own,or related disciplines,
there arz potentlal benefits from faculty learnins more about

unrelated f1elds as well——for example, a physical scventlst taking

a. course in the humanities. SN -

- - . : _ > LR .
Five Unused or Little Used Practices Gunsidered Essential-

v N e

‘ . Respondents were asked to select five practices that were not
used; or were little used, at their institutions, yet which they

1"

~considered "essential to faculty developméfit:" The ‘practice.most

frequently mentioned was the professional and personal development

- .

‘plan (or growth contract)a Two of the‘practices selected conccluud
. i . 1 S

.1mproV1ng classroom testhg and the evaluatlon of student pe::nllanca
, ) R N

- u;(workshops on thls tonlc and a speclallst to assist L__ulty In

.
- 0

- ..

- L construciing teszs). Two'Other practites concernedvthsqu° of .
”,flnstructlonal development Speciallsts to d1agnose teachlng follow1ng

classroon visits (Tabl\\ﬁ) and to ass1st faculty 1n corrse des1gn

o -

“(Table 7).\ Employing speclalists to help faculty devolop thelr

”teachlng SklllS was another prac\lce selected (Table 7). In gemaral;
: N

vfdr’y';vresponde ots 1dent1f1ed practlces closely related te 'nwunlng

{ o S . AN N

" improwememt as essential to a deVelopmfnt program.

Jfl{l(lhj'*' e : L
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Chapter 3

___T_;__;l_-—--~*FﬁﬁUETY‘ﬂEﬂBEQS INVOLVED | IN DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES

Six broad descriptions of‘faculty members were llsted in the ’ . .

questionnaire: younger faculty in'thelr f1rst‘year¢ of teachlng,

,faculty with over 15 or 20 years of. teaching experlence, nontenured

faculty, tenured'faculty, gqod_teachers who want to get better, and

faculty who really ueec to improve. * The groups are not, of course,
mutually exclusiﬁe.f‘Respondents estimated ‘the extent to‘which each -
group of faculty was involved in'faculty development practices'at»l

their iﬁStitutibﬁé} The results are presented in Table 9.

One iutefutetation of the fespcuees‘is that_aiZable_uumbersa
of faculty members have been.involvedAin the various’activitles.
The tenured and nontenureu‘groups_wsuld:eucdmuaes essentiallyvall
teachefs.dn campus,.and as'TaGIe 9 Indicates; at a fourth ofuthe

= ingtitur-oons "about half" of these two gtoups combined were involved.:

G P
¢

At amot xr 14 or 15 percent of thé iuetituthhs,“"moStﬂ'of the

faculse participated; Uﬁfortunately, however, some critical faculty

group: :rere only minimally involved, as the following discussion
g o L o “\ ' )
- s points cut. . - .. , - o 1y

- . L . . 4
Among the sixitypes of faculty, the most active_pafticipants
were'"gbddwteachers who ‘wanted to get'bétter": grespondente at aBout
...; ’ &/ ' :
7O e cent of‘the -insti tutions sa1d half or. more of th1s faculty

Y

grsup wefeu;nvolved.- Yomnger;faculty.in thei% first years of A i

 — . teacktiug were querately~iﬁvplbéd'ln,activities'(at half of the




3 {
~26~ o e
s ; ~ | ) .
!
) X . Lo
- | *\
- Table 9 ’ ' Co E K
e e ""”“’“E§tIméfédwEXEEHtTESFWEich Various Groups of Faculty \
' . :'c:;' X . v ) . \‘ .
- Have Been Involved .in Development Activities . !
. |
. \ Percentage of 756. 1nst1tuti0nal respondenrs
indicating: ° _
Very About : o
few Some half Most - No response
1. Younger faculty in their : ' ’ b
first years of teaching 13 31 23 27 -+ 06
2. Faculty‘with over 15 or- . -
20  years of teaching s ‘ . N
experlence , 22 - 45 17 09 - 07 . -
3, NOntenured?facqlty c. 08 34 25 19 14
4. Tenured .,fac{xlty 09 41 23 10 17
5. Good teachers who want to :
get better . : 03 21 28 43 05
6. Faculty who really need ‘ T - -
. to 1mprove 40 .38 .08 - 06 08
CT L T
- Fv .
o - . - El (
i oy
B 7\“—‘\» ‘ . " ) * . !@' ¢ :.\‘ - J
- T R v 5
. I
3 ‘\ . ) / i ) .
3 B} : L ' ; -" ..°l
T R I et 5.1 N o
ERIC 2 T
P
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B development programs.

' two of teach1ng appeared to be moderately 1nvolved in development

'act1v1t1es and those w1th ov\r 15 or 20 years of experience only

=27~

S

institutiéns, about half or more of the younger faculty were

involved). - Older faCultyr—those with .over lS_or 20 years of

“teaching ekperience~-Were_only Slightly active relative to the - . .

other grOUps, and there was only a. small difference between o
R e g S |

. 5
nontenured and tenured/staff participation.

Given the fact.that participation in most development~activitiesj
is usually voluntary, 1t should not be espec1ally surpr1s1ng rha*
good teachers who want to get better were said to comprlse the

major clientele., It is surpr151ng, however, that on many campuses
' , I 1 | : »

teachers needing improvement were minimally 1nvolved At 40 percent

i

of the 1nst1tut10ns, very few of the teachers who needed to’ improve

‘

) o,

i .
partic1pated (line 6 of Table 9) At another 38,percent; some

(less than half) of these\same tedchers were 1nvolved . Combining

® . . ;. . .

these flgures gives a‘total. 78 percent of" the colleges and

; [
universities where, according to the respondents estimates, a

t
| -
¢

minority of the faculty needing improvement were involved in
N l - B

i
i

It is alSO'noteworthy that faculty in .their first year or.

3,

slightly 1nvolved Both are‘critical target groups among faculty,
espec1ally first year teachers, as the data in Figure 1 (from
another reportD clearly demonstrate. Diagrammed are student rat1ngs

of the teach1ng effectiveness of a sample of almost 9, OOO teachers

“a

from approx1mately lOO colleges in. the United States. These were,-' ;liki“g..ﬂ N\

S -




# . 3:84 = /
a . A
S 3'.78“'
b © 3.72
[+¥] hd
-
m f
S
r \U_a . 3.66 "
- [<39]
2 ’ 5 ’
’ L 3.60p
ol .
.
.y ; .
.. 3.54f~
. © e
iz

Lo ' ‘ . 42'; , less ‘ 1 or E L3~
ol than 1 12 : 5
. o o Number of Years of Teanhing

Ratlngs of Teacher

Figure 1.  Student

ERIC
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lTess - '~ 1 or 3= 7=, more o N

than'l ° T 2 s T 7127 ¢ than 12
. ﬂikV@NuﬁberVof Years of Teaching -~ - - . . =~ .

éﬁinésfof Teactrer Effectivéneés; b§ Numbef of Years'of Teaching
. . A = 883 Teachers - S e

- .
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,7 .  colleges that have used -the Student Instructional Report (see Centra

" and Creech, 1976 for further 1nformation on the study)-. Teachers

- i

o . . P , [ : T e

Lo . /
/. -
7 in their fir;t or second year of teaching received the lowest ratlngs.
. Teachers with 3 to 12 years of‘experlence received the highest rat1ngs,

"while those w1th more. than 12 years dropped sllghtly in average

: student rat1+gs of effectiveness.l ‘
- : - ; j _ . :
© Assuming that the ratings are'fairly valid measures of effective—

ness,’ as muck of the research 1ndicates, these f1nd1ngs suggest

I3

‘that beginnlng teachers 1n part1cular and to some extent, teachers

‘ S

1n the1r m1d le or, later years (1 e., -over lZ years) are groups that-
- 'could part1c\larly proflt from teach1ng 1mprevement activities, and
' probably for |[different reasons. Beginning teachers'have'generally

learnedllittle'in graduate school abbut teaching per se; their first f

years on the [job are. therefore critical to ‘learning about teaching:

(P

e " as well.as about their other profésSional'roles. Teachers who have

. i

LN

.~ taught for some tlme are another story, théy have poss1bly become

l

.- x .stale 1n the1r methods, preparatlons, or- outlook amd th1s can
- » ,become appare%t to students; ;lt should be emphasized that there
o . . e :
is nothing significant about the‘twelfth year of teaching; it simply
happens,to beithe final category used. The drop in ratings suggests

'
o

only a: trend., If the last class1f1cation had for example, been

-t B : 8!

o i . N } o+
lThe diffe:ence between first-year teachers and those with
3 to 12 years of experience was about half a standard deviation
" (p< .001). The difference between teachers with more than 12 years -
° and those with 3 to 12 yedrs was statist1cally significant (p< -05)
but not especially Jarge.

A4

ERIC
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a matter of breaklng into their routine and gett1ng them to try :

‘Faculty development for some older teachers, then, may-be largely

=30~

\

20 years orfmore expefience, the dropfmightvbe more dramatic;

LY

N !
omething d1fferent. .

‘_ Faculty Involvement Accordlng_to Type of Instltution

Involvement in development practlces by the s1x types of

faculty members was also 1nvestigated with1n each type of 1n°titution.

Unlversities generally had poorer participation‘than either’ two— or
. %“” e 5

four—year colleges, and this was essentially true for all six groups :

of faculty As 1llustrated by Flgure 2, respondents from about

1

55 percent of the un1versities reported that very few 6f the faculty

'who really neeéed to 1mp£ove were 1nvolved in deVelopment actlvities.

Thls was the case at only about 40 percent of the two— and four—year

colleges. The dual emphasisfon research and-teaching‘in universities

-is one reason for these institutional'differences{_ For many

universityifaculty members}-research and writingbare'an essential
aspect of;their performance;tindeed they may in manywinstances be
assessed largely on the basis of’ their publications records.

Though they may. also teach, such faculty members are less“likely‘td
;participatewinrfaculty development activities aimed at improving

their performance as teachers.

Another institutlonal feature related to faculty involvement

was size.‘ Not only did the un1versities have relatively poor. - -

' faculty participation among faculty needing 1mprovement but 80 d1d

X

the larger two-~ and four—year colleges Respondents‘reported less

B 49

e e .



~31.
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';praCtices Colleges w1th fewer students were more llkely to have

, thelr poorer teachers involved in 1mprovement activities.

. =32

inVOlvement among the less adequate teachers at two-year - colleges

_ with over 5, 000 students and at four-year colleges with over 2, 500

students. Spectfically,.respondents from. aboutsSO percent of the
larger colleges in both categories reported that very few of the

faCU’ty who really needed to improve participated in development

Larger nstltutlons might be expected to have smaller

proportions of their faculty parth1pating in activiries.

b,

- CommUnicatlon is frequently poorer at larger institutions and

Athere[ore some faculty may not know about development activ1ties

\

ot eVents. And although there may be a great vaTietY«of practices
on large campuSes, the proportion of faculty participatlng in any
one of them is probably small. Workshops, for example, should

o

have a limited attendance to be effective,.and instructional

fdevelOpment speciallsts cannot work with a very large number of

teaChers.

