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ABSTRACT 

The aim of this study is to explore broad relationships between higher education 

leaders’ experiences in faculty development and cultures of teaching. Research to date 

has widely neglected to understand how university teaching centers might be effective in 

shaping academic leaders’ beliefs about teaching and their ability to support effective 

teaching practices among faculty they oversee. This case study uses the context of a 

public research university to examine how eight academic leaders (four associate deans 

and four department chairs) perceive an intensive Teaching and Learning Institute to have 

informed the methods they use to cultivate a culture of teaching within their respective 

units. The case also compares these leaders’ perceptions with the perceptions of faculty 

within four departments overseen by them. To better understand the complex relationship 

between beliefs, practices, and the formation of culture within complex organizations, the 

study is guided by a conceptual framework that draws on multiple theories including 

learner-centered teaching, transformational leadership theory, and organizational theory.  

Overall, the study found that all eight leaders perceived the experience of the 

Teaching and Learning Institute to have influenced their teaching in some way. Specific 

changes these leaders made as a result of their experience connect with learner-centered 

teaching practices. Similarities across their experiences also included that the Institute 

affirmed their beliefs and values for teaching, led them to recognize the need for more 

pedagogical education, exposed them to research that could improve their teaching; and 

helped them build a community network of individuals with shared beliefs and values 

across the institution. All eight leaders (to varying degrees) believe they promote a 

culture of teaching within the unit they oversee. Similarities in their approaches to 
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promoting a culture of teaching include increasing opportunities for professional 

development of teaching, providing rewards or incentives for teaching or teaching 

development, leading by example, and creating curricular changes. Leaders reported that 

they developed these strategies based on trial and error or their own experience, some 

still sought better ways to promote a culture of teaching. Faculty-participants in each 

department indicated a number of activities identified with a culture of teaching. 

Generally, faculty-participants felt more strongly that a culture of teaching was promoted 

by their departments than by their college or institution. However, more faculty-

participants agreed that a culture of teaching was promoted by their department, college, 

and university than disagreed.  

Results from this study may be used by teaching center leaders to consider how 

leaders acquire knowledge about teaching, factors that contribute to faculty perceptions 

of a culture of teaching, and strategies academic leaders might use to more intentionally 

promote a culture of teaching within their organizations.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Background and Rationale 

In my second year of graduate school and at the ripe age of 24, I taught my first 

college course. As I had wanted to be a college professor for quite some time, I was 

absolutely thrilled, but I also remember the moment I was handed the course syllabus and 

the sense of fear and responsibility that sunk in. Other than my academic education 

within my discipline, I had no formal training for this moment, no preparation to teach. 

And so, like my mentors and colleagues suggested, I adapted the teaching styles of my 

favorite college professors and made them my own. I muddled through my first semester 

this way, taking notes on what I would do differently next time. For the next few years of 

my teaching, I used trial and error to adjust my approach, sometimes these worked out, 

sometimes they didn’t, but my goal was clear: I wanted to become a better teacher.  

What I did not know then is that the research on teaching effectiveness in higher 

education is extensive and expands over a century. But unfortunately, my story is not 

unique. A large majority of higher education instructors are unaware of this literature and 

receive no training or preparation to teach (Halpern & Hakel, 2003). Among those who 

are aware, many simply lack the time and resources to apply this research to their own 

teaching (Hellmann, Paus, & Jucks, 2014; Robinson & Hope, 2013). Further 

complicating matters is the competition for faculty at research institutions to devote time 

and resources to research, rather than teaching. As a young college instructor I remember 

well-meaning mentors encouraging me to spend less time worrying about my teaching 
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and more time on my disciplinary scholarship. Early on, I remember thinking that these 

should not be separate or competing functions, but rather reinforcing. Over time, I 

became much more aware that my perspective was in the minority. In the minds of many 

faculty and administrators alike, the divide and competition between teaching and 

research activities is extensive.  

Perhaps nowhere is this more evident—or the irony of it greater—than at the 

public research university. America’s public universities are identified as being funded 

(at least in part) by state governments. These institutions have a longstanding history of 

providing access to college for a greater number of first-generation, low-income, and 

underrepresented college students (Benson, 2015). Some public universities are 

categorized as R1 or referred to as research universities because ranking systems such as 

those used by the Carnegie Foundation or the National Research Council have designated 

them as participating in the highest level of research activity. These institutions often 

serve dual missions: to create new knowledge (through research and scholarship) and 

extend that knowledge to others (through teaching). 

After spending over a decade balancing teaching and scholarship myself, my 

pathway in higher education led to an opportunity for me to take on the role of assistant 

director within a teaching center at a large public R1 university. In this position, it was 

my responsibility to stay abreast of emerging research and science on teaching in higher 

education while finding practical ways to help faculty implement this research within 

their teaching. During this time, the faculty I worked with were often those who were 

passionate about their teaching and the institution’s teaching mission. It was a challenge 

to find ways to motivate or bring in new faculty without those same beliefs. It wasn’t 
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unusual to hear faculty explain they simply did not see any payoff in putting time or 

attention toward improving their teaching because those activities either did not align 

with their career aspirations—or even worse—their chair was discouraging them from 

spending time on teaching.  

Once again, these stories are not unusual. Scholars have long pointed out that 

many public research institutions assert their commitment to teaching and at the same 

time base organizational reward systems entirely on research accomplishments (Cole, 

Dumford, & Laird, 2018; Terpstra & Honoree, 2009). Therefore, at public research 

universities, engaging in research and improving teaching often become competitive 

activities (Porter & Toutkoushian, 2006). These mixed messages are a cause for concern 

as faculty report that a lack of institutional support often prevents them from improving 

their teaching practice (Davis, 2003; Sabagh & Saroyan, 2014). As a result, faculty 

within these universities are often focused on producing new research within their 

discipline, while evidence from the research on how to improve their students’ learning 

remains widely unused (Hellmann et al., 2014).  

In the teaching center where I worked, we primarily offered professional 

development opportunities to faculty and teaching assistants. Similarly, decades of 

teaching reform efforts in higher education have focused primarily on supporting 

individual instructors to implement change (Clark & Saulnier, 2010). And yet, most 

research points to institutional culture as being essential to widespread and lasting 

advancements within large organizations (Clark & Saulnier, 2010). As such, the goal of 

improving teaching in higher education organizations should subsequently include a 

comprehensive approach to culture change.  
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In higher education organizations, academic leaders are often uniquely positioned 

to promote improvements to teaching through both declarations of the value and 

importance of teaching, but also through policy changes that reward and incentivize the 

improvement of teaching. Nevertheless, most academic leaders begin their careers in 

higher education as faculty themselves. Therefore, they often have little formal 

preparation to teach and lack knowledge of the research on college teaching. 

Furthermore, scholars suggest these leaders typically develop their own deep-seated 

beliefs regarding student learning and what defines effective teaching, which do not 

always align with what the research suggests is effective (Luedkke, 2003; Skelton, 2005). 

Inspired by this awareness and my own experiences, this study started with the desire to 

explore what role teaching centers might play in the development of academic leaders' 

beliefs about teaching, whether they promote teaching among faculty within their 

organizations and if so, what strategies they use toward this end. 

Statement of the Problem 

The stakes for improving teaching in higher education have never been higher, as 

a greater percentage of Americans than ever before are now seeking an undergraduate 

degree (Marcus, 2018; Perna & Jones, 2013). Yet, while nearly 90 percent of high school 

graduates attend college within eight years, the National Center for Education Statistics 

reports that only about 62 percent of students who enroll in a four-year degree-granting 

institution graduate within six years (National Center for Education Statistics, 2020). 

More troubling is that disaggregated data reveal graduation rates are even lower for 

minorities, first-generation college students, and students whose parents earn low 

incomes (Basu, 2011; Benson & Boyd, 2015; Tough, 2014).  
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At the same time, the lack of pedagogical training for college instructors has been 

a long-standing, ubiquitous, and complex problem for higher education institutions. Most 

college instructors are hired as experts in their fields, but hold little to no formal 

education in teaching (Hellmann et al., 2014). Therefore, many instructors rely on 

teaching the way they were taught (Halpern & Hakel, 2003), anecdotal evidence (Fraser, 

Timan, Miller, Dowd, Tucker & Mazur, 2013), or other personal experiences (Bailey & 

Nagamine, 2012; Oleson & Hora, 2014). But in fact, a large body of research indicates 

that specific teaching methods can be more effective than others at improving student 

learning and academic success (Armbruster, Patel, Johnson, & Weiss, 2009; Cox, 

McIntosh, Reason, & Terenzini, 2010; Weimer, 2012; Wright, 2011). Unfortunately, 

many college instructors lack knowledge of this evidence or the preparation to implement 

these strategies (Halpern & Hakel, 2003; Hellmann et al., 2014). 