-

N

45
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.ohacoordinators

£ . Chapter 4
yv‘f . THE ORGANIZATION AND FUNDiNGIOF PRGGRAMS
One recommendation that has“been.madefregarding facuity

'development is that there should be some kind of unit or: system

on each campus to help coordinate and plan: activities (Eble, l97l;

4

E Group for Iuman Development in HJgher EduCation, 1974) Just”

under half (44 percent) of the 756 institutlons 1n the sample e gifz'

-

3reported hav1ng units. ot persons ‘that coordlnated the development

1

_act1V1t1es on their campuses (Table 10) ... About two-thirds of the

universities and half of thevtwo~year colleges had units.' 0ne-th1¥d

of the four year colleges, ma1n1y larger oOnes-at that had offlces

! -  imte E %

,2

@ ’ ‘ .
Most of these units. were fa1rly new, havﬁng exiStod a median LT

v

.of 2 3 years (Table lO) University offices had existed the 1onge5t

\

a median of four years, jand used such titles as Educational

[

N \

-Development Center, Center for Instructional DeVEloPment Program,

and Faculty Development Office Two—year Colleges had units a

median of two and a half years, and many of these emphasiZed staff

‘,-;‘5 : P

-development. The staff_development‘concept assumes that adminis~

tratdrs and other, Staff members——not only teachers—~dan improve

'some part of their professlonal or personal functioning Develop—

N 2

"7 ment activ1t1es ‘are therefore encouraged for the entire staff of

4.

‘ 0ff1ces w1thin four~year colleges have not only had the shortest
? . . X ,{ ’

life ‘thus far (l 4 med1an years), but frequently ‘have one persOT

Ten

)
: : _ u . S o
the college . IR . ‘ : T ] T
. . - SR B
|



Table 10

o Otgénizetiqn of Faculty DeVeldpment Prograns

. ALl MoYesr  Four-Year - ERERN
Institutions , ‘Cgllegesm \ COlleges | Universities o

N-756 BRSO R I

LA

5;Vi‘i, | A PrOportion with unit( ) or person o o ?i - - N : ; | ﬂéﬁ“
SO for development or instructlonal | | s SRR (LI
‘1mprovement R Whoooo g ML e o
B Median number of years unit has | R
‘existed T 20,

S

SWE— e e

G Nunber of people involved (per- Legs than l--lSA \ DY/ S R O
~ centage based on number from A above) 1 - --4gy R R -
o T A 2 T/ N 1 117 W

. . v . hormore -2 S L A
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regional groups that concentrate on faculty development (Table 11).

'Funding ' o ‘ _7f

general fundSv(Figu;e 3). Grangy from foundations or the federal

-35-

¢

‘or 'a part—time person directing activities Forty six percent of
'these colleges had one person as a d1rector or coordinator and

,'19 percent had a part- time coordinator (Table 10). Fifty six‘percent

of the two year colleges w1th units had single full time directors,
\ ‘ ‘

but universities, ‘not surprisingly,~usually had larger staffs,

For-example, 29 percent of the university centers emrioyed four:

Qr mc .o people,“‘ ' "f_“'“

Because most small colleges would likely have :Ionble supporLing

"

'deve.upment staffs, one possibllity for ‘these. 1nsl1:ntlons is to. form

o

.'-. ‘ @

coope*ative arrangements with other colleges. Almorr-a third of the |

. four= =ear colleges in th1s studv currently belong to ccnsortia or

o

.

.

‘The advantage of these 1nter1nst1tutional arrangements is .that they

enable schools’ toishare'expertise and activities at less, cost to’

©

each instiﬁutionu Examples of college consortia WLth faculty

'development actlvities include the Great Lakes Colleges Assoclation

L4

and th- College Center of the Y‘inger Lakes (see also the Consortium,

. Directory Patterson, 1975 for a list--of consortia and their.

activities). & .- o : , o -

~Given present fiscal constraints,‘the‘cost of development

' ‘,« . B . -
practices is a concern at many lnStltUtiOHu, qmall and large. :

.

According to estimates provided by the 700 1nst1tutions in the sample
that had the data aVailable an average of 70 percent of the total

budget for develOpment act1v1ties came from their institutional

& 2

;4£}T 3

-



Table 11 =~ . "
~ . . . . ‘. ‘ | \

‘ - " %M,M;_,F_Q,.Hgﬁ __— )
. e .
Consortlum or Reglonal Group Part1c1pat10n \\
Is your institution part of a. consortlum or regional o Ny \\
group that concentrares on faculty development’ = ‘ 3
(o : : i

?Qun:Year
Colleges

All" | Two-Year

Inétitqpiqns' Colieges - f“kwﬂnlver31t1es

N=756 N=326  N=315. / N=93 _
— S— . . - - - oy / " L

Yes = . s a4y T 12 e
No o 2 70 76 T 66 o 84 o
# « . ‘ . . . \‘ {;t 4 ‘ . : ‘l

2 .“. V ) ’/ ‘ | |
No response ? e o2 T |
. ’ |
l |
.
I
e
5 t&
3 l
¢
1
o | t |
i | : p
t .
) ! ;
i
' v ’ .
P
Lt

W

50
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" Grant’ from' :
. federal.government‘

Tor foundation‘
T20%

*Institutional o
general fund ’
70%

Direct funds .
from ‘state
7%

H

, Figﬁre,B Fundlng frcm Various Sources as Pércentages of Total Budget -
: .. . for Faculty\pevelopment S ‘ D .;
;i; o if '7- ", N= 700‘}nstitutions reporting funding
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.from,foundations or.the ﬁederal goverpment. iFour—year colleges,f

‘however, dlffered in- that they rece1ved a hlgher proportion from = ;;_

1colleges recelved only 3 percent directly from g lr states;-

‘ ‘probably because so many of these: 1nst1tutions were private colleges.‘ o
. Flgure 4. At 3 5 percent of the institutlons, foundatlons or the

.money; fewer than'Z'percent received‘qo money‘from their.institutional

general funds. - Almost all of. the institutions, thén,‘were providing-;.w
"§Ofpercent of the schools‘either,increased.their shares"or prdﬁided
‘atherefore, most institutlons have continued thelr support Ofw

Aneeds ‘to remain at least at current levels if monoy provided by

~

_38l.'T : ‘ ':.

v 3 ~ Y . :

. . R b L . . e

- ' . N . S .
goverument averaged ZO_percent -and an additlonal 7 percent came - . s

N

from state funds. The remalnlng 3 percent -came from such . other R
: A
sources: as alumni'or special funds. ST ' B

- . .
A - . . e . .- w

' lable 12;:which-presentsffunding~sources for each tyﬁelof.x
institution; indicates virtuall;“no‘differénceé between-two~year'3‘ )

s _ _ , T e
colleges.and’doctorate~granting'universities.f Both:réceived‘. ;;{' j}:; f;;
70~of°7i7bér¢ént fromitheir Swn éeneral:funds‘and'IS or“l6‘percent B ."':'

foundatlons or federal sources, 27 percent ' As a group, " four-year

o~ - .
“

. . . ’4'_ o ..
iy X ‘

A further breakdown of the funding 1nformatlon appears in
b

federal government prov1ded ‘over .70 percent of the development MR

Lo

oo

_some money toward development. . Moreover; as Table 13 indicates,

1

bl

. about the same amount of money over the'past two¢years. Generally,,

/A . E

development ‘programs during ‘recent years. 'This sUpport probably o _—

b}

foundations and,the‘staté'and federal government,decreases, as‘may
. i ' X . E [

°

“well occur. Several foundations and various gevernment programs

y

o
o
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Table 12
\. . \. C . A
Funding Sources for Eaéh‘Type'of Institution L . o
. !'.\_ ' N . N . - . ”_—
; T&o—Yeér: Four-Year v Co A
o R o R Colleges = Colleges - Universities = = . -~ .
'PrOpbrtionnof\total budget from: N=307 o N=295 N=83 - L ?'
”'fnstitutiohal géneral fund - . 70 - e 67 ' 71
Grants from federal government'fv o o o R A "%1
. or foundatlon T ; .. 16 o 27 , L5 e e
. Direct funds from statéf.’ o 11° R 3 e 8:
Other . . 3 3 e
N h . v\.- !
7
1 - ¢
3 /.
N v : . §
’ P ‘ N
{ e £ LR
K : \ ¢ : R
N .
4 ‘




S Pércen_tage of
R Percentage of- ‘institutions
R Source money spent ' N~7OO ,

~.

« -

5 Institutlonal .O‘ T ,‘ T 1 6 'm
general fund P '

. Less than" 30% v 3 8- m

s _30_69/ :. g
S Teeeny 6i1
. . " 100% \\ ,. | \, . 9'4

Grant from 0 "\. ,_ 12,9,

federal gov't S e ¢
- or foundat.ion s Le"s than \30/ " . '”5"8 .
- SRR 30-69%7 - Voo T2
R (T S W W1
o coloz o\

\
A

Direct funds 0. ¢ .\ . ©20.3 o
from state ‘Less than 30% \: 2.3
SR 30-59% . ‘1.4
S aeser o e
100z . ‘. = ‘ 4
Other o o 206
» Less than 307 13 l.\x‘

SRR Co80-59% < T st m

"‘_ . e - —--60 997 .f‘ e 3 |
o L ‘ 100/( .2 ®

o

Flgure 4. Estimated. Pegcentagés ‘o‘f, Money-'from Varqiqus_"So‘tirEes‘ﬂ Sp‘éh‘t'
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Table 13

) Fundlng Change in the Proportion of ‘the Annual Institutional Budget
Used for Faculty Development Over the ' ast Two Years
- (N=706 institutlons reporting funding)
. A1l Two-Year - Four-Year i
- Institutions -Colleges Colleges " Universities 17
L] . Cedr
" - "N=706 - N=326 Ng315 ~N=85
" N o Percentage Responding~ ‘
Increased 45 - 46 46 "33
/. oDecreased [ 10 = 9 9 14
- ' ' . . : ' . . < o
Remained about ‘ ' - . e
~ the _Same 45 ¥ 45 45 . 53
“‘-\—‘-;\a T T~ Q . ’ - ¢ . " ‘ !
.- o
. . ¢ ’.a::
-
7\"
.
. .v ; :- /
1 2
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have provided seed money to get development activities started,

but these -are generally short—term commitments.

Evaluation of Programs ' ' .

.!i\\The evaluation of'development programs may help‘justlfyvthe

financial support ‘they.receive and could alsogproﬁide‘information

'to modify or;lmprove-services; As summarized in Table 14, only

[

14 percentxof the institutions reported'that.they had evaluated.

s
7

s - : 3. . t ‘ - " . .
-their-program or actiVities (for'whatever purpose); an additional

33 percent had done partial evaluations. About half thie programs

had not been evaluated at .all, although the recency of many programs
may explain>why some had:notfyet béen assessed. olightly more of

the programs- at LWO year colleges hac ‘been evaluated

/r
. S

/
A dozen or S0 respondents forwarded copies of their program

s

-evaluatlons. Judging from these, questlonnaires or interviews with

/
s
/

samples/of faculty members were commonly used. Although such

~ ‘

methods can prove helpful in tapp1ng facultv reactions to partlcular

<

services, or in ascerta1n1ng faculty awareness of a program more'

soph1st1cated deslgns are probably neeced to deal w1th such issues

as accountability and the actual effects Of yarioussactivities.
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" Table 14

i

Evaluation of'Faéulty Development Programs

I

'or“Activities

Sy
..

Has there been an evaluation of the faculty development
program or activities at your institution? . )

-

Al1- .. Two-~Year- Foﬁr—Year

Institutions - Colleges Colleges Universities
N=756 N=326 N=315 - N=93
. . Percentage Responding 4
~ Yes, : - 14 19 i C12
No © 48 42 o' 53 52
Only ‘in part . 33 35 . .31 o3
No response - 5 4 4 5 ' ‘5 ‘

,5;8,

g
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Chapter 5

" TYPOLOGIES OF DEVELOPMENT PRACTICES

A major purpose of th1s study was. to determine what major

e

patterns of development practice exist among colleges and

,universities. That iSA giﬂen the ‘45 practices listed in the.

1 i

" questionnaire, is it possible\to identify reasonable catc*ories

v

of activities based on theAextent of faculty use among-the institutions.

]

The" components of development programs that Gaff - (1975) Bergquist and

Phillips (1975), and others discuss are generally heuristic rather
than’ emp1r1cal models. -To what extent are 'instructional development "o
"personal development" and organizational deve10pment” accurate

labels for what institutions are, 1n fact,-doing? Are there more

,..

: ; o '
appropriate ways to categorlze the| development act1vities of colleges

and un1ver81t1es‘7

-

‘To explore these questions, responses from each 1nstitut10n to®
the 45 practices were factor analyzed\ enabling a grouping of the. ey

pract1ces aCcording to the extent to whlch they were used, or rated
s ) h
effective, at the 756 . instltutions 1 ﬁ‘e resultqng factors or groups
of practices‘Were then related to the additional 1nformation collected
“ w
about the - institutions and their programs (Questions IV through IX of the

. The procedure used for. this and the subsequent factor analyses
were ‘the same. ‘A pr1nc1pal components analysis of. the 45 x 756
Scorrelation matr1x was employed.. Both an orthogonal and an oblique
rotation were made. Becau.e the'oblique (promax) rotation provided a
better structure, the interpretation is based on -this rotation.

- ~45-

Gh
&
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questionnaire). 71his included the proportioﬁSYOf the various groupé
of faculty “involved in'deﬁelopment practices on each campus, how -

. ot _ ; .
activities were funded and organized; and institutional character-

i S . . Y \'

isticg,'such as size, type, and source -of control. This !nformation

: . B ‘ ’ ' ’ i

: P . . ' |
was correlated with the factors through factor extension, a procedure :.
. K _J 4 B v K . N . \:

'thét provided a better understanding of each of the féctors or groups |

of practices.

-y o o . . ‘ o V /
 Grouping Practices According to Approximate Us : : /o

Four facto:is or. groups of development practices seemed to define
. : 2 _ ‘ ;

_patterns of estimated use of the practices aﬁqng the_institutions} /

These were high'“faculty involvement, instructional assistance
practices, traditional practices, and emphasis on aésessment. Th

four factors and the practices that have significant loadings'on

/ each factor are listed in Table .15. Facto;lloadings for all

. . & - . . i :
practices on all factors are presented in Appendix D. A discusgion

of the four féctors”folloﬁs.hAA R .. ' /

1. High faculty~involvementa

LA

The'developméht»préctices in this

vfirst group tend to involve a;high proportion of the faéul;y’

v;t thelfolleggs th%g use tﬁem; Mapy'of theA?r;;tices,are}not
only run for the faculty but by ﬁhe faculty as Qell?

.-experienced teachers Qork withVinexpéfiénced t;aqﬂers,‘and
thosauﬁitﬁ épecial;skills'offer assigtqgce to others. Cood |
teachefé, older'teachérs,‘and!tbosg needing improvement

all tend to be involved.

ERIC -
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Table 15
- ' 'v ’ Factor Analysiswof thpzApproximate Use of s
' i - ' the Faculty Devalopmenc Practices

. ) Group 1 (Factor 1) v 'High Faculty Involvement i
ot IR Factor Loading.

Workshops, seminars, or program to acquaint faculty with goals of the institution and thes

. of students enrolled. ) .65

' "Master toachers' or senior faculty work closely with new or apprentice teachers. .61
Faculty with expertise consult with other faculty on teaching or course improvement. ’ .60
Workshops or program to help “faculty improve their academic advising and counSeling skills'. .57
Personal counseling provided individual faculty members’ on career goals, and otheyr ) o .

personal developn at areas. . 53 .

‘Workshops or presentations that explore general lssues or trends in educ tion. : .51
Informal assessments by collé&agues for teaching or .course improvement. . .48
5vsLem for deU]ty to assess their owv strengths and areas needing improvemtnt/ . 4G

\

Group- 2 fFactor 2): ‘Instructional Assistance Practices

Specialists o ussiot individual- faculty in instructional or- course development by consultlng on o
course objectives and course design.. K .75

Specialists to help faculty develop teaching skills aUCh as lecturing or leading discussions, .
or to engourage use of dlfferent teaching learning strategies such as individualized -

¢ inghruction, : : .70
“pecialists to assist faculty in constructing tests or evaluating studtnt.performance. © 169
. Assistance to faculty in use of instructional technology as a teaching ald (e.g., programmed
i learning or computer- assisted imstruction). - .65
Specialists on campus to assist faculty in use of audlovisual aids in 1nstruction, including C
closed-circuit television. . . .56
horkshops or presentatxons thlt explore varlous methods or technlques of 1nstruction.. ) .42

Group 3 (Factor 3) Treditional Practices ’ :

Visiting scholars program that brlngs peonle to the campus for short or long perlods.

. .58
Annual awards for excellence in teaching. . . : b.52
Sabbatical leaves with at least half salary.~ = N o - .43
Workshops or seminars to h3lp faculty improve their research and scholarship skills. k .43
Summer grants for projects to improve instruction or caurses. , .7 .43
T Temporary teaching load reductions  to'work on a new course, maJor course revi510n, or e o
research area. . . 1 .39,
Use of grants by faculty members for developlng new or different approaches to courses -
or reaching.. . . -7 : : 037
Travel grants to refresh or update knowledge in d particular field. s <33
. B 4 N . . ' .
B e S ; . Group 4 (Factor 4) Evphasis on Assessment . h s &y
4 . - P
’iﬁ ere is a periodic review of the performance of all faculty members, whether tenured or not., . .55
Travel funds available to attend professional conferences. - . o 47
bystemat1c ratings of instruction by students used to help faculty improVe. . ‘ 41
Formal assessments by colleagues for teaching or course improvement (i.e., visitztions or ' "
f use of .assessmént form). . . ‘ .40
- A policy of unpald leaves -that covers educatlnnal or ‘development purpoqes. W40

Svstematic teaching or course evaluations by an administrator for improvement purposes. .40

4

ERIC.
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Several of the practices in .this group were more likely

- to be'uSed.by the smaller colleges in the samplecand_seemgl
appropriate for small college settings, Workshops onn

;‘institutlonal purposes or on academlc -advisement are examples.
In the wake of declinlup sarollments and higher costs, many

\
smaller colleges hove Eiogun to examine\their goals more

1

. [ \u.
closely. These tol; say A0 see good‘acadgmic guidance and .

‘ .

.attention to 1nd1viuv" xtmdents as special strengths. Small
. [
institutions would alsce ir¢ less likely to afford full-time
§ : ' : | . .
specialists in teaching «: ihstructional''development, thus

¢ : . , \
. . i - i . .
the reliance on "master. teachers" or faculty with expertise.

" Because of,the”emphasiq‘on close personal:relationships in
most small-colleges, they could~be»expected'to provide
'counsellng and other personal development practices for

faculty Smailness, f1nally, also apparently encourages

more 1nformal assessments by colleagues, or more self-

B
E

assessment rather than formal\syatems of teaching evaluation.

2. Instructional assiStance practices. Instructfonal~development

. I(
R : "~ is an important aspect of this second group of practices, as’

1

; B .dev1denced by the high factor loadlng (.75 for lspecialists to

| assist individual facultv in'1nstructional or course development."
~ The sec0nd practlce, specialist assistance to the taculty in
'improvlng teaching skills-or strategies is part of both _

instructlonal development programs and broader teaching

improvement or faculty developmrent programs. Three of the
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.additional practiles also deal with providing assistance in the

o s ’ ’

instructional process: ‘(l) in teaching and evaluating student
performance, (2) in applications of 1nstruct1ona1 technology to
teach1ng, and (3) in the use of aud1ov1sual aids. Workshops or
presentatlons exploring methods of instruction,_the«last
practice with a significant loading, would logically fit in
with the.other_practices in this group.

These instructional assistance practices were found in
many of the two-year colleges and4ln some of the universities

BN . .

in the sample. ¥ew of the four~year=colleges included. them.

4

.Publ1c rather than private 1nst1tut1ons were also somewhat

more llkely to have these practices. Not surprisingly, most

A

of the 1nstitut1ons had development units: or off1ces on campus.

'F1nally, in comparison to other praCL1ces, the practices that

|

:

[

compr1se th1s group~were more l1ke1y to" be evaluated in some way..

L . " .

Traditionalvpractices. As Table 15 indicates,.the practices in

this group’ 1ncluded v1s1t1ng scholars programs, annual awards .
in teach1ng, sabbat1cal leaVns, grants f01 instruct1onal

1mprovement or travel and temporary teach1ng ioad reduct1ons.

The . only workshOp or seminar 1ncluded was one deslgned

to help faculty improVe their researchwand'scholarship skills.
Thus,with the exception of the use of small faculty grants to
1mprove 1nstruct1on, these practices have been ured by many

lnstltutionf for a number of years and are, therefore, fa1rly

-
'

,trad1t1onal

<
co
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By themselves, the activities involve a relatively small

number

i

of faculty at any one time. The practices in this

group, as the further analysis indicated, were most likely to

be used at universities and larger four-vear colleges.

« '

4, Emphasié on_assessment.- Four of the six practices with

~ e

lsignificant~ioadingé’in4this‘group eﬁphgsiée_various
assegéhent techniqueé as megans of iﬁproviqg ins#ructiod.
Formal ratings by students, b;.colleagueé; and by éémihis—
Ltfatorsvare amqng those listed in Table ig. A periodic
review of all faculty meﬁbers is also chommoh prac;ice.

., ‘ I ‘ X ) . R , - ) - .
It is.interesting to note that the less formal assessment or

: analysis practices, such as the use of in-class videotapes or-
informal assessménts by colleagues, are not part of the group.

T:avclwfunds to at end professional cdnférences and
. unipaid leaves for educiitional or devéloﬁment=purposes ‘

Y

also had significant loadings ofi this factor. -

Among the types of institutions, two—yeaffcolleges
) _— . . 2 ‘:4},‘
. (particularly public two~year colleges) tended to dmphasize® the
& . ’ I | R . B ' =

practices in this group. . : T

s

Grouping Practices According to Rated Effectiveness
Types of development~p;ograms might be based not only on the

extent to which pfacﬁices are used among-instifutions, but also on

how effective the respondents judged the practices to be. " Because

developmental practices can-be effective even When they are not °°
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-

., different

being used by a large segment of the faculty, the structure of
development programs based on rated effectiveness may be

: e quite
Indeed, there are some interesting variations.

A factor analysis of the respondents

effectiveness ratlnés

resulted in six factors or groups\of practices that appeared to
best descrlbe the structure. As w1th the previous analysis, these
six factors were correlated through factor extetision &1th the

I4

Y B
. A
additional information-on the institutions and their development
IS

programs in order to better understand them:

in Table 1%,

The more significant
practices within eaci factoer and their factor loadlnRs are presented

\
Tsix factors may be found in Appendly E-

A\
\
The promax factor loadings for each practlce on" all

Three of the factors are
31mllar to, three from the factor analysis of uses:
X

assistance practlces,-Emphasis on assessment
practices

\
Instructional
and Traditional . \\ :
. ¢ ’ \
o " ‘ . ) l \\
. ¢
‘ . ‘ v SN
1. Instructional assistance practices Special .assistance. in course
de91gn, teachlng strategies, audiovisual zids, testing, and
~ 1nstructlonal technology
- flrst group.
i

\

are the important'practlces in thls

%
K

N
Other practices w1th nlgh loadlngs are closely

related ‘to these, such as classroom vasltatlons by an instruc-

AU
\'-
R
' \
. , ' ’ "4 {
tlonal resource person, 51mulation-procedures to help faculty \
8 o o \
practice new skills, and the use of in-class videotapes _ .\
- - .2: Workshops, seminars, and similar presentations. The second  ° '
. group of practices consists entirely of workshops, seminars, or . .
o . . ; . : . . ) . - _. .
g .S ‘ .
O . o
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Table R _
. B

Factor Analysis of the Effectiveness Ratings of .
the Faculty_Development Practices . _ .