Furthermore, the implementation of specific teaching methods such as active and 

collaborative learning show a variety of positive outcomes including higher levels of 

student engagement and academic success (Freemen et al., 2014; Johnson & Johnson, 

2008; Millis, 2012; Umbach & Wawrzynski, 2005). One analysis of past National Survey 

of Student Engagement (NSSE) data revealed that these methods can even have a 

“compensatory effect” for students who are struggling academically and increase the 

likelihood that they will return for future years of college (Wasley, 2006). Moreover, 

implementing these teaching methodologies has been shown to have a greater effect on 

the academic success of certain demographic groups including some historically 

underrepresented groups (Colbeck, Cabrera, & Terenzini, 2001; Felder & Brent, 2007; 

Herried, 1998; Laursen, Hassi, Kogan, & Weston, 2014; Wasley, 2006). 
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Accordingly, it could be argued that nowhere is it more critical to improve 

teaching than within public universities, which have historically played a vital role in 

providing greater access to college for low-income, first-generation, and other 

underrepresented groups of students (Benson & Boyd, 2015; Kiener, 2014). In fact, 

through Land Grant Acts, many public universities were charged by the nation with this 

mission in hopes of promoting longer-term prosperity (Benson & Boyd, 2015). More 

recent concerns have been raised due to the fact that many public universities have 

created new admissions procedures such as open-enrollment or test-optional applications 

under the auspices of recruiting even greater numbers of students from these groups 

(Berkman, 2015; Westervelt, 2014). 

At the same time, some critics argue that public universities have lost sight of 

their educational mission. Newfield (2016) explains that due to decreased government 

funding, public institutions are now competing to move up in the rankings, and so more 

money is vested in research than improving education. He argues “students became more 

of an afterthought at the senior management level” (Zinshteyn, 2016, para. 17). Indeed, 

some universities have intentionally restructured their curriculum in an effort to build 

more research-intensive programs and departments. In many cases, these restructuring 

efforts lead to research and graduate education taking priority over undergraduate 

teaching (Hazelkorn, 2011). 

As a result of these rising tensions, institutions of higher education have been put 

under pressure by the public and various government figures to improve the quality of 

education (Marshall, Orrell, Cameron, Bosanquet, & Thomas 2011). These demands 

create new expectations for leadership practice. However, most leadership development 
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strategies derive from a top-down approach common to the business world and are not as 

effective in educational reform (Jones, Harvey, Lefoe, & Ryland, 2014). Instead, scholars 

suggest that widespread and lasting advancements in college teaching will require an 

approach where academic leaders act collaboratively with faculty to develop institutional 

and departmental cultures that prioritize and reward teaching (Marshall et al., 2011). 

Unfortunately, little is actually known regarding how academic leaders form their beliefs 

about teaching or develop strategies to support teaching within the units they lead. 

Purpose of the Study 

Faculty development programs have been shown to inform the beliefs and 

practices of teaching among college instructors (Gunersel & Etienne, 2014; Lindblom-

Ylanne, & Nevgi, 2008; Major & Palmer, 2006; Pelch & McConnell, 2016; Postareff, 

Lindblom-Ylanne, & Nevgi, 2007), but what about academic leaders? While a few 

teaching and learning centers are beginning to take on the role of leadership development 

(Austin & Scorcinelli, 2013), most centers have concentrated their efforts at the instructor 

level, rather than at the leadership level. However, academic leaders are uniquely 

positioned to make policy changes that promote a teaching culture on campus which 

could result in more widespread change. With evidence that faculty development can 

positively impact the beliefs and practices of academic leaders, teaching centers could be 

more strategic about designing programs for them. 

Research on K-12 education has shown the importance of leadership support in 

professional development of teaching, overall quality of teaching, and student 

achievement (Hallinger, 2003; Marks & Printy, 2003; Nettles & Herrington, 2007), but 

very little of this research has occurred within the context of higher education. To be 
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clear, numerous studies exist that focus on leaders across higher education, but it is rare 

that these studies explore academic leaders’ beliefs, experiences, perceptions or values 

for teaching or faculty development (Cole et al., 2017; Honan, Westmoreland, & Tew, 

2013). A couple studies have even investigated how faculty perceptions of institutional 

leaders can shape departmental culture (Bystydzienski, Thomas, Howe, & Desai, 2017) 

and specifically create a culture of teaching (Cox et al., 2010; Knight & Trowler, 2000), 

but there is little knowledge that indicates how faculty development experiences may 

have impacted those academic leaders. 

This study was designed to provide insight into whether academic leaders 

perceive their experiences in faculty development to have impacted their beliefs about 

teaching or the strategies they may use to support teaching within the units they oversee. 

Moreover, it was conducted within the context of a public research university—arguably 

a more challenging environment in which to cultivate a culture of teaching. As a result, 

the study addresses a gap in the literature exploring the potential of faculty development 

to inform and develop academic leaders while it explores the possibilities for cultivating 

a culture of teaching within the context of a public research university. Results from this 

study may be used by teaching centers to inform ways that faculty development 

programming could more intentionally develop future academic leaders who are better 

prepared to promote a culture of teaching at their institutions. 

Research Questions 

Qualitative research allows a researcher to scientifically examine participants’ 

experiences and the meanings they make of their experiences (Creswell, 2012). Case 

studies are widely used in educational research and are appropriate for studying an 
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individual, group, or organization within a bounded system (Creswell, 2012; Yin, 2008). 

A multiple-case study design typically refers to the study of multiple bounded cases 

within one system. The multiple-case study design is noted for its ability to analyze 

various contributing factors that may be at play within each case (Mills, Durepos, & 

Wiebe, 2010). While this study does not use a multiple-case design, it uses a subcase 

design in order to achieve the same goal. In other words, using a single case study with 

subcases allows for the exploration of both individuals that exist within the organization 

and various sub-organizations within a single bounded system (Shoonenboom, 2009). 

Using this design, this study investigates how a six-week intensive faculty development 

program informed the teaching beliefs of eight academic leaders within one public 

research university. It also explores the culture of teaching within four different 

departments overseen by these academic leaders. The study explores possible 

connections between leaders' experiences in this faculty development program, their 

beliefs about teaching, the strategies they use to promote a culture of teaching within 

their respective units, and the perspectives of a culture of teaching among faculty within 

those units. 

The following research questions guided this study: 

1. How do eight academic leaders perceive their experience participating in a 

Teaching and Learning Institute to have informed their beliefs about teaching 

and/or the value they place on teaching within the context of a research 

university?  

2. What strategies (if any) do these academic leaders use to promote a culture of 

teaching within the units they oversee? 
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3. What are the perceptions of a culture of teaching among faculty within their 

respective units? 

Conceptual Framework 

The questions addressed by this study are complex and require a research 

paradigm that attempts to understand academic leaders as individuals who have 

developed a number of beliefs and experiences which undoubtedly inform their actions as 

leaders. As the focus of this study is academic leaders and the units they lead within an 

institution of higher education, it seems logical that leadership theory would be used to 

inform this research. Indeed, the notion of leadership has been studied extensively in 

various contexts including higher education resulting in numerous theoretical models. In 

general, most leadership theories rely on the assumption that “the behavior of individuals 

can significantly influence the behavior of others” (Spendlove, 2007, p. 408). In other 

words, an effective leader can influence others around them to accomplish specific goals. 

Nevertheless, the goal of achieving instructional reform is complex and requires a 

variety of components and therefore benefits from being studied through a combination 

of theoretical lenses. Knapp (2008) argues that in the case of instructional reform, 

teachers must undergo professional development and individual improvement, but leaders 

must also promote that development, while managing the cultural tensions that may arise 

as a result. In addition, the organization must provide appropriate structures and 

communications for reform to be successfully implemented (Knapp, 2008). Lastly, he 

asserts that using multiple lenses allows researchers to simultaneously view micro and 

macro aspects of institutional reform providing a more in-depth and thorough 

investigation. 
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While Knapp’s argument is specifically made for K-12 learning environments, it 

can easily be extended to higher education. For example, any significant widespread use 

of research-based teaching practices in higher education requires changes within multiple 

levels of the organization. Not only would structural elements need to change, but 

fundamental beliefs and assumptions within the organization which prevent change 

would need to be addressed. Additionally, while organizational changes are necessary for 

widespread success, ultimately it is the individual teachers’ practices in the classroom 

that must change. Due to these organizational dynamics, an investigation into how higher 

education leaders influence a culture of teaching clearly benefits from multiple 

theoretical perspectives. 