Group 1 (Factor 1)5 Ilnstructional Assistance Practices
Lices

i 'fgctor Loading

Specialists to assist individbal faculry in 1neruct*ona1 or course development by )
consulting on course objeccives and course design. ' : . .83

Specialists to . help faculty develop teaching skills such. as lecturing or leading :
discussions, or te encuourage ase.of dxfferent teaching~1earning Strategies such as

1nc{v1dualited instructioen. .- . .78
Specialists to.assist faculty in constructing tests or evaldating tudent performance. .73
Assistance to faculty in use of instructional technologv as 'a teaching aid (e g..4programmed, -

learning or computer-assisted instruction). .65
Specialists on campus ‘to assist faculty in use of audiovisual-aids in 1n§truction, including

Closed~circuit trelevision. - L . ) .56
Classrvom visitation by an instructional resoirce pers.a (i.e.,.a dLvelopment Specialist), A -

upon request, followed by a diagnosis of teaching. : © .50
Simulated procedures which enable faculty. to learn and practire specific te aching skills: .

(e.g., micro-teaching). . . 49

~Analysis of in-class video tapes to improve antruction. s / : )
Personal counseling provxded 1nd1Vldud1 faculty members on career gOalS, and other personal .
dcvelopment areas. ' . 40
, Giroup 2 (Fnctor r 2): Workshops, Seminars, and Similar Presentacions
Workshops or semindrs on teaching and ev aluatlnb student performance: ' .70
_Worksheps or seminars to help faculty improve their research and scholarship skills. - .« h9
‘\orkshcps‘ seminars, Or program to acquaint faculty with goals of the 1nst1tut10n and iypes

of students enrolled. .61
Workshops or program to help faculty improve thelr academic advising and counseling skills. LS8
Workshops or presentations that explore general® issues or trends in educatior. - L .57
Workshops or program in faculty affective development--improving their’ jnrorpersonal skills or -

their ability to work-effectively in groups, exploring educational values, and similar topiecs. = .55

’ Work«nop~.or presentatjions. that cxplrre various methods or techngﬁues yf 1ns-ruction i . .50
“ o Graup 3 (Facter 3): Grants and Travel Funds
Travel prants, to refresh or update knowledge in a particular fleld. . - .70
Travel funds available to attend professional cotiferences. . . " .68
Summer grants for projects to improve instruction or courses. ' - .59
Use of grants by’ ‘aculty membcrs for developing new or different approdches to courses or

teaching. e . . .55,4
Visiting qcholaxs program that brings. people to the' campus for short or long periods. e 48
Visitavions to other institutions (or to other parts of this institution) to review

educatxonal progrnms or innovative projecLs B - 42

. ’ L7l “
_ Groun 4 (Factor 4): hmghasls on Assessmend ’ :
Formal assessmente by tolledgueq for teaching or Course improvement (i. e., Jisitations or use

of assessment form). i . Lo .78
Systematic ratings of instruction by studGents. used to help faculty improve.f o -.70
Professionil arfd personal devclopment plan (sometimes callcd a growth contgact for Lndlvxdual :

faculty members). Pl - o .69
System for fzeulty to. assess their own strengths and areas needing improvement .67
Systematic teaching or course evaluatlons by -an adminiSLrator for improvement purposes. = - - .53
Informal assessmants by colleagues for “teaching or course improvement. - - 46

There is a pgriodic review of the performance of ail faculty.members, whether tenured,dr not. .38

Group' 5 (Factor 5): Trag}tional‘Practices

Facilty exchangc program with other instltutxons. oy : . _ .75

Faculty take courses offered by colleagues. * : ; e .60,
Lighter than normal teaching load for first year faculty. - ' . .56
A policy iof unpaid leaves that covers ‘educational or development purposes. ’ IR .56

Sabbatical leaves with at least half salary. : _ ‘ T 48]

. o !
Group 6 (Factor 6): - Lowest Effectiveness Ratihgs

T

. Annual awards -0 faculiy for excellence in teaching. . . 76
"' Circulation or newsletter, articles, etc. that are pertinent to teaching imprOVement or :
faculty' development. . .60
There is a periocdic-review ofpthe performance of all faculty members fwhether tenured'or_not. .52




4 similgr types of activities. Seven had loadings of .50 or more;

]those deallng with testlng and with reszarch and scholarship
I . -
;Sklllu headed the llSt. . :

| T — 4
; Travel funds for conferences or to

~

3. Grants and travel funds.

i

.update knowledge, along with’grants for instroctional
i .
3

1mprovement,profects, are cignificant among this group of

practices. Bringing visiting scholars to the campus or

-[visiting other places to review new programs are alsc included.

[ ' ' , T ¥
/ Compared to the other groups of practices, those in this
% ;

R /vcateworv were more llxely supﬁorted by monev from foundatlons
o f or the federal government. . ' C ‘ : '

.~T

. 4. Emphasis on’assessment.- Various assessment practicé€$ comprise

L the fourth factor, with formal rat;ngs'by cplleagdeskand by

 students having the greatest emphasis. Professional and personal

1
1
|

development pians (or growth contracts),which are in a sense a

v ‘ P
S | .
form of assessment, are also part of this group. ‘ _

Together, the practices in this category tend o involve
{
. S o
i - . < -
more Iﬂxnlty than the other practlces.j Many student rating or

[

V, - peer ratlng programs would understandably include a high

: i

proportion of faculty;.in fact, on:some campuses it,has,becomef,

~

almost obligatory for_facdlty”to collect student ratings'qg
',their'teaching.‘ - : ' : T

o .

EY

5.-Traditional practices. ~acu1ty exchanges, unpaid leaVeS of

absences, sabbatlcals and the other act1V1t1es llbted in Tdble 16

1

@
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are ‘traditional ways of.renew1ng or developlng tfacuity in that
\the& have heen'used by some institutions for a number of years.
.Funds for these activities;:according to‘the respondents, are
largely made available thr0ughvthefinstitutfons' general. funds.

Fow dred to the other groﬂps of practices, théy tend to

" invoive the smallest number(of faculty.

6. Lowest effectivenass ratings. . Two of the three practices in

the last group had been given relatively low ratings of‘eggiptive—

‘ness by tne respondgnts: annual teaching awards and the

circulation of newsletters or articles pertaining to teaching.

Which groups of practices were rated as most effective? -For each:

-

of the six groups of practices identified through the factor analysis.

of the respondents' ratings, a rough index of effectiveness was
computed. The index was 8alculated by averaging. tlie percentages of .
respondents ‘who rated practices in the group as effective (see .-

K

. Chapter 2). TFor example,'for'the Grants ‘and tfavel‘funds Eactor

thére were six practices with fa1rly hlgn 1oadings, an average of f

.64 percent of the respondents reported these six to be efrettlve or

-_very effective, thereby'ranking_the factor first in efféctiveneSs.

T Ranked second was the group of Instructlonal ass1stance4pract1ces (56/)

1

Closely beh1nd were Emphasis on assnssment and Tradltlonal practlces,

both with 53 percent. Ranked fifth were Workshops, seminars, and

2N

_similar presentations,'withhanlaverage of 46 percent of the respondents

réting'praetices in this category»aS'effective.v As previously=a~/
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discugsed, the teaching'awards~newsletter group received the lowest
rating’ .-

ThESe 1ndices of effectiveness for the six factors should be

i ,y"'l

interpreted cautiously because, as noted in Chapter 2, there Were

o

significant variations in the rat1ngs of practices w1th1n each of

Ly

‘the slx categorles. For example, thevrespondents rated some of the“

workshops and Semlnar topics as much more effectlve than others.

presented but._ how- it fltS ln w1th the needs of the faculty. The
/’same may he said about the gr0ups of practlces. "Some practices may
L2 N W
be espeClally useful at a part1cular stage of a development program's
"'eVOlution S . / |

¢ -

Intercorrfelations -among the Factors

]

Inteércorrelations ‘among the six effectiveness factors and the

‘four ueeS factors are presented in Table 17. All the correlations
. . b

~ &

‘are in the low or moderate range, ind1cating thaL the factors, ‘or
groups of items, tend to be falrly 1ndependent of each other. Thus,

- while there is some overlap, the factors ‘are unrelated enough to each

‘ther to represent somewhat distinct descrlptions of dévelopment
< practiceS.k L ‘ ‘ : ) _ N

1 v,

CharacterlsticS‘of Institutions with ComprehensiVe Develqgment Programs

Judging by the written descriptions of programs provxded by many -
edpundents it is apparent that many colleges and uniVersities had

comprehcnSive programs and proyided a wide range of deVelopment R

o

\,__—\.',__

2 : .
, ﬂepﬂratc factor analyses of practices (uses r@sponses) for the two-
and four~year colleges were also conducted, A summary appears in

Appendix F L
. 69
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actlvities for their staffs; What speclal characteristics; if any,
did these institutions have? |
. - In an attempt to answer this question, the‘schools were ranked
.4-‘ on“the factors_that resulted.from the fartor analysis of the estimated;
use of practices (Table 15). An 1nstitutlon might be said to have a
l comprehensive faculty development program lf it scored high” on at
Tleast three of the fourlusage factors.B_‘Conversely, an-institution
. that scored below average in at leaét three of the four categories
: m1ght be said to have a llmlted progran\\ vi
A comparlson -of . the approxlmately 250\1nstitut10ns that had

\ . -

comprehen81ve programs and the simiiar numbe{‘w1th "llmited”
x‘programs indicated that size was critical. Aboht 40 percent of‘the- R
S llmlted programs were at .colleges with fewer than l\OOO.students
. enrolled. Only 16 percent 'of the comprehens1ve programsxyere at '
‘colleges of that size. ‘ . f\\\\ .
’ Colleges that ‘are very small (i.e., under 1 000 utudents) would
generally be less able to afford a wide variety of development
_ practlces.- Instructlonal'development and other instructionalk
assistance practices;that rely on speciallsts would be especially
“difficult.for\these snall colleges to support. Less money would also
be ava1lable to finarice faculLy grants for teéchlng 1nnovations’or

travel.

3Four factor scores were ass1gned each institution and an
overall mean score (N—756) was computed for each of the four factors.
~An institution was designated "high" or "low" on each factor depending
.on whether its score was above or below the" total mean.

ERIC
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'banner of faculty development, many of -which have emerged in the ..

:d last few years. How effective they are is not yet entirely known.

'.thls report - Their perceptlons of the practices and programs ‘on

facy .ty members had been involved in development practices “Yet .

! Chapter 6
SOME CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS'

A variety of pract1ces and pr0g1ams currently exist under the .

The views ofkpeople who direct or are knowledgeable about develop-

.. ment act1v1t1es ‘at 756 colleges and un1vers1ties were the basis of \

\ the1r campuses, wllle probably not free of biu:, help 1llum1nate

" this burgeonlng area.f Some implications of the findings follow

FaCulty-PartiEipation

In general the respondents thought that sizable numbers of

tcachers who wanted to get better were- the, group most involved

whlle those needing 1mprovement were seen as least involved
i

“clvéﬁ"Eﬁé fact ‘that partlcipatlon in most development activ1t1es‘

is usually voluntary, it should ot be especially surpr1s1ng that

. good- teachers who want to get better comprlse the” maJor clientele.

~After all, they dre frequently the most interested in. teaching.

< B

They may also be the best group to,lnvolve in development ectivities.