As such, this study draws on multiple theories to inform analysis and ultimately 

make meaning from the data. The conceptual framework for this study draws on multiple 

lenses to guide and inform data collection and analysis. First, learner-centered teaching 

provides direction for categorizing academic leaders’ beliefs about teaching (Weimer, 

2002). This lens can also be helpful to understanding why these leaders may have chosen 

to promote a culture of teaching and the specific strategies they used. Second, Argyris 

and Schön’s theories of action (1974) explains that a leader's espoused beliefs are not 

always aligned with their actions. Transformational leadership theory is also useful in 

helping understand the perceptions that faculty hold of these leaders’ attempts at 

promoting a culture of teaching. Lastly, organizational culture provides insight into how 

and why the perceptions of a culture of teaching among faculty are aligned or misaligned 

with those of the academic leaders’ beliefs, values, actions and overall perceptions of the 

culture they promote. I provide a map of the three main research foci and how these 
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lenses were applied to them within this study design in figure 1.1. Together, the 

combination of these theories suggests that a culture of teaching might be accomplished 

when a few crucial conditions exist. These include: a leader believes in learner-centered 

teaching, their espoused beliefs are aligned with their actions, and their leadership style is 

transformational as opposed to a top-down transactional approach. 

 

Figure 1.1 Application of Conceptual Lenses Applied to Research Foci and Study Design 

 

Learner-Centered Teaching 

Much has been discussed in the literature on teaching and learning regarding 

learner-centered teaching. In higher education, learner-centered teaching (also referred to 

as student-centered teaching) can be described simply as a teaching practice that focuses 

on students’ learning as opposed to the instructor’s teaching (Weimer, 2002). The 
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Education International Project defines it further as “both a mindset and a culture” 

broadly related to constructivist theories of learning (Attard, Di Iorio, Geven, & Santa, 

2010, p. 5). Learner-centered teaching can also be characterized by an increase in the use 

of research-based teaching methods such as active and collaborative learning. These 

methods often focus on developing students’ problem-solving, critical thinking and 

reflective thinking skills (Attard et al., 2010). Another definition of learner-centered 

teaching is offered by Slavich and Zimbardo (2012) in their review of transformational 

teaching strategies. They defined this approach to teaching as making students “active 

learners” and as providing more autonomy to students in order to increase their 

responsibility for learning. Similarly, in Maryellen Weimer’s Learner-Centered Teaching 

(2002), she specifies how beliefs and practices of learner-centered college teaching differ 

from traditional approaches to college teaching in five key ways: 1) the balance of power, 

2) the function of content, 3) the role of the teacher, 4) the responsibility for learning, and 

5) evaluation purposes and processes. 

Many scholars of teaching and learning in higher education believe that this 

approach to teaching can yield greater success for students and greater satisfaction for 

instructors (Weimer, 2002). Indeed, a robust body of research indicates that learner-

centered teaching practices can have a positive impact on student achievement 

(Armbruster et al., 2009; Weimer, 2012; Wright, 2011). Studies focusing on the 

implementation of specific learner-centered teaching methods such as active and 

collaborative learning also show a variety of positive outcomes including higher levels of 

student engagement as compared to teaching-centered strategies such as uninterrupted 

lecturing (Millis, 2012; Umbach & Wawrzynski, 2005). As such, learner-centered 
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teaching has been widely promoted within teaching and learning centers across the globe 

(Wright, 2011). 

Theories of Action 

Many researchers on college teaching have studied belief systems in order to 

ascertain the impact of beliefs about teaching on classroom practices (Eley, 2006; 

Kember & Kwan, 2000). Understanding the factors and experiences that could influence 

beliefs about teaching and teacher actions is a necessary step toward increasing learner-

centered teaching (Kane et al., 2002). Many researchers agree that for professional 

development activities to be successful in promoting learner-center teaching practices, 

they must also target participants’ belief systems (Kane, Sandretto, & Heath, 2002; 

McAlpine & Weston, 2000; Putnam & Borko, 1997). Furthermore, Stabile and Ritchie 

(2013) suggest that studies on faculty beliefs are not enough, but that in order to make 

large-scale improvements, research should study institutional-level belief constructs and 

their impact on improving participation in faculty development. 

In this way, Argyris and Schön’s theories of action (1974) provides a valuable 

lens for research studies which seek to explore the complex relationship between beliefs 

and practices. This theoretical framework, which has been described as a social cognition 

approach to organizational theory, links changes in beliefs and practices more directly to 

learning experiences as compared to other organizational theories (Kezar, 2001). Social 

cognition approaches to studying organizational change are noted for their capacity to 

mitigate resistance to change through learning experiences and the adoption of new 

paradigms (Kezar, 2001). 
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Argyris and Schön describe theories of action as the mechanisms by which we 

link our thoughts with our actions (Greenwood, 1993). The concept of theories of action 

was developed from an analysis of a number of elements including action strategies, 

consequences for self, consequences for others, and governing values. In theories of 

action, governing values are described as “goals or beliefs we seek to operationalize, or 

values we seek to express with our actions” (Argyris, Putnam & McLain Smith, 1985, p. 

83). While governing values are expressed by actions, Argyris and Schön also explain 

that individuals have concurrent theories of action which may not be in sync with each 

other. These concurrent theories include an espoused theory and a theory-in-use 

(Greenwood, 1993). The espoused theory of action is the values a person perceives to be 

driving their actions and theory-in-use is what values their actions actually imply. They 

suggest that leaders are typically unaware when their theories-in-use are not aligned with 

their espoused theories (Argyris & Schön, 1974). 

Examining leaders’ espoused theory versus theory-in-use where teaching is 

concerned is key to understanding the data in this study, because it allows for a possible 

disconnect between the beliefs and action strategies of academic leaders and the 

perceptions of faculty. In other words, this theory can help shed light on a situation where 

an academic leader claims to have a high regard for teaching, when their actions suggest 

otherwise. Therefore, utilizing theories of action allows for the possibility that an 

intensive faculty development program impacted leaders to develop learner-centered 

teaching beliefs, yet was still not successful in prompting those leaders to use strategies 

which can lead to a culture of teaching within their unit. Without an examination of the 

congruence between their espoused theory and theory-in-use, the effectiveness of a claim 
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that faculty development for academic leaders can promote teaching culture is 

insufficient. 

Transactional and Transformational Leadership Theory 

One of the most well-known theories of leadership was proposed by Burns 

(1978), who categorized leader behavior as either transactional or transformational. In 

transactional leadership, leaders focus on specific tasks that can help achieve their desired 

goals, whereas in a transformational leadership approach the focus is on motivating 

followers to want to achieve the intended goals, thereby taking their own actions to 

achieve them (McCleskey, 2014). Several studies on primary and secondary leadership 

have enlisted the help of transformational leadership theory to shine light on instructional 

reform and teaching improvements (Hallinger, 2011; Menon, 2011). Although theories of 

action identifies an important link between teaching beliefs and action strategies, 

transactional and transformational leadership theory offers additional insight into 

strategies that leaders use to accomplish their goals. As it relates to this study, 

transactional and transformational leadership theories help explain why some academic 

leaders focus on policy and procedural tasks to promote a culture of teaching while others 

focus on motivating or inspiring faculty to improve teaching. 

Evidence suggests that a transformational leadership style is more effective than a 

transactional leadership style in an educational setting (Muijs, Harris, Lumby, Morrison, 

& Sood, 2006; Neumann & Neumann, 1999); therefore this distinction is key to 

unpacking the extent to which academic leaders are effective in creating a culture of 

teaching. This is important because studies have shown transformational leaders motivate 

people around a vision-related goal and empower others to move toward that shared goal 
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(Eppard, 2003), which aligns with scholars’ recommendations for effective culture 

change in higher education (Cox et al., 2011; Terpstra & Honoree, 2009). Additionally, 

some researchers contend that leadership styles are an integral part of an organization’s 

culture (McCleskey, 2014). 

Organizational Culture 

Another area that leadership literature focuses on is organizational culture 

(Schein, 1985). According to Schein, for leaders to be effective, an organizational culture 

must be clearly identified. Over the years, ‘culture’ has become a common term used to 

describe an organization’s beliefs, values, rituals, and assumptions (Kezar, 2001). Schein 

defined organizational culture as “basic assumptions and beliefs that are shared by 

members of an organization, operate unconsciously, and in a ‘taken for granted’ fashion, 

that define the organization’s view of itself and its environment’ (Schein, 1991, p. 6). 