[
Sl

‘1n the initial stages of 4 program so it does not get ‘a reputation

asg largely a c11n1c for deficient teachers There is”probably_no

better way to drive faculty away from a program than to identify

it as a service for the~inadequate. L

I

.";59; © 79
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Eventually, however, if development activities are to be

deemed wortinwtiie, they should be subscribed to by more taculty

who need t: improve. Universities anﬂ-the larger two- and four-

yearfcolleges (i;e., colleges over 5,000 and 2,500 students, E

respectlvely) had especially poor part1cipation'among faculty

needlng 1mprovement, accordlng to the respondents. Development

activities will not necessarily make good teachers out of poor

ones but they should help at least some; a fewdteachers‘might even
“’beicounseled into other careersior bther'academic responsi;ilities
on their own campus. How does one_dram<faculty”needing;improvement'
into'development practices? LOne,possibilitylthat has beengsuggestedty
is that every faculty member spend roughly 10 percent of his or her
time in improvement activities.(Group‘for.Human Development in
Higher Education; 1974).“ These.four to six hours a“week might‘be
. spent on any of a number of activ1t1es, dependlng on the faculty

member s needs; for some, it mlght mainly 1nvolve helping other.

' teachers rather than receiving help. All oF this could.be_w

'coordinated by a.campus development otfice or dmpartmentmchalrmen.““””'MW““

Another possibility.for involving more faculty in developnent
activities—Qparticularly those most.in nead of-improvement--is to
tie\participation into‘the:rewardistructuref Currently it seldom;isb
This might be\accomplished by,asking that faculty members submit
accounts of- their development activities each year and that sthese.

be considered in the total nvaluations of the- indivlduals

A

Stlll another possible way to increase involvement is to tailor

Lo programs to faculty needs. and interests. A carefully designed

ERIC
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inventory of faculty naeds and attitudes may assist in identifyirg
some preferred practices. On a continuing basis, faculty adyisory”
committees on development can also help keep programs cognizant of

I

4facu1ty opinion. : "o

Practices
"Personal development" is a recent anc much discussed_aspect

of faculty development. Yet fewer than half the respondents said
'their institutions provided iounseling’ or other personal development
praciices for‘faculty members. Faculty counseling is not a very
d1rect way to 1mprove teaching and consequently some development
‘people reconmend. that personal or therapeutic counselingﬁshould not
be:tie immediate or central*concern of‘a facultyidevelopment program
@ergquistandPhillips, 1975) This seems like a-reasonable position;
In particular, development programs should probably not be expected
to deai’wlth faculty who- have serlous emotional problems. . But |
fostering personal growth. through 1nterviews,_workshops, and the
like is another ma*ter. Somc proponents argue that. helping teacherb
ga1n a greater awareness of themselves and their. teaching styles .
h(Sanforu, 1971) or helplng faculty improve their-interpersonal skills

fwill make  them better professionals and better teachers. Like
[psychological counsellng for faculty, however, these activities may i

'_not ‘be- the most appropr1ate ‘to 1aunch a development program."In'

fact, when asked to 1dentify practices that were little used on

~ their campuses but which they cons1dered essential to. faculty
development, most respondents identified activities directly related_

to teaching improvement.
L e
o . . : i
RIC
ERI
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mmany people than formal ratings. by colleagues or admiq1strators.

., -
s | : .

‘to all teachers to improve teaching may not hold: At least one

Another practice that is not yet widely used but considered

'3as having good potentiul is thebgrowth contract. These'individual
odevelopment plans (see Appendi C) were most common at the two- year
.colleges and were seen as effective by the vast‘maJority of .
.respondents. A-major advantage of these plans is that they attempt
to -build on strengths and shore up w>aknesses of faculty members on

©an 1nd1v1dual bas1s. They are also probably less threatcning o

Another 1nd1v1dualized practice used in development.is that of
providing small grants to .the faculty for teaching.improvements or
\ .
innovacions. This was common in the universities and larger colleges

and was generally rated as effective. According to several: published

o
.

reports, facultv who have rece1ved grants are, highly pleased with

_ths practiwe (e. g., Davis, Abedor, and Witt 1976).

~ Some institutions may not have sufficient funds'to.start or

s

maintain small grants programs for 1nstructional improvement.’ s

‘Among the 1eso expens1ve practices rated effective by many respondentsv'

were taculty exchanges or .visitations to other institutions ‘and the
use of master teachers or faculty with expertise to work w1th other

faculty. e

One_of -the least effective practices, according to the respondents, .

.

" is the annual teaching award, which is used at over three~quarters of

the universities. These awards are sometimes compared. to beauty

' contest prizes, and thus the assumption that they provideiincentive

"

university was, hoping to do away with monetary awards .for outstanding '

79
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\ .

teaching in ‘favor of naming a‘group of distinguished teachers each

‘year.g.This group would then help-promote goodbteaching on campus .

Formal ratings of facultv by students were widely used among

the 1nst1tutions in the sample, though it is not clear that teaching

s

1mprovement was always the sole purpOSe for collecting ratings.'

Some resea*ch evidence 1nd1cat9s that student ratlngs ‘can lead to
moderate changes in.some teachers (Centra,_l973). Often,
. : . . . : . : . <ok

unfortunately;ateachers receive little interpretation of their

3
e

results; even worse, teachers with poor Latings are not always

sure what to do about them. Perhaps student ratings could be

3

more effective if used as a catalyst for.bringing faculty into

other teaching improvement activities 6n campus.

N

Programs

»The Eactor analysis identified four éfoups o%.practices based
on their use. - These groups provide some clues about the kinds ‘of
developmentrprograms different types of institutions seem to employ.

One group of practices is fairly traditional 1n that 'withyone

e

Cexce ~tion, -kt- lncludes act1v1t1es that have been part of faculty

<

development for someftime.' These‘more traditibnal development
! . s
efforts, such as sabbaticals and temporary teaching load reductions,

were typical of 'some -of the larger collegeo and universities in
thensample. Ano;her'set of relaced;practices,vfound génerally in

some of the smaller colleges, consist of'those‘run by aund fer the

taculty. Examples are the use of senior?teachers or faculty with

CT6
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expertise to help other faculty These smaller colleges were less

~able to afford spec1alists in instructional,assistance, the third

category ot practlces. On .the other hand, seueral’of the larger
two-year colleges and universities in the sample apparently had

enough resources and staff to support spec1allsts in 1nstruct10nal

“

development, audiovisual aids, or other 1nstructional services.

‘The fourth and last group of praeticesvemphasizes assesshent
techniques- (e.g., ratings bv students, colleagues, administrators);

thase practices were most common among the twc-year colleges.
. - . ‘ : v A

These four descriptions provide a-somewhat different view of

development programs than do the heuristlc models d1scussed by

Bergqulst and PhllLLpS \1975) and by Gaff (l975), though the e ~:-’"”“Mf

“ﬂtm.wwwlnstruct1onal asslstance- category does overlap with *helr shared

«

‘Concept of instructipnal.development.
Judging by the further information provided by the'institutions

in %ne sample, programs in faculty deVelopment varied in other ways

© as well as those descr1bed above. Some oolleges had a few uncoordinated

lpractices with minimal budgebs. Limited faculty development'programs,

if they can be referred to as progranms, were most likely .to be found

b

among the small:colleges in the s&mple with under 1,000 students

~

b
o

enrolled. It should be added, however, that several ‘larger institu-*
[ ' . ' ! | -
tions--including some.of the most prestigious~-reported ' (in response
: : . - {

*  to the initial letter) that they did not have programs in faculty

development. ,

Some. development programs appeared to’ operate on the fringes

of the schools they served' coordlnators reported generally

e
ERIC
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minimal‘faculty participation and, in some instances, that a .
significant part of their support came from foundations or the

governmentu ’ S
2 : . .

Over 40 percent of the institutions (two-thirds of the : , ‘
‘un1vers1t1es) had some k1nd (o development unit. Some had . L
decentralized offices. A few units included several specialists.=

in such areas as instruct1onal development,\evaluatlon, technology, e

2

and med1a. The’ majority, however,,had more modest staffs--often

only a 4iiector or coordinator. ‘Found frequently at medium~sized
, . N .
two~ and four-year c(lleges, -most of these units had existed only

i T "

two or three years aqd had not yet. been evaluated adequately ‘In

fact, fewer than a fifth of all institutions had not yet completely

. . L4
evaluated their programs or actjvities.

A Final Word ) i S

The upsurge of faculty development 1n the l970s can be compared

4 hd :

in some ways, to the concern for Student development a fcw deCades
ago, when the personal development of students was firsttemphasized Lo

. " o . o .
as an important supplement to'their academic growth. That concern

[

. ’ g b
o heloed spawn an array of counsel1ng and other student serv1ces that
can .be found ori most cawpusr today. 'Will faculty development

programs also become an establlshed part of h1gher educatlon'» No

doubt some of the pract1ces that have existed over the years. Wlll

v

Iy N 1

continue, but what about recent emphases on personzl and professional
growth, on‘organizational development, and on the newer procedures,

o ffor improving-instruction? Will the 'special development unlts_grﬁ‘,,p/—~“‘
. " e

e

— 2. P
/off1ces becone permanentﬂfagultyfservtces? ‘ e

——’—’“
e T . ¢

/ . R . . I ’ C '
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Although outside funds have helped many institutions start or
expand faculty development programs, much of the ongoing financial
support for development activities, judging by the results of this
study, comes from the institutions themselves. Whether institutions
. . " 'S @ .
will continue to sustain development programs may very well depend.
on the demonstrated impact of the programs...
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e o Appendix A :
SR ~Inicial Letter to Each Institution

l
g
¥

”

JhMl(.\lH)\\I 11\1{&& HbR\lLP- o PRIN(I“TON N. J50854d
R 5 ‘ A 5 o . ) : . .
o P e e » 2
o X Hres f‘mi’! [ELY
: WAt ,
TR RN A ey
LR : - } “1Novembef 21, 1975 :'

. 4 ¥
s .

53  Uaar President*

r

‘Specif*cally, we wou}d like to know/if your institutiOn has what, you would -
“consider an o;ganizad program or szt of practices for faculty development and
,mercving;instructicn, 1E. you have ‘euch g progrdm,. we would also .like: the name
iofzthe,camrﬁin&aor ar. person most knowle&geable about 1it.  We. are interested in
0 "'ptogram even if it. is-nob instltution-vide. AR

upld you prmuide thié"inrormation in the space bELOW, and retarn this : ,
o ,ta ud ‘n e ‘enclosed: ‘prepald: envalope? We~plan to coutnct that person R
oY rhesa per ﬁfd"ecrly for. additional 1nformatioﬁ - L L S

‘hank yau v 5bur h&lp. w& will be publiehiug a summarv of ocur findingsi
Pt that?they will be af intexest tq i

o

Project Director

.
' L

iﬂn; oz, any pact cf ycurvﬁnﬂtitution,'habe an orgaqized
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Survey Questionnalre
'SURVEY OF FALULTY DEVELOPMENT PPACTICES

Return to:

Appendix B:

Educational Testing Service
Princeton, New Jersey 08540

Attn: John Centra, ‘-927A Code No.

Listed below are a number oF practices that mici
particularly as teachers.

and your estimation of how
not necessarily equivalent
by only a smal] portion of

ne used to hel
Would you please indicate + «
effective it has been'as a
‘to how worthwhile it has, been
the facu]ty (or vice versa).

p faculty deve]op in their variety of roles,
axtent to which the practice is used at your institution
e]opment practxce The extent of use is, of course,

A prart1ce may be very effective even. though used

i

If used, how effect1ve or worthwh1]e do

~

ou think

. : : . it-has- beén at your institution as a develo opment
Extent .to-which it is used at your institution. practice. ] B R ‘
7 Not wsed (or not available) 0 Absoiute]y no 1dea of its effectiveness
1 Used by fewer than 5 percent of the faculty 1 Mot Very effective (or worthwh1le)
2 Used.by about 5-20 percent of the faculty 2 Somewhat effect1ve
3 Used by about 20-50 percent of the faculty 3 Effective
4 Used by over 50 percent of the faculty. ‘ 4 Very effectlve (or worthwhile)
N ) : : Es.. ~tion of
: Practice . Aggrox1mate Use Effectiveness
(1f you Sould 1ike to comment ahout any practice, (CircTe one response  (Respond only 3f used)
lna se do so beiow) - , in each row) %
' WOrkshqgs Semlnars. Programs (Disregard box at left S
of eacft practice untT you reach Part JIT of the ! !
quest)onnalre ] .
1. wgrkshops or presentations that explore varlous methods j
or ttChn)ques of instruction:” i . o0 12 3 4 0 12 3 4
2. Airkshops, sem1nars or short? .qourses that review subgect . f ‘ . [
.j/inatter or introduce new knowledqe in a. field. QJQMW> 1. 234 . 0 1 2 3 4
Workshops or seminars dealing. with new or different T ) :
{ approaches to develop curricula.- ) 0 1 2 3 4 L0 12 3 4
4. WOrkshops or seminars on test1ng and eva]uat1ng student ! : .
performance. 0 12,3 4 0- 1.2 3 4
5. Workshops, seminars, or brogram to acqualnt faculty with. ) :
~goals of the. institution and ‘types of. students enrolled. 0 1.2 3 4 2 0 1.2 3 4
6. Workshops or program to help faculty improve their :
.. -academic adV151ng and counszling skills. ;0 1 -2 3 4 0 -1 2 3 4
7. yorkshon or seminars to help facu]ty inprove their ’ . e T
research and sChO]dYShlp skills. 0 1 2 3 4 8T 2 3 4
8. MWorkshops. seminars, or program to improve the mandgement T { .
of deoartmenfal operations. - o 3 4 i) f- 1 2 3.4
Lj 9. 'Horkshops or presantations that ex;lone—qereral issups or R L
‘trends. in education. , ) 3 4 0 1 2 3 4
Work§h3$1~oT"brogram in faculty affective development . [ ~'~¥’WW”?
‘)mprov1nq the1r|1nterpersona] skills ar their ability to . ‘ ! )
? work effe'tively in groups, prlorwng edULatlona] valués, a N . L e e T
jund simil pr topwcs ST co Lo : ‘q 4 .Ot‘QJI,Z/“d"4,’

I IU/»]» =

o / —" .
Othor wor?shops, seminars, etc. ‘(please 11st and. comment on USe and effect1yeﬂe§5)/,,~/,A %
Comnents about above pract1ces SRR N R T A .
| | | _
: " x ) \‘I
' ‘,/’_ﬁ—
S

Copyright - @. 1976 by Educational Testing Ser.ice Lo
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i . ‘ - -2- . Aggroximate Use ) _ Effectiveness -
y ’ : ‘ ’ (Circle one response . (Resp ona only if used)

in each row).

- i) v o
v, > > o
2 5.5
- [8) (%3 [}]
R o @ v >
Practice o B = allilh o a
(If 1d like t mnent about a p actice g S 2 = RN I -
you wou ike to col 0 ny pr ce, o e 0 - @ > 2 > &
pltase do 50 below, * R 5. 85 2 5%
= [ 4 +2 — > 3z [} -
- . o =3 3 o s o [y Q >
z & 3 38 % 3 & B & &=
Analysis or AssEssment Practices 2 & 2 2 3 =< zZ & &=
3 1. Systematic rat1ngs of instruction by students used to he]p ,
faculty. improve. . 0 1 2 3 4 0 1.- 23 4
2. Formal assessments ”BT’c"o'I'Tea'f_ju’e’s ‘for teaching ur course '
improvement (i.e., visitations or use of assessment form).- 0 1 2 3 4 0 T2 3 4
3. Informal assessments by colleagues for teaching or ,
course improvement. 0 1 2 3 4 0 1 2 3 4
4. Systematic teaching or course eva]uat1ons by an administrator : o . )
for improvement purposes. : 0 1.2 3 4 0 1 2 3 4

5. System for,faculty to assess their own strengths and areas K . .
“needing 1mbrovement . .0 . 1 2 3 4 ' 0 1 2 3 4

6. Classroom visitatiorn by an instructional resource person
{(i.e., a development specialist), upon request followed

DD 'D DU‘ N D‘(j-‘”'

by a d1agnos1s of teaching. . 0 1 72 3 4 e 2 3 4 )
7. Analysis of -in-class video tapes to improve instruction. 0 .—1—2773 "4 0o 1 2 -3 4
8. Faculty with expert1se consult with other- facu]ty on r-achmg :
7. Or course 1mprovement - . 0 12 3 4 0 " 2 3+ 4
L D”..Qr--"Master ‘teacners" or senior facu]ty work closely with new or Co .
- , _ apprentice teachers. 0 1.2 3 4 0 1 2 3 4
[:] 10. Professional and persoral development plan (sometimes cal]ed Lo ' -
a growth ‘contract)-for individual faculty members . i 0 T2 3 4 0 1 2 -3 4
Other types of analysis or assessment pract1ces (1ist with estimates of use and effectiveness). Comments about
above pract1ces ) - ///,/v—'—"’
/‘/,/’_’ .
o s e
-
—/ <
. S . e
. L T ——
e . e
C. Media, Technology, ‘Course Deve]opment ' e T
[j 1. Spec1a71sts on campus to assist faculty in use of. aud1ov1sua1 e T .
aids in‘instruction, 1nc1ud1ng closed-circuit te]ev1slon . 0 1 2 3 4 Q 1 2 3 .4

[:} 2. Assistance to facu®ty in use of jnstructional techno]ogy
- as a teaching -aid.(e.qg., programmed 1earmng or computer~|

, assisted instruction). ‘, 0o 12 3 4 o 1 2 3/ 4
: [:]3 S’oec1a11sts to ass1st fa ulty in constructmg tests or o o . . I
s ~ evaluating student performance. ' 0 1 2 3 4 .0 1 2 é 4 - -
w0 ) 4. Speciatists to assistindividual faculty in instruction.i \ ; J / o / o
“eon T 77 or course development by consu]tmg on ‘course objectives and : Sy : .0 - / IS </‘ R
“course des}gn . | o0 // E iV ‘ & R
. ; 1 ¥
‘5. Specialists to help faculty develop” teachmg skﬂls such asj oL Ey ) _,mﬂ,-,__w»—r’”
...Jecturing or Veading discussions, or to encourage use of L e
) ;,,d1fferent~teac:11ng 1earn1ng strategies schLas_mdwmual'lzca T : ) .
instruction. ... T B 0 1.2 3 4 0 1 2 3 4
6. .Simulated pr0cedures wh1ch enable facu]ty tc learn and . ' : ) ‘ S
. practice specific teacmng skills (e.g., micro-teaching). n 1 2 3 4 S0 1T 2 3 4
7..Special profess1ona’] 11brdry readily access1b1e to faculty . ' CT
St seovdealing with instructidnal’ methodology, teaahan skills, \ . CL )
.. ' upsychology. of learning, and similar’ topics. S 0 12 3 4 0 1 QZ 374

: Other types of medla,”technology, or’ course development practices. Commerits .about -above practices:

RS




ISR ) ' I P ' Aggroxxmate Use Fffectiveness
: K , » ' . ACircie one response in in each row){Respond only if used)

> e 2
o W M e Y-
S 2 < g5 u™ .
. : ‘ o 22 B O O = U D > N
: - G n & W o 4= £
,‘0., Miscellaneous Practices Sw v A2 oA S = E s @
D 1. Use of grants by facu]ty members for deve]opmg new- or : C
s ~ different approaches to courses or teaching. 0 12 34 -0 1 2 3 3 o
D 2. Visitations to other institutions (or to other parts. of thls v o -
- ipstitution) to rev1ew educational programs or 1nnovat1ve ’
: projects. . 0 1 2 3 4 .0 1 2 3 4
D 3. Faculty exchange program mth other institutions. 0 1 2.3 4 0 1 2
" [OJ 4. Faculty take courses offered by co]]eagues ’ 0 .1 2 3 4 0o 1 2
{7 5. Personal counseling provided individual facu]ty members on ’ : o B
. career goals, and other personal development areas. .o 0 1 2 3 4 . 0 1.2 3 4. ’

~Other miSceHaneous practices. Comments about above practices: ‘ . i

IT. 'Please 1nd1cate whether your institution has each of the foHowmg practices or not. if yes, estimate ts
effer t1veness on the same scale of one to four. :

_ ~ , Resmnd only if practice exists _
o . ) : T . ' 0. Abs(ﬂu—tely nci) idea of i
T » : : o " its effect gess——""" .
e - Practice ’ S AN vy effective’ R
(If you wou]d like to comment about any practice, = Pracﬁ—g:e’zéﬁ‘sts 27 Somewhat effective . :
p]ease do so be]owz/lz’:Practice does - 3 Effective’
S v . not exist 4 Very effective
_J:]-/}v* n’l’ia’T—‘wards to faculty for excéllence in teaching. s 1 2. 770 12 3 4
f’] 2. Circulation 'of newdetter, articles, etc. that are pertinent : S . L
: to teaching mlprovement or farulty deve]opment . 1 2 0 1 2 3 4 K,
[:] 3. A specific ca]endar ‘period is set a51de for profess1ona1 . .
deve]opment : 1 =2 0. 1 23 4 . ;
[:] 4. There®is a- per1od1c review of the performance of all ' . . '
-faculty members,, Whether tenured or not. - 1.0 2 -0 1 2 )
Sl Sabbattical leaves with at least half salary. 1 AT 0 1234
(] 6. A poticy of unpaid leaves that covers educational or * o : A o
development purposes. \ - <1 2 0 1'. 2 3 4
[T} 7. Lighter than normal teaching lo&d for first year facu]ty 1 2 : .0, 1 2,3 :4 ‘ti
jl:] 8. Temporary teachmg Toad reductions to work-on a new course, ‘ o R l!z ,
| magor course revision, or research area ' 1 - 2 0 1.2 34 {
/ 9. Travel grants to refresh or upd te know]edge in a ot ‘o o e o
i particular field. . o : T2 e 0 T 2374
[]10 Tra¢el funds available to atte d profeSSJonaLconferences t—":-’m 1 2 S0 _]"’ 2 3. : .
D,l‘,__‘hﬁlimg%ehohfg program that | brmgs ‘people, to the campus ) b - ° Dt
e for short or long perjods. . [ . L2 0 .12 3 4 = : :
]:: 12. Summer. grants for projects to’ improve 1nstruct1on or courses. +  1- 2 P | 1 2 % 4 b
[:'13 There i5.a campus, committee:on facu]ty development. 1 2 . 0.1 2 3 P

V[Other‘pra.ctices. Camments_about above practices: .

i

“‘ "‘ R . ) \‘ . : N N . * -
Are there pract1ces that haves not been adopted or are not \-ndely used at your- 1nst1tut1on that you would con51der
essential to faculty deve]opment’ﬂ_,P,]ea ¢ .use the list-of practices provided under Parts I" (A thru. D) and II ‘and

~select..up ‘to five by, putting a chack: (#)7in the.box-te the left of the partlcu]ar practlce Add any: others hare:

%




What:propOrtionvof each of the following greups of

. VII.
’ faculty members would you estimate has been
genera]]y most 1nvo1ved in development activities?
Approximate Proportlon
(Circie one-in-each row)
- : A Very About .
- . few  Some bhaif Most VIII.
1. Younger faculty in their ] - .
-, first years of teaching. % .. 2 3 4
©2. Faculty with over 15 or
20 years of teach1ng ;
experience. . : 1 3 4 .
3, Nontenured faculty 1 30 a4
4. Tenured faculty 1 -2 73
e "5."Good teachers who want -
) to get better ° 1 2 -3 4
6. Faculty who really need - '
_ to _improve ) 1.2 3 4
7. Dther (specify). T 2 3 4 '
V. Fund1ng , ' A.