According to Schein, “culture change requires organizational leaders to recognize that 

current culture is problematic and ‘have the motivation and skill to change the cultural 

process’” (Schein as quoted by Bystydzienski et al., 2017, p. 2302). 

Schein’s theory intersects well with Argyris’ ideas of espoused theory and theory-

in-use because both theories contend that a desire to promote culture change alone is not 

enough. Rather, in order to promote culture change leaders must introduce new concepts, 

values, and assumptions (Schein 1991). Shein’s theory also suggests that in order for 

culture change to happen, a leaders’ espoused theory must be aligned with their theory-

in-use and those theories must incorporate a collaborative, participatory approach to 

change, rather than a top-down policy-focused approach to change. Several studies which 

have explored organizational culture change in higher education have largely drawn from 
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Shein’s model (Bystydzienski et al., 2017; Cox et al., 2011; Willcoxson & Walker, 

1995). Cox et al. (2011) draw on Shein’s (2004) model in order to outline mechanisms 

that organizational leaders use to “embed their beliefs, values, and assumptions into 

organizational culture” (p. 810). In this case, researchers specifically used Shein’s 

framework to better understand the relationship between institutional policies, faculty 

culture and instructional practice.   

Definition of Key Terms 

Teaching Beliefs. While educational research has had trouble agreeing on a single 

construct for teaching beliefs (Pajares, 1992), at this stage in the research, teaching 

beliefs and conceptions will be used interchangeably and generally defined by two 

distinct paradigms found in the literature “teacher-centered” and “learner-centered” 

(Eley, 2006; Major & Palmer, 2002; Weimer 2012). These conceptions have also been 

referred to as “knowledge transmission” and “learning facilitation” (Eley, 2006; Kember 

& Kwan, 2000). 

 

Learner-Centered Teaching.  Learner-centered teaching, also referred to as student-

centered teaching, comprises methods of teaching that shift the focus of instruction from 

the teacher to the student (Weimer, 2002). This approach to teaching often includes 

teaching practices such as explicit skill development, collaborative and active learning, 

and increasing student reflection (Weimer, 2002) 

 

Teacher-Centered Teaching.  Teacher-centered teaching is an approach to teaching that 

focuses on the instructor, what they do and what they say. Teacher-centered teaching, is 
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typically expository and students’ role is limited to listening and taking notes (Weimer, 

2002).  

 

Theories of Action.  Theories of action will be defined using Argyris and Schön’s work. 

This theory asserts that all deliberate human behavior is driven by governing beliefs and 

values (Argyris & Schön, 1974). However, an individual’s espoused theory (their 

asserted values or beliefs) may not align with their theory-in-use (action strategies that 

they take) (Argyris & Schön, 1974). 

 

Transformational Leadership Theory.  Transformational leadership is defined using 

Burns (1978), who described a transformational style of leadership as an approach to 

leading by inspiring change in individuals and social systems. According to Burns, a 

transformational leader creates more lasting and significant changes in both people and 

organizations by influencing perceptions and values, expectations, and aspirations of 

members within an organization. 

 

Transactional Leadership Theory.  Burns (1978) compared a transformational style of 

leadership to a transactional approach, whereby leaders focus on compliance by followers 

through policies, rewards and punishments. 

 

Organizational Culture. Organizational culture refers to the underlying beliefs, 

assumptions, and values of an organization. It is often based off of the shared attitudes, 
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beliefs, rituals, rules and policies that have been developed over time within an 

organization (Kezar, 2001). 

 

A Culture of Teaching. For the purpose of this study, a culture of teaching will be defined 

as an organizational culture with a shared value for teaching. However, as Skelton (2005) 

points out, teaching excellence is a vague term and definitions of great teaching range 

from one person to another within the same intuitions. Therefore, in this study a culture 

of teaching is further defined as an organizational commitment to promoting learner-

centered teaching and the implementation of other research-based teaching practices 

(Honan et al., 2013). 

 

Associate Dean.  Within the context of a larger university, associate deans tend to be 

middle managers within schools or colleges whose major work and projects happen 

mostly between the dean and the faculty. The responsibilities for associate deans vary 

widely within universities and institutions of higher education, typically depending on the 

size of the institution, as well as the academic unit they serve. An associate dean’s 

oversight typically includes one or more of the following: undergraduate education, 

graduate education, research, finance, faculty affairs (Mabrouk, 2018). 

  

Department Chair.  Within a college or university academic departments are typically 

overseen or “chaired” by a faculty member within the department. Depending on the 

institution, school or college, this position may be determined through an election by 

faculty in the unit, appointed by the dean of the college, or decided through a rotating 
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system of eligible faculty. The duties and oversight of this position often vary extensively 

within a university, but also among various institutions. Regardless, chairs typically have 

the greatest contact with faculty, oversee teaching responsibilities and evaluation, as well 

as support professional development for faculty within their department. 

 

Faculty.  Faculty comprise a division within a university or college composed of 

individual educators who are established as experts in their field or discipline. Faculty 

members typically have varying titles associated with their rank and core responsibilities. 

These include but are not limited to adjunct faculty, non-tenure track (sometimes referred 

to as teaching faculty), tenure-track faculty, and tenured faculty (sometimes referred to as 

research faculty). 

Dissertation Overview 

Within this chapter I have provided insight into my personal motivation and 

interest for the study, as well as the core problem that this study seeks to address. 

Additionally, I have outlined the purpose of the study, the research questions, the 

conceptual framework which guides the study, and provided a list of key terms that will 

be used throughout the study. In Chapter 2, I present a thorough review of the relevant 

research and literature regarding teaching in higher education, faculty development, 

leadership development, and the significance of a culture of teaching. Chapter 3 provides 

thorough details regarding the research study design and methodology. Chapters 4 and 5 

present data and the study’s main findings organized first by the leader and then by the 

colleges and departments. Lastly in Chapter 6, I provide a summary of findings and a 

discussion of those findings along with their implications. Additionally, I provide several 
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avenues for future research that will aid in better understanding the intersection of faculty 

development, academic leadership, and a culture of teaching within public research 

universities.  
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

 

Chapter Introduction 

Prior to any investigation into how faculty development of academic leaders may 

connect with a culture of teaching within the specific context of a public research 

university, why this research is vital must be addressed. Thus, an in-depth analysis of the 

literature and emerging research, and research gaps within the intersections of teaching, 

faculty development, leadership, and a culture of teaching in higher education are 

delivered within this chapter. This literature review provides insight into 1) research on 

teaching in higher education; 2) the role of faculty development in promoting effective 

teaching; 3) barriers that prevent instructors from participating in faculty development; 4) 

ways that a culture of teaching promotes faculty development; and 5) the role of 

academic leaders play in promoting a culture of teaching. 

Teaching in Higher Education 

In K-12 contexts, teachers are required to participate in extensive formal 

education and continual professional development in teaching. In the United States, 

teachers must obtain state-level certifications which vary in intensity by state, but often 

include requirements for education and formal exams in both content and pedagogy 

(Goldhaber & Brewer, 2000). This process is not the same at the university level. To 

date, there is no universal or national requirement for higher education instructors to 

receive training or formal preparations to teach (Robinson & Hope, 2013). As a result, 

there is very little oversight of college instruction and in the last few decades, there has 
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been a growing call to reform and improve undergraduate teaching through more formal 

processes (Bok, 2009; Cross, 1977; Seldin, 1995).  

During this time, there has been a growing body of literature demonstrating the 

critical role teaching plays in college students’ success. One branch of this literature 

focuses on learner-centered teaching (also referred to as student-centered teaching). 

Discussions of learner-centered teaching in the literature often compare it to teacher-

centered teaching which is often characterized by a focus on the transmission of 

knowledge from teacher to student (Kember & Kwan, 2000). On the other hand, the 

learner-centered approach focuses on the facilitation of students’ learning (Postareff & 

Lindblom-Ylänne, 2008). Although this may seem like a minor shift in perspective, 

Weimer (2002) describes learner-centered teaching as incorporating five important 

differences: 

1. It is teaching that engages students in the hard, messy work of learning. 

2. It is teaching that motivates and empowers students by giving them some 

control over the learning processes. 

3. It is teaching that encourages collaboration, acknowledging the classroom (be 

it virtual or real) as a community where everyone shares the learning agenda. 

4. It is teaching that promotes students’ reflection about what they are learning 

and how they are learning it. 