A. Approx1mate1y what proport1on of the total~money~»»—
spent for facu evelopmemt—activities at your

o ———instVtution during the past year has come from

each of the following sources. The total should”
) add to 100 percent i
e T Write in approxi-
R " mate percentage - c
1. Instltutlonal genera] fund - "~ %
2. Grant from federal govern-
. ment of foundation %
1 3. Direct funds from the. state 7
© . 4. Other oo S
i ;u T “Should. add- to: 100%

B. What percent of ‘the total annual institutional
budget doeq #1° above represent. - (Circle one.)

B.

D. .

Is your institution part of a consortium or-
regional group that concentrates on faculty
developrent? .

1. VYes 2.

"If yes, give the name.

S

No

‘Has there been “an evaluation of the facu1ty devel-
_ opment program’ or activities at your institution?

1. "Yes 2. No 3.

If yes or in part, could you describe it below or
provide -a.copy of the report if available?-

Only 1n part

. I
Institutional Character1st1cs (Circle one in each
category) o

1. Two-year 1nst1tdAlgnﬁ__.,___~/«-~——'—"*”
.2.—Four~yearcoTlege

3. Upiversity (w1th doctoral prcgrams)-—- -
9', Professional- school; specify

_,_,_,..*-

Source of control:

1.. Private -2. Public
Religious affi]iation:
1. None 3. Catholic
2. ProtesLant 4. Other re11q1ous group

Total sludent enrolliment (full- t1me)

. Under {200 4, 5000110,000
2. 1000-2500 5. 10,000-20,000
’ Over 20,000

-3. '2500-5000 6.

B

EEEE S 1. 013 4. 8-10% -
R 2. 2-4% 5. Over 10% Name .of institution_ B
3. 5773 ' v Yzur name .
C. Has the proportion of the-annual institutional TitTe ' '» . i

budget used fer Tazculty development (circle one):

1. Iicreased over tile past two years?
2, Decreas«d over the past two years?
3. Remained about the same7

I : Drganlzat1o vl c5
’ ,A. Does-your 1nst1tut1on have an on-camgus person
Y or unit{s) for faculty development .6r instruc- .
_tional improvemenit (e.g.’, Office of Faculty -
&P QDevelopment Instructional Resource Unit,
. Teaching Improvement Unit, etc.)?

1. Yes ;,; 2. No

B. If yaz, p]ease 11st the title of the unit(s ).
g anpd ti» number of full- t1me equivaﬂent‘pro?es-
s1opa staff-1nvolved

TitTe number

v

it (have they) existed?
{(number of years)

IMWTS@ &;

°

‘~76-

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND CODPERATION;

Firally, we iinvite you to include additional comments
about the faculty development- program or practices at
your-institution--its basic'strate
03t ‘critical problems, etc.
that describes your- program, you
a copy to'us.
sheet of paper S )

gy or emphasis, its
If here is-a document °
ay want -to forward

-Comments may -be made on a separate




Appendix c

The Growth Contract

.-The following is an- example of a long~term growth contract

‘t.used by One.college.. As describad in the summary, each faculty

R
member negotiates a development plan,with—a*ﬁafééf‘bevelopment
velopment

e T
P

S ’
— Aavisor every four-years.  More typical are growth contracts that

-

are negotiated" every year oy the individual.staff memter and é
contract team. The team consists of the department chairmen (or
similar administrator),'colleagues and oossitly a development'
officer, students, and eommunity representatlves. The team meets
{w1th the‘ind1v1doal during the year to help assess progress and

o to offer Suggestions.

e o ) e . PR . Y ) i

BRRAL R -




- . " Appendix C . ; —
Example of Long Term Growth CoM '

THE CAREER DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM AT AUSTIN COLLEGE
. Dan T. Bedsole, Executive Vice Pres1dent
and Dean of the Faculty

Summary
' Aust1n College S Career Development Program now in 1ts fourth year of operatlon _
s designed to stimulate, encourage, and promote faculty growth and development.
It is believed that faculty obsolescence can be preventethhrough«par‘ncxpatmn by~
every faculty membe: n-Collegesupported self- renewal efforts based on dnfinite
w—’"’““’understandmgs and o simitments, Requirements and' ‘expectations for each faculty -
o mnember are explicit and carefully stated §0 as to d1rectly promote continuing self-
reanewal, . . \\ _ e
. » ' \\ ' | ' : :
The program does not discard the traditional system of tenure and rank, but in ef fect
redefines these more viably within a career planning approach\ba sed on h1gh standards
of performance. An alternative is thus protvided to the rigidities all too prevalent in
.many college personnel systems . Faculty competence can be mamta1ned and upgraded
without using demoralizing constraints such as tenure quotas. The\ methodology of
accountability and ev°luat1on is ut1l1&ed consistent w1t‘1 the pos1t1ve\nature of the
program. : :

This program ‘involves the entire faculty and administrative staff at Aust1n College,:
requiring each person to develop and get approved a carefully considered, leng- -
‘range career development plan. While it'is expected that each plan will be imple-
mented conscientintusly, revisions may be made as needed in subsequent years ERN .

This me: s that er <1y faculty member whether tenured or not, works out at four\g
.+ year intarvals, a n:,u'otlated, individualized statement of.career plans and aspiration
for continued profess1O£al development, With emphas1s on a creative role as an

AN

effective teacher and ‘faculty member duri ng the f1ve—year period ahead _Plasis-for—
regular, systematic evaluation uging a v riety of’ means arid sources are an 1ntegral e
part of. career development plannlng. . :

At the" end of each‘ academlc year the faculty member ‘has a conference with i ../her
Career Dcvelopment Adv1sor, typically the Associate Dean who serves as Exacutive -
for the faculty member's area or:division. The two of them discuss the'degree of
-success attained for goals and objectlves cet for the year, consider evaluation-
plans and results, and review progress toward thé long- -range goals of the faculty
member's Career Dcvelopment Plan. An essential aspect ©of the program is pro-

‘ v151on by the College of funds for expenses incurred by faculty for self-renewal

‘ act1v1t1es S e , U -

]

§

In this comrrehen‘s'ive caring approach the College is determined to demonstrate '
its concern {ur the corntinuing growth and self-renewal of its faculty along with its
com,ern for the immediate success of its varlous programs.. If faculty perceive ;
oUCh concern’ and commitment the College! S. lonq~term v1ab111ty as an 1nst1tution~ ‘
of exc’xlence W1ll undoubtedly be enhanced




Appendix D - .

Factor Analysis of Approximate Use of the Faculty DevelOpment

. o Practices, PLomax Primary Factor Loadings-»'—*'" ”’U-ﬁ”ﬁﬂ’,¢'f—~
B e e ST T B I'lstitutions
1 2 . .3 4
AL $9.5320 0.4173  =0.2219 —=—0.0514 .
A 2 Vealdy - “ULll4s Jeli4s + =0.0141
A3 Ue 35387~  Ua3a33 —Ue V652 -Ue 0694 ;
. A 4 UedUT2 Uad722  —0.0562 ' =0.1367 e
A b ' Ue0465 0. U785 ~0.1953 ~U. 02648 :
A6 Uab0dYy ~Us 89U -0.0288 -0~0052
AT Qesl4aY Ve llalo 0.4293 ~Ue 1060
A g Ve 4lvo . Us 4920 -0e U353 =031l -
A Ve 07U ~U.0295 ~Ue 0425 ~Je 0850
A .l0. L Ued 149 1 Uaz%0o © =0.0807 -Ue L0229
d-1 U LUl4 ~Uekl74 = 0eu23u °  0.4133
8 2 Ve3522 ~U. 1640 - 0.41905"° 0. 4046
4 3 Vet 772 ~U.2781 ©Ued3b2 © 0.2406
o 4 Ue3sols ~UeU393 ~Uec U9 C Uedyyl
TR Ve 4266 * 0.U207 | =0.099U0 - U.325%4
d o UedUUU . Uedsbo UelBU3 - .~ —0s0145
a 7 Uel&05 Ve ld 70 Ve2317 - - 0.1351
o b UebULO ~0e0437 - Uet 307 .f 0.0857
- g v, Ue0UY0 ~UecUl5% Usls6U Ve 0849
6 lu " Uellos S 0e15999 . ~0.05907 Ve 2562
[P | =0 UTBU-0SB5TT o 0. 0795 0.2091
L2 T LG U6 Ueh 1Y Ve 1053 0.4788_
A G ; ~V.0U8s " Ueb94U Oelo4s ~0.1197
i 4 ~0. 1205 Us 74603 0.0085,. =-0.0671
o5 EVRIVEY | Ue 8923 V0767 . =0.1592 o
IC o Ce2v80 | U.35173 Ue 2070 K\\30.2715 o
T Ue3dlBo  0.27T4 ~Ue L 451 - OedBol o .
0oL 0.Ub562 Va2l0ol ., 0.3704 1543 3 ,
v 2 Ue32179 0.2330 ~0eliny u 2473 : Y
DRETR U< 3359 ~0.0993 = . 0.3364 . -0.0815 - o
a5 4 Ve3327 . ULUvi7 C UeudblL 00092 )
U H Ue 5208 ~Us 00675 Uelloo - —0.0431
- 2 - 2 Ue 1496 L Uel6b6 - 0O.llo7 - 0e 0725
. = 3 VelUB4 L Ue3731 ~0.3181 X 0.1633
b 2 - = 2 U9Y8 0.UL%0 7 =~0.0802 0.5518
2 - 5 ~0e2i34 - .0.0697 ° 043526 0.2955
2 — o -0elay2 0.0‘?50 0.'3¢ob - 00.40°2
2 -1 ‘ B N N O LY V-2 ~0.3482 e
2 - 3 L -Ue063Y Wl 2210 0.3864 . 0.0056 = |
PR -0.0338 . 0.16l7 Ve3301 -Q.0031r - o
2 - 10 Ve 2454 Ve lBT9 - U.08e7 - 0e4677 ¢
2 - il 01236 . -0.0955 Ua5780 - ~0.0467 ‘ »
2 - 12 L mUal7653 Ue3133 ° Ue %292 . 0.1891
2 =713 . -0.0399  ° 0.1605 00537 0. 0413

ERIC




Factor Analy51s of the Effectlveness Ratings of the Faculty Development— o

Practlces,“Eromax~Primar

. e
b i e e T o N
B

PRCMAX PRIMARY FACTOR LOACINGS

1 2 3
CA L 0.2109 0.499¢ 0.0926
A2 C.l667 C.379C - 0.0814
A3 Y £.442C G.4874 0.042%
CA 4 -0.010Y 0.6981 0.CC40
a5 =0.2502 £.6093 0.C389
A6 =C.024€ C.5R7¢8 -0.C368 -
AT . . +U.1561 C.6891 -0.1087
A8 Y~ 0.1237 Ce473C ~0.0880
A S ‘ c.le2cC '0.5689 ~0.0701
AT 1D v Cel189 0.5482 0.C189
g 1 -0.0807 -0.C516 0.1740
B 2 -C.1417 0.039¢8 . 0.0147
B % ~0.C445 0.C713 -0.1331,
8 4 _ 0.0158 -0.C468 -0.C581
‘B5 . ~0.0365 c.2281" 0.0627"
B & 0.5049 . -C.2892 _.--0.C698"
F o7 0.4495-- —=0.C23C -0.13C02
B 8 . - 0.3236 0.Cc18¢ - -0.1264
B S cfézbq 0.C092 -0.0868
B 10 L2676 -(.02138 0.1739
C1 . C0.35621 ~0.064C 0.1802
€ 2 C.653C -0.ClR¢ 0.2004
c.3 . C.7257 . C.C454 - 0.1C04
C 4 0.8329 - C.CE94 - L D.CO44"
’C'q/ ‘Q.jezl . -CL0296° 0 =D.0216
0.6 C.4938 *C.7686 =0y1246.
oo " 0.§968 0. 1598 0.C754
T 0.4113 °  -¢l.12872 0}5«57-
L2 - C.3843 0.C021 0.4151
C 3 C.0lae 0.2282 ' 0.C8¢48
C 4 0.1623 0.C488 . 0,2328
D5 (.4024 2.0113 -0.0519
2 -1 C.011?  ~C.CCSC.,  -0.0533
2. - 2 0429 < 0.1317 0.2258
2 -3 0.0778 . 0.1539 0.3741
2 - 4 -C.1¢82 -C.1C¢5 N.211s
2% 5 -0.2067 C.C176 : 2806, -
2 - ¢ -J.1071 -0.0058 0.2738._
2.-7 C.CClC -0.C181 0.2048
2.~ 8 C.C242 ~C0.0962 0.3529
2 -9 0.0497 - ~-0.0617 0.7026
2. - 16 ~C.. 33 -C€.C102Z 0.6831.
20=0 11 -Cea2p C.1C5C * 0.4815
2: - 12 - 0.1735_ __ ~0-C651 0.5900
20 =130 ©=0.0037" . n.1722°

Appendix E

756 Institutions

;s:—81~ .
R T

 0.3533

y Factor L Loadlngs

4

-G.0087

=0.0567

~0.1516
0.0423
0.2380
- 0.0304
-0.,0817
0.3141
-0.0143

_O¢O286>f

0.7013
0.7780
0.4573
0.5317

0..6723"-

5

C.C044
0.1978
-0.0744%
0.1322

0.071%

0.0506
0.2445

. -0.0987

0.,2854 -

0.2275
0.3073
0.1268
. 0:.6856
- ~0.0284

0.0608

~0.0706
-0.1094

~0.1165 .
0.0133 .

"~ 0419 18-+

-0.1247"

*0.2032
=0.1191

“0.0134

. 0.2192

~-0.1012
" ~0.093¢
0.0242
0.3842
"0.0828

-0.0399
“—60043Q'.

-0.0043

D.2233 .

0.1413

U.0390.

-U.'2291
0. 0)27

91 J

.‘-O‘
O.

-0.2338
. 0.0080
~0.2612
" 0.1024
1 0.2299

-0.C891.
“0.0964-

0.3538
0.2593

0.1316 -

0.2773

-0.1422

-0.1133 °

831
330
165
214

122
390
0.7497
0.6C4C
0.1027
0.1475

“000308

-0.1705

-0.0790

0.4805

277 -
- 6 (’T:l‘-.c;.;:‘r

- 0.5584"

- 0.5648
0.3279

0.1712

0.1789
.0.3040

0.2559.

. =-0,0173

6

-0.0138
0.C537
0.0116

L.1133

~-0.0505. °

0.0712
-0.0071
~0.0223

0.2770

0.0083
' 0.1488

A‘O.CO79~

6.2130

O EOGT
~0,2022

~0.0123
0.1568
0.C883

. 0.2604-
to ‘Qo3451

0.1867
~0.C153

| ~0.1970

0.C074/
0.C215:

0.C150."

0 1456 .

6777

—o 1447

=0.1410
0.1804

-~ 04T637
- 0.5990
'0.3477°
045227 "

'0.1518"

001694' -
0.1706: .

-0.1936 .

{

0.2493

0<060%
0.1723

0;3099?T£

~0:1352)
0.C401 "
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Appendix F e - , .

‘Factor Analysis of Practic: {Approximate Use) Witkin

... Two- and Four-Year Colleges

Separdte factor analyses ofvresponses from the two- and
four~year college groups allow‘a closer'look at patterns of
practicesewithin edch of the two types of institutions (there
were not enough universities for a separate analysis of that group).

The promax primary factor. loadings based on the estimated use. of
S e , ' R

the practices are given'in'the following EEQ;pageST’ The‘feader

Lo~ . e et . v

‘may want-to-stady | these more closely, but in general _ - ' P

o

~ For both types of colleges, the f1rst factor or group of L 2/

prartices con81sted largely of workshops. \
. A

~ The second factor, again for both two— and fourvyear colleges,
.~ were the lnstructlonal assistance practices.

- For four-year colleges, the third group of practices were

- ! r - . X a,, | | . . ] r /

mainly thosh in which-so e of the;faculty prov1ded,§ssistance to ‘ 7 //j

others (e.g., se ior fac lty or faculty with exqertlse prov1diné s x

he p). Also in luded were some a%sessment‘pract&ces and personal . _yﬂ

4 . .

j_ development or counseling practices. Activ1t1es emphasized on Lne i o -

K -fourth factor were grants for instructlonal improvement progects

.-

and travel.

- For'fhe“two-year colleges, formEl or informal;assessments by

colleagues dlstinguished the third factor. The fourth group 1ncluded

only a ‘few practaces, w1th a perlodic review of alﬁ faculty members

e ST R

land ‘the use‘of student ratlngs belng two_ that seem logically re1ated

PR g3 -




PP D S

3

VDN NS WN—

3

1

e 4 s
OO D@D D> >

i

QOQOoOoOO0O0O

N
|

!

TNN UNRNNNNN NN
' i

ERIC

VEWNSNOCNDWN —~D® N0 NS WA — e

1

-

o

e,

Apoendlx F - e
Factor‘Analycns of Approzimate Use~ ~6f Practices Among.w’~~~'“” T
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. / : y
1 2 3 L4
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0.6573 -0.2168 0.1528--""-0.1109
0.5692 -0.2229— "0.1786 -0.0329
0.1059 0.2142 0.0754 0.3042
0.2787 '0.2704 0.1235 -0.0320
: 0.6613 -0.1284  -0.0454 -0.0487 :
0.6216 -0.0782 -0.0292 . ' -040554
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0.2138 0.0441 0.0071 | 044491 K
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- 0.1628 -0+1223 1043429 ! 0.0856" -
0.0207 0.0390 0.5748 . -0.0056.
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0.4%07 0.2054 -0.0676 ” 0.1318
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. 0.1532 ~0.23572 043534 0.0887 -
~-0.1384 -0.1089 -  -0.0885 - 0.4844 -
“0.0671  -0.1725 0143077 0.4788 -
_ . 00652 . 0&1694 ~  0.2122 ~0.1876"
e =0 TOL6T 0.1158 " 042103 0.1215
e " 0.0243 - 0.0229 -0.0078 0.4249
- ., 0.0772 ~0.1416 ~0.0675 0.456}
v 0ell49 ~0.0427  0.0090. 0.5770 . .
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Factor Analysis of Approximiate Use of- Practxceq Among

Two—Ye ar Colleges Promsx Primary'FEZZor Loamings

326 uollegas

1

0.4433 .

- 0.5320
‘6.4216
0.5844
V.. 0.6467
. - O.5%495
- 03001
7044106

0o ’ 0. 3943
‘ ‘ 0.2087
0.1531
0.1851
0.2748
0.394%
0.1781
0.2704 .

043976/

0.0988
0.1521
© 0.1995
0:1037
- 0J2383

/ 8
~0 1232
'0.3838
0.1403

; 04504

1
p—t

}

0. 3025‘
. 0.2544
0.1442

-0. 3083
-0.0394"
. -0.0743

- 11 0.1162

=0+3118 .
—0 0073

-€.0273",

-or221rf',

V04 45687

o . 0.1581 -

1 0.27 5o

S 0.12dy

\

\
A

2 3
0.3468 ~0.1393
0.1213  , 0.0420
0.3556 / '=0.0762
0.2654 / =-0,1494/ -

-0.1103 0.0806
-0.05686 .0.1189.
0.,0623 0.3332
0.0671 0.1135
-¢.0203 0.1202
0.2607 . 0,0055 °
~0.1546 .- -0,0370
-0.1902 0.6119
~0.1504 *3.,5977
~0.1003  G.0918"
~0.1069 . 0.2114
- 0.2438 023509
~0.0197 _ Qgs101 .-
~0:0433 TUTOU3SIT T
-0.0461" 0.4199
-0.:239C 0.0981
0.4430, + . 0,0669
0.5624 -0.0541
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06874 40.2295
g&glggu 1700669
0.3197 "0.2414 L
0.1581 ' [0.0896 |
0.2884 0 »
0.1865 - 0.1281
-0.0656°  0.3126
0.2106 ©  0.1912
-0.0102 0.1116
-~ ~0.0013 0.3874
- 0.0110 . 0.0220
© 0.1961  --0,2358 .
'0.0453 '-0.0176
0.2418 0.3583
0.1727. 0.2725
0.C086 - . 0.,1610
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~0.0258
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: ~ Additional Topics-Listed by Respondents )

for Workshops, Seminars, ard Similar Presentafions.

[ . « i - . .
. . ; . o L - - !

Developing perfor.ance obj ect1ves. ’ N
, o ' Developing better faculty-administration communication. - ; >

Interd1sc1p11nary d1scuss10ns (e. g., around Ascent of Man~~TV program)

) \
Colloqu1um on importance of teachlng on this campus—-espec1ally its

“

. A , .
impact on merit, promotion, and tenure. v - - : ot

“"Role of /private Christian education. B

. j ) " —_— . . : ) ) /5“ . ‘

-Workshops dealing with career plaiuning for faculty and ‘students,

as well as alternative roles in the glassroom. >
, , ‘ ; . ,

: Workshops dealing with such institutional practices as the budgeting )

i
1 i -

system. ‘ .
i ! 4 >

5

Teaching assistant orientation--all day workshop.

Teaching the nontraditional or highjrisk students

e

Faculty,retreat tb consider learr ng theory and ; teaching practice. o b IR

i

_— . I § . .
In-seryice Lradn ng . course in group dynamics (sen51tivity training). //

\ ) () - - \ ) ’; T ) g 1
io‘improve leJturKgg and d1scu%sion questldning techniq&es.»mv %/ E

-~

" To helﬁ students w1th writing. = - 'f, : L / }”"ﬂ’“

e Workshop for,freshman and sophomére advisors.' 'g' . / : o

£ R

: Teachlng methods workshOps' (1) Keller Method (qu\ (2) Contratt- = .

rTeachlng, (3) Us1ng D1scu°sion Effectively o . ‘ /

: lProgran in faculty Spiritual development

Retreat




F b
. " . .
- ng?ared approaches to laboratory instruction by different [
departments) . o .7/
On the use of audicvisuals. ' Y . i

any . v

Summer workshops in course development for staff in team taught courses.

Local symposiumon. recent developmenis in a field, usually coaducted
d ° - B
- . s 4
. - . L ‘/ h
- at departmental ley

- Competency based education workshop. . N - o 2
‘. ) .
Assessing experiential learning.

R

L]

- Compyter assisted instruction.- - :
B . \ . . o ] . . . 52
Grant writing. = . j ” P T .

- .

Full faculty’confere: - with a professional conference leader to-
L e confront curriculum and educational goal issues in areas of

N +

»

i o , intérnal conflict. o L Co L '