5. It is teaching that includes explicit learning skills instruction (p. 15). 

Although some research has suggested a dichotomy between learner-centered and 

teacher-centered approaches (Trigwell & Prosser, 2004), other researchers argue that 

teaching beliefs and practices make up a continuum and most instructors fall somewhere 
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between the two (Meyer & Eley, 2006). Other studies suggest that teaching can have 

characteristics of both approaches, but that learner-centered teaching is simply a more 

advanced approach (Postareff & Lindblom-Ylänne, 2008). Dichotomy or not, learner-

centered teaching has been shown to positively impact student achievement (Armbruster 

et al., 2009; Weimer, 2012; Wright, 2011). Furthermore, numerous studies which focus 

on specific learner-centered teaching methods such as active and collaborative learning 

agree that these methods can increase student engagement as compared to teaching-

centered strategies such as uninterrupted lecturing (Millis, 2012; Umbach & Wawrzynski, 

2005). 

These methodologies have also been found to play a crucial role in the persistence 

of first-year students (Reason, Terenzini, & Domingo, 2006).  Giaquinto (2009) suggests 

that there is often an “instructional mismatch between first-year students and their 

instructors in a crucial element in the retention rate of first year students” (p. 270). His 

review points to a large body of research indicating that when first-year students struggle 

academically, they often engage in less advantageous activities and may stop attending 

classes (Erikson, Peters, & Strommer, 2006; Kadison & DiGeronimo, 2004). These 

actions have been linked to negative consequences including dropping out of school 

altogether (Lumina Foundation, 2004; Noel-Levitz, 2007). He suggests that when faculty 

implement active and collaborative learning activities in the classroom, it can help 

prevent this downfall (Giaquinto, 2009).   

In another study of 408 first-year, first-semester students, a team of researchers 

found that when faculty implemented active learning in class, it shaped students’ 

perceptions that their teachers and institution were committed to their growth and 



 

 

26  

development (Braxton, Jones, Hirschy, & Hartley, 2008). This led students to greater 

social integration on campus and subsequently their commitment to the institution. 

Although these researchers did not follow this group of students past their first semester, 

they point to past studies which found that students’ sense of social integration is linked 

to their likelihood of returning to an institution in subsequent semesters (Braxton et al., 

2008).  

A large portion of the literature on active and collaborative learning focuses 

specifically on its impact in Science, Technology, Engineering and Math (STEM) 

courses. For example, the implementation of active and collaborative learning activities 

has been found to increase students’ conceptual understanding of course content (Hake, 

1998), yield higher test scores (Slavin, 1991), improve student engagement (Prince, 

2004), increase class attendance (Deslauriers, Schelew, & Wieman, 2011), reduce rates of 

course withdrawal (Williamson & Rowe, 2002), and increase student satisfaction and 

rapport with faculty (Ellis, Kelton, & Rasmussen, 2014). A wide-ranging meta-analysis 

completed in 2013 of over 225 independent studies also concludes that active learning, 

specifically in lower-level STEM courses, improves test scores and overall academic 

achievement (Freeman et al., 2013). One of the authors of the study went so far as to 

suggest that the impact of this study, “should be like the Surgeon General’s report on 

‘Smoking and Health’ in 1964–they should put to rest any debate about whether active 

learning is more effective than lecturing” (Bhatia, 2014, para 3).  

Studies on collaborative learning also suggest that implementing these teaching 

methodologies within STEM courses has an even greater effect on the academic success 

of students from historically underrepresented groups (Herreid, 1998). Similarly, several 
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studies conducted outside of STEM disciplines suggest that active or collaborative 

learning can yield even greater outcomes for women and minorities (Colbeck et al., 2001; 

Felder & Brent, 2007; Laursen et al., 2014; Wasley, 2006). Overall, a review of these 

studies indicates that when implemented effectively, active and collaborative learning 

activities can result in several positive outcomes. 

Faculty Development 

Since the establishment of higher education, institutional structures have largely 

assumed that competence and expertise within one’s field, discipline, or profession 

equates with effectiveness as a college instructor (Famel, 2016). Although some evidence 

has linked expertise as a scholar and/or researcher with effectiveness in college teaching, 

several opposing studies have found this relationship to either be negatively correlated, or 

they have found no evidence of a relationship between the quality of teaching and 

research productivity in college instructors (Figlio & Schapiro, 2017; Zaman, 2004). 

Likely, this inconsistent data relate to the difficulty of accurately measuring faculty 

research output across vastly different fields, as well as the way in which any given study 

has defined and measured effective college teaching. 

Overall, a broad review of the literature illustrates that few college instructors are 

provided with pedagogical training prior to receiving a teaching assignment (Halpern & 

Hakel, 2003; Hellmann et al., 2014). At many institutions, teaching centers have been 

formed in an attempt to fill this gap by providing professional development programs 

focused on teaching (Clark & Saulnier, 2010). The programs and services offered through 

centers like these are often referred to as faculty development (Kolbo & Turnage, 2002). 

The roots of formal faculty development programming in the United States can be traced 
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to 1962, with the establishment of the first teaching and learning center at the University 

of Michigan (Schroeder, 2012). However, a large increase in undergraduate enrollment 

and declines in student preparation let to its growth in the 1980s (Clark & Saulner, 2010). 

Around the same time, reports such as A Nation at Risk (National Commission on 

Excellence in Education, 1983) and How College Affects Students (Pascarella & 

Terrenzini, 1991) criticized higher education in the U.S. and had many institutions 

scrambling to increase more resources to improve students’ learning (Schroeder, 2012). 

Toward the end of the 1990’s, rapid advances in technology, the growth of online 

learning, and increasing focus on assessment and accountability continued the demand 

for teaching centers and instructional development (Schroeder, 2012). Still today, faculty 

face a constantly changing academic environment which includes greater demands on 

their time, possibly making teaching centers of even greater importance (Kezar, 2001; 

King & Lawler, 2004). As a result, both faculty development and teaching centers at 

many institutions have grown to play a key role (Holt, Palmer, & Challis, 2011). 

Unfortunately, scholars of faculty development argue that this role is largely inconsistent 

across institutions and whether or not a center engages in larger organizational efforts 

often hinges on a center director who believes in this tactic (Chism, 1998; Schroeder, 

2012). 

Notwithstanding, research has shown that faculty development programming can 

yield a variety of benefits of critical concern to institutional leaders including reducing 

faculty burnout (Huston & Weaver, 2008), increasing retention of women and minority 

faculty (Laursen & Rocque, 2009), enhancing collegial communities (Behar-Horenstein, 

Zafar, & Roberts, 2012), initiating collaborations across campus (Hill, La Kim, & 
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Lagueux, 2007), and improving faculty confidence or satisfaction in their teaching 

(Åkerlind, 2003; Bailey & Nagamine, 2012, Gunersel, & Etienne, 2014; Steinert et al., 

2006).  But to date, the most extensive research on the impact of faculty development 

programming has concentrated on its impact on individual instructors.   

A large portion of this research focuses on faculty development’s ability to impact 

instructors’ beliefs about teaching (sometimes referred to as teaching conceptions). This 

focus may be partially due to the work of Trigwell and Prosser (1994, 1995, 1996a, 

1996b) who made several investigations into the correlations between conceptions about 

teaching and instructor’s approaches in the classroom. Their work suggests that faculty 

development can have a greater impact when it focuses on shifting participant’s beliefs 

about teaching—as opposed to advocating for the use of specific classroom strategies 

(1996b). Other researchers have echoed this sentiment suggesting that any teacher 

development “must take into account and address teachers’ knowledge and beliefs” 

(Putnam & Borko, 1997, p. 1224) in order to prompt pedagogical change, and that such 

changes in higher education are “unlikely to happen without changes to professors’ 

conception of teaching” (McAlpine & Weston, 2000, p. 377). 

Indeed, several studies since the late 1990s have confirmed that faculty 

development programming can be quite successful at promoting learner-centered 

teaching beliefs (Coffey & Gibbs, 2000; Lindblom-Ylänne, Trigwell, Nevgi, & Ashwin, 

2006; Prosser & Trigwell, 1999). Through interviews with faculty, Major and Palmer 

(2006) were able to document several changes to faculty beliefs as a result of a faculty 

development program. These included shifts in the way faculty-participants viewed their 

role in the classroom, shifts in the way they viewed the roles and responsibilities of their 
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students, and coming to see teaching as a scholarly endeavor. Similarly, Postareff, 

Lindblom-Ylanne, and Nevgi (2007) used a combination of interviews and the 

Approaches to Teaching Inventory (Trigwell & Prosser, 2004) to investigate the impact 

of faculty development on 201 college instructors. This study concludes that faculty 

development programs can also lead to an increase in learner-centered approaches to 

teaching (Postareff et al., 2007). 

It is important to call out here that there may be a gap in many of these studies, 

which has led some to question how these programs actually affect participants’ teaching 

practices. Kane, Sandretto, and Heath (2002) critiqued previous studies for reporting 

unsubstantiated claims that faculty development directly impacts teaching practices. They 

point out that past researchers have taken liberties in stating that faculty accounts of their 

teaching equate to tangible evidence. Similarly, Kember and Kwan (2000) criticized 

many of these studies for their lack of observational evidence, stating that “the claim to 

have established a conception/approach relationship should be treated with a degree of 

skepticism” (p. 472). 

Certainly, the link between teacher beliefs, intentions, and practices is not 

straightforward. For example, one study found that for many instructors their teaching 

methodologies focused solely on knowledge transmission even when it was not 

congruent with their beliefs about teaching (Norton, Richardson, Hartley, Newstead, & 

Mayes, 2005). More importantly, they point out that the link between an instructor’s 

intentions and practice might be affected by variables such as the number of years an 

instructor has been teaching and the institutional culture where they are teaching. In fact, 

Lindblom‐Ylänne et al. (2006) propose that implementing a learner-centered approach to 
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teaching is quite sensitive to contextual factors such as institutional or departmental 

culture. Still, another study found that the correlation between teaching beliefs and 

classroom practice is multifaceted and that situational factors such as discipline must be 

taken into consideration (Kember, Leung, & McNaught, 2008). 

Barriers to Faculty Development 

Despite the many benefits of faculty development outlined above, many colleges 

and universities still do not have teaching centers or formal faculty development 

programs. Even among those institutions with teaching centers, many instructors simply 

do not attend faculty development programming. A 2016-17 survey of undergraduate 

teaching faculty shows that almost half of its respondents (44%) did not participate in 

professional development activities focused on teaching and another 5.7% indicated that 

these programs were not available to them (Stolzenberg et al., 2019). It is important to 

note that the faculty who reported participation in faculty development were more likely 

to have received additional incentives. Likewise, it is worth noting that teaching and 

learning centers generally report varying participation rates, which often relate to 

institution type and faculty rank (Bishop & Keehn, 2015). Due to the low participation 

among faculty, critics of faculty development have argued that these programs often 

“preach to the choir,” because instructors attending them are often there by choice, which 

may be an indication that they already value teaching (Clark & Saulnier, 2010, p. 113). 

Researchers have identified several factors contributing to weak participation in 

faculty development, among them is how faculty perceive their professional identity 

(Brownell & Tanner, 2012; Lowenthal, Wray, Bates, Switzer, & Stevens, 2012). For 

example, college instructors often see themselves as scientists, researchers, or scholars 
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first and foremost and this can impede their development as teachers. Additionally, a 

commitment to changing one’s pedagogical approach must include an admittance that the 

methods they currently use may not be the most effective (Henderson, Finkelstein, & 

Beach, 2010). Further compounding the problem, faculty often implement teaching 

strategies used by their mentors and colleagues (Van Driel, Verloop, Van Werven, & 

Dekkers, 1997) and faculty who seek to adopt new pedagogical approaches report facing 

criticism from their colleagues who use more traditional methods (Gibbs & Coffey, 

2004). 

In Improving College Teaching, Seldin (1995) also argues that a variety of 

preconceived beliefs about teaching prevent many instructors from seeking help to 

improve their teaching practices. For example, teaching is often regarded as either 

simplistic and straightforward, or on the contrary, that it is so idiosyncratic no training 

could truly support the needs of individual instructors. He explains that another common 

mythology espouses that good teachers are born and not made. Rather, he contends, 

“potentially great teachers become great teachers … through conditioning mind, through 

acquiring skills, and through practicing …” (Seldin, 1995, p. 2). Lastly, he sites previous 

findings that a large majority of faculty already believe their teaching is above average 

and therefore do not seek opportunities to improve it. 

Survey data show the greatest barrier reported by faculty is lack of time or 

institutional incentives (Dancy & Henderson, 2010; Henderson et al., 2010). Most 

institutional reward structures emphasize research productivity, and in turn may 

disincentivize other activities such as faculty development (Amey, 1999; Cole et al., 

2018; Seldin, 1995). Not too long ago, rewards in terms of pay, tenure, and promotion in 
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higher education were based almost exclusively on research productivity (Amey, 1999; 

Fairweather, 1993; Felder, 2010). Therefore, it is not surprising that institutions which 

explicitly reward participation in these programs report significantly higher attendance 

compared with institutions which do not (Lowenthal et al., 2012). 

However, if teaching is to be considered in tenure, promotion, and contract 

renewal decisions, another major concern arises about the method most commonly used 

to evaluate teaching: student survey data (Kember, Leung, & Kwan, 2002). 

Unfortunately, research indicates that student evaluations are not effective in improving 

research-based teaching strategies (Kember et al., 2002) and could actually lead to 

negative changes in teaching such as grade inflation (Simpson & Siguaw, 2000). Faculty 

can also be highly skeptical of student ratings and many question their validity (Fraser et 

al., 2013; Nasser & Fresko, 2002). Subsequently, there is great concern that the sole use 

of student surveys to evaluate teaching deters faculty from incorporating improvements 

within their teaching for fear of their students’ reaction (Stark & Frieshat, 2014). 

Lack of institutional support for faculty development may be traced to 

institutional leaders who also hold deep-seeded misconceptions about what defines 

effective teaching (Luedkke, 2003; Skelton, 2005). Although Barr and Tagg (1995) assert 

that in the 1990s higher education underwent a fundamental paradigm shift from the 

focus on “providing instruction” to “student learning” some scholars disagree to the 

extent and depth of this shift. Skelton (2005) challenges this notion by explaining that 

while ‘teaching excellence’ is now a common phrase in higher education, there remains 

little consensus of what defines it. And to Skelton’s point, while higher education may 

have an increase in claims of teaching excellence, studies continue to reveal the lack of 



 

 

34  

any widespread implementation of the teaching practices shown to increase student 

learning and success (Clark & Saulnier, 2010; Cox et al., 2011; Fraser et al., 2013). 

Complicating matters at many public universities is the growing focus on 

independent rankings systems which measure institutions based on research productivity 

such as those produced by the Carnegie Foundations or the National Research Council 

(Altbach, 2010). Consequently, research and teaching often become competitive activities 

(Porter & Toutkoushian, 2006). Moreover, many institutions which publicly boast their 

emphasis on great teaching still base organizational reward systems entirely on research 

accomplishments (Cole et al., 2018; Terpstra & Honoree, 2009). For this reason, some 

academics maintain that institutional leaders simply pay “lip service” to their high regard 

for teaching, while upholding policies that suggest otherwise (Amey, 1999; McInnis, 

Ramsden, & Maconachie, 2012). 

These mixed messages are a significant cause for concern as faculty report that a 

lack of institutional commitment and the low value placed on teaching often prevent them 

from improving their teaching practice (Davis, 2003; Sabagh & Saroyan, 2014). 

Likewise, other studies have found determination to improve one’s teaching strongly 

corresponds with college instructor’s perceptions of institutional expectations and support 

(Blackburn, Lawrence, Bieber, & Trautvetter, 1991). Furthermore, non-tenure track 

faculty—those with higher teaching loads—report that one of the greatest impediments to 

faculty development is the lack of recognition and appreciation for it and that greater 

institutional value for teaching would encourage their participation in teaching-

development activities (Sabagh & Saroyan, 2014). 
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While there are many investigations into the barriers to faculty development, 

fewer studies explore the motivations for participating in it. Literature that explores 

motivations to improve teaching in higher education typically highlight the significance 

of intrinsic motivations (motivated by finding it inherently rewarding) versus extrinsic 

motivations (motivated by an external outcome) (Bess, 1997). One study that looked at 

motivations for faculty development among STEM faculty at a research university found 

that faculty who participated in faculty development did so out of a mix of extrinsic and 

intrinsic motivators (Bouwma-Gearhart, 2011). More importantly, even when extrinsic 

motivators were negative, for example fear of a poor performance review, continued 

participation in faculty development became intrinsic after initial participation. In other 

words, the faculty development experience was “powerful enough to transform what was 

originally an extrinsic motivating force to participate in [faculty development] into a 

functionally intrinsic one” (p. 566). The researcher concluded that especially at a research 

university where institutional cultures often do not place high value on teaching, extrinsic 

motivators are necessary to increase participation in faculty development by those who 

do not already hold an intrinsic value for improving their teaching. 

A Culture of Teaching 

Traditionally, faculty development centers have largely focused on improving 

teaching through consultations and workshops for instructors (Schroeder, 2012). This 

likely stems from a longstanding belief that teaching transformation is a matter for 

individual teachers (Thomas & Willcoxson, 1998). College teaching has historically been 

regarded as a private endeavor (Shulman, 1993)–not the responsibility of an academic 

leader or administrative policy (Willcoxson & Walker, 1995). However, findings from 
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many of the studies previously discussed reveal that both increasing participation in 

faculty development, as well as the successful application of new teaching strategies, 

hinge on factors such as reward structures and support systems—factors over which 

individual college instructors have little control. 

Schroeder (2012) explains that this approach to faculty development assumes that 

individual instructors will change their practices and those changes will become popular, 

ultimately leading to a greater organizational change. However, this is a narrow and 

limited strategy, which may or may not actually result in a broader institutional impact. 

Rather, she argues that teaching center directors can make a larger impact as change 

agents by participating in higher-level institutional activities such as strategic planning, 

restructuring, committee work, and other academic interventions. Other scholars agree 

that teaching and learning centers may need to focus efforts on leaders who set policy 

within an institution. For example, Lieberman and Guskin (2003) emphasize that 

widespread improvements in teaching resulting from faculty development efforts can 

only be successful if “administrative decision-makers understand and provide resources 

[and support] necessary to implement and sustain them” (p. 261). In Ten Principles of 

Good Practice in Creating and Sustaining Teaching and Learning Centers, Sorcinelli 

(2002) includes the importance of cultivating administrative commitments and allies 

among leadership. These ideas have also been underscored by the Professional and 

Organizational Developer’s (POD) Network, an international organization supporting 

faculty development. Almost a decade ago, POD identified one of its main functions as 

“seeking to inform and persuade educational leaders of the value of faculty, instructional, 

and organizational development in institutions of higher education” (Schroeder, 2012, p. 



 

 

37  

23). Still today, they outline the importance of programming for academic leaders and 

decision makers, as these are “the individuals who will be making the policies that affect 

how courses are taught, how faculty are hired and promoted, and how students are 

admitted and graduated” (podnetwork.org, 2019). 

Many higher education scholars agree that policy change alone is not the most 

effective approach to widespread change in higher education (Cox et al., 2011; Terpstra 

& Honoree, 2009); instead, overall institutional culture must change in order to 

accomplish lasting improvements (Cox et al., 2011; Hearn, 1996; Sabagh & Saroyan, 

2014). Umbach (2007) argues that “cultures play an important role in guiding faculty 

teaching behaviors” and they can “serve as a guide for faculty in the ways in which they 

interpret and make meaning of their roles as teachers” (p. 266). Indeed, organizational 

theory suggests that a faculty member’s actions will reflect their institutional and 

departmental culture and that, “a culture with improved teaching quality is likely to lead 

to improved student engagement and learning” (Cox et at., 2011). There is also evidence 

that departmental culture change can directly lead to improved teaching practices 

(Grayson & Gous, 1996; Willcoxson & Walker, 1995). Additional studies on 

organizational culture suggest that institutional and departmental culture can play a role 

in several positive outcomes such as student persistence and retention (Berger & Braxton, 

1998; Berger & Milem, 1999; Albert, 2010). Other researchers have linked institutional 

cultures that value teaching to a number of desirable outcomes such as an increase in 

incentives for faculty development (Fraser et al., 2013; Lowenthal et al., 2012), changes 

in the evaluation of teaching to incorporate research-based metrics (Chism, 1999), and 
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the adjustment of reward structures to value risk-taking and innovation in teaching (Cole 

et al., 2017; Felder & Brent, 1998; Patrick & Fletcher, 1998).  

Researchers have also explored which characteristics of organizational culture 

define a culture of teaching that promotes and values effective and research-informed 

teaching practices. Kustra, Meadows, Dawson, Hondzel, and Goff (2014) identify a 

number of indicators of what they define as a quality teaching culture. As organizations 

are known to develop subcultures within the larger organizational culture (Umbach, 

2007), these researchers identified indicators at the institutional level, department level, 

and individual level. Some of the indicators they identify as an institutional or university 

culture of teaching include: the existence of a teaching and learning center; hosting or 

supporting faculty to attend teaching conferences or other teaching development 

opportunities; university-level teaching certifications; and specific salary and promotion 

policies for hiring and promoting faculty based on evidence of effective teaching. A few 

of the department level indicators that make their list include promoting a balance 

between the evaluation of teaching and learning and research performance, encouraging 

departments to stay current with pedagogical best practices, ensuring that the department 

pays attention to assessments and rubrics that align with learning outcomes, and a 

commitment to providing relevance of programming and course material to the real-

world. Finally, at the individual level, the indicators they provide include encouraging 

faculty to explore different teaching methods, and allocating sufficient resources to 

support student learning with an emphasis on learner-centered teaching practices. They 

also identify the importance of a formal peer-review process for all faculty and multiple 

ways that teaching excellence is acknowledged and celebrated (Kustra et al., 2014). 
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Academic Leaders and a Culture of Teaching 

Although teaching and learning centers have a large part to play in shifting 

institutional culture (Cook & Kaplan, 2011; Lieberman & Guskin, 2003), institutional 

leaders are generally acknowledged as fundamental to a widespread culture change 

(Laursen & Rocque, 2009). Honan, Westmoreland, and Tew (2013) argue that 

responsibility for developing a culture that promotes faculty development extends all the 

way to top institutional leaders such as trustees, presidents, and financial officers. 

Marincovich (2007) also describes the creation of a culture of teaching within a large 

research institution as hinging on the vision-setting by university presidents and academic 

deans. However, Silver (2003, p. 158) warns that cultures shared “by individuals and 

groups in an institution may not be those most treasured by the institution itself.”   

Quinlan (2014) presents a model for leadership of teaching in higher education 

which she believes is currently lacking. This model is rooted in transformational 

leadership theory and argues that educational leadership will foster conditions in which 

students can grow holistically. The model tells leaders of teaching to start first with an 

alignment between the culture of the institution, the curriculum, and even co-curriculum 

in order to promote a community ripe for learning. However, this model is important 

because it focuses on what much other research has left out: the need for institutional 

leaders to develop the knowledge about how students learn and which teaching strategies 

best promote student learning. Included in this model is the importance for those leaders 

to then model these methods in their own practice and uphold them with integrity. 

 Of course, organizational cultures are formed by leaders at all levels, but many 

claim that department chairs are the most well-situated to impact culture and advance 



 

 

40  

changes in the culture of teaching, because they work closely with faculty in their 

departments, teaching is often evaluated at the department level, and promotion decisions 

are initiated by them (Bystydzienski et al., 2017; Hecht, Higgerson, Gmelch, & Tucker, 

1999; Wergin, 2003). In fact, several researchers contend that a direct relationship exists 

between perceptions of leadership at the departmental level and perceptions of teaching 

support and a culture of teaching (Gibbs, Knapper, & Piccinin, 2008; Knight & Trowler, 

2000; Ramsden, Prosser, Trigwell, & Martin, 2007; Umbach, 2008; Wright, 2005). For 

example, Wright (2005) argues that “an effective and supportive chair can be an 

important constituent of a teaching culture” (p. 64). She suggests that chairs potentially 

have the largest impact on developing a culture of teaching through small informal 

conversations with faculty that clarify the value and support for their instructional role.  

She also points out that a combination of highly visible acts coupled with small, frequent 

contacts regarding teaching can become a cultural “anchor” for faculty especially at 

research institutions where the value of teaching is often ambiguous.  

Knight and Trowler (2000) also claim that institutional attempts to improve 

teaching will have little impact without reinforcing departmental cultures which are 

“conducive to better teaching.” This qualitative study of university faculty concludes that 

department heads have the best positional authority to promote the improvement of 

teaching practices. Furthermore, Ramsden et al. (2007) offer a specific structural model 

for examining the relationship between instructors' experiences with academic leaders 

and their perceptions of teaching within the disciplinary context. They conclude that 

positive perceptions of leadership for teaching are associated with a culture that values 

student learning and the support for high quality teaching.  
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Similarly, other researchers have outlined findings demonstrating a link between 

faculty cultures and college teaching that specify critical disciplinary subcultures that 

often arise within large institutions (Gibbs, 2008; Umbach, 2008). Gibb (2008) engaged 

in a multiple case study of department leadership across research institutions that 

concluded with making important distinctions between conceptions of good teaching 

across disciplinary contexts. However, this study also maintains that strong departmental 

leadership in teaching can build teaching cultures and these are possible to achieve within 

research universities.  

Umbach’s (2008) study goes further in its findings and provides a list of 

recommendations for disciplinary leaders seeking to improve instructions through faculty 

culture. These recommendations include encouraging department leaders to be intentional 

about onboarding new faculty by assigning teaching mentors. He also recommends 

department leaders put energy towards recruiting and retaining faculty who place a high 

priority on teaching, acknowledging and rewarding good teaching within the tenure and 

promotion process, establishing symbols and communications that good teaching is 

valued within the organization, and lastly elevating the status of teaching centers and 

faculty development programs (Umbach, 2008). Wright (2008) also provides clear and 

practical recommendations for department chairs seeking to develop a shared value for 

teaching within their departments. These include cultivating instructional discussions, 

evaluating teaching using multiple methods which include opportunities for peer review 

of teaching, and providing clear tenure and promotion policies for evaluating teaching. 

She also outlines the importance of communicating and using strategic activities that 

promote the value of teaching. 
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While the importance of leadership to teaching has been made clear by this 

literature review and provides recommendations that may yield a culture of teaching, it is 

unclear whether academic chairs are—or how they would become—aware of their crucial 

role in improving teaching. What has been left out of consideration here is that before any 

chairs are likely to inspire a culture of teaching within their departments, they must first 

hold teaching beliefs that align with research-based practices and actually care about 

them enough to promote those beliefs within their departments. In the end, an 

examination of this literature provokes a larger question as to how chairs and other 

academic leaders develop their beliefs about teaching, what may lead them to promote a 

culture of teaching, and how they go about doing so within their organizations.   
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

 

Chapter Introduction 

The questions in this study seek to understand connections between leaders’ 

previous experiences and their current practices, as well as how those practices might be 

perceived by members of their organizations. Qualitative research provides a method to 

explore these complex and multifaceted questions through compound research questions 

such as how and why (Yin, 2008). A case study is a specific qualitative approach that 

often involves the exploration of an individual, group, or organization within a bounded 

system (Mills, Durepos, & Wiebe, 2010; Yin, 2008). In this case, a public research 

university—Middle Atlantic University—is that bounded system. As uncovered in the 

literature review for this study, I became aware of a gap in the research: how might 

faculty development inform the way academic leaders develop their beliefs about 

teaching and subsequently they way they promote a culture of teaching within a research-

focused university? 

Within this one bounded system, I study eight academic leaders who have 

participated in an intensive six-week Teaching and Learning Institute offered by Middle 

Atlantic University’s Teaching Center. Using a case study design, I consider both what 

this experience has meant for these eight leaders in terms of their beliefs, practices, and 

values for teaching, as well as how these factors connect to the perceptions of faculty 

within the departments overseen by them. I also explore in depth the strategies these 

academic leaders use to promote a culture of teaching and how they may be influenced 



 

 

44  

by the context of a public research university. I also explore how faculty perceptions 

align with what these leaders believe and how again the context may impact their 

perceptions.  

In order to better explore these questions in depth, this case study design uses 

subcases. In a case study that uses a subcase design, the researcher develops a claim that 

applies to the case as a whole, and then additional claims that apply to only some 

components of the case (Shoonenboom, 2009; Mills, Durepos, & Wiebe, 2002). In this 

study there are no initial claims. Rather, subcases provide a way to organize and analyze 

data in multiple ways. In this case study, subcases allow me to look more deeply at each 

individual leader’s perception of their experience and the way it may have informed their 

beliefs and actions, as well as compare their perceptions and actions. Additionally, 

subcases provide a way for me to explore the perceptions of faculty within each of the 

four departments under the leadership of these eight individuals and also compare the 

similarities and differences between those perceptions. Organizing data into subcases 

provides a better understanding of whether these leaders have emplaced strategies that 

faculty perceive as promoting a culture of teaching as well as analyze additional factors 

that may be influencing those perceptions.  

In other words, it provides the benefit of using a cross-case analysis technique, 

but within a single case study design. Cross-case analysis allows a researcher to take 

factors into account that may fall outside of those targeted by study questions (Mills et 

al., 2010). Using cross-case analysis of data can also make findings more insightful 

(Mills et al., 2010).  In this study, taking a deep look at each leader and at each 

department individually before data are compared provides a better picture of a complex 
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organizational system with an overarching culture, as well as  multiple sub-organizations 

with several subcultures that lie within it (Bloor & Dawson, 1994). 

Context of the Study 

This study was conducted at a large, comprehensive university located in the Mid-

Atlantic region on the east coast of the United States. This institution was selected for this 

study because of its size (it includes more than fifteen schools and colleges collectively) 

and because it is a research-intensive institution which also receives state funding; in 

other words it is a public research university. In the fall of 2018, this institution enrolled 

approximately 29,500 full-time undergraduate students and 10,000 graduate students 

from all 50 states and 127 different countries (MiddleAtlanticUniversity.edu, 2019). The 

racial demographic makeup of the student body was 54 percent White/non-Hispanic, 11.8 

percent African American, 11.5 percent Asian, 7.9 percent International, 6.9 percent 

Hispanic/Latino, 4.3 percent unknown, 3.4 percent two or more races, 0.1 percent 

American Indian/Alaska Native, and 0.1 percent Pacific Islander 

(MiddleAtlanticUniversity.edu, 2019). In the same year, 29 percent of incoming 

freshmen were first-generation students (MiddleAtlanticUniversity.edu, 2019). 

Along with the diverse student demographics typical of many public institutions, 

Middle Atlantic University has also been rated by the Carnegie Classification of 

Institutions of Higher Education as having the highest level of research activity, 

otherwise referred to as an R1 institution (Carnegie, 2018). The context is significant to 

this study as the literature describes greater challenges to promoting a culture of teaching 

at a research university (Porter & Toutkoushian, 2006; Wright, 2005). These additional 

tensions are blamed on competition between the time instructors need to meet the 
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learning needs of a diverse student population, alongside an expectation for high research 

productivity. 

Teaching and Learning Institute 

The Teaching Center at Middle Atlantic University began in 1999 with a faculty 

member from the institution’s College of Education working part-time to provide 

teaching consultations to faculty-colleagues. However, due to support from various 

provosts and other institutional leaders, by the time of this study, the Teaching Center had 

become one of the larger teaching centers in the United States. The center houses twelve 

full-time staff members and provides more than thirty professional development 

programs yearly including their signature program, the Teaching and Learning Institute 

(MiddleAtlanticUniversity, 2020).  

The Teaching and Learning Institute was launched in 2008, as a program to 

prepare faculty to teach a course on pedagogy for graduate students in their departments. 

In this institute, faculty participate in a six-week program that is equivalent to the 

graduate-level course that many participants will subsequently teach to graduate students 

within their departments, schools or colleges. As such, the first few cohorts of faculty 

were hand-picked by the Teaching Center, a dean, or a department chair because they 

were experienced faculty who had a proven track record of excellence in teaching and 

had approval to teach the new graduate-level course. As compensation for their 

participation they were paid a stipend with the expectation that they would teach the 

course in a subsequent year (MiddleAtlanticUniversity, 2020).  

The Teaching and Learning Institute curriculum was designed to replicate the 

pedagogy course planned for graduate students which was essentially a survey of the 
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literature on teaching in higher education. However, it was also intended to promote a 

specific vision for effective teaching based on learner-centered teaching and emerging 

research from the learning sciences. Over time, the Institute gained a reputation as a 

worthwhile endeavor for faculty who sought more comprehensive pedagogical 

development than short-form workshops could provide. It also became an avenue for the 

Teaching Center to develop partners and champions of learner-centered teaching 

throughout the institution. Between 2009 and 2019 more than 175 faculty completed the 

Teaching and Learning Institute (MiddleAtlanticUniversity, 2020). Several of them held 

or went on to hold various leadership positions that included some oversight of teaching 

and learning. These include roles such as course coordinator, program director, 

department chair, and associate dean among many others.   

The Study 

This case study was designed to explore whether the participation in a six-week 

institute on teaching had any influence on the development of academic leaders’ beliefs 

about teaching, the value they place on teaching within a research-university, and 

subsequently, the strategies they use to promote a culture of teaching within the units 

they oversee. Furthermore, the study is designed to identify how faculty within 

departments under the leadership of these eight leaders perceived teaching cultures 

promoted by these leaders, as well as within the institution itself. This study asks the 

following research questions: 

1. How do eight academic leaders perceive their experience participating in a 

Teaching and Learning Institute to have informed their beliefs about teaching 
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and/or the value they place on teaching within the context of a research 

university?  

2. What strategies (if any) do these academic leaders use to promote a culture of 

teaching within the units they oversee? 

3. What are the perceptions of a culture of teaching among faculty within their 

respective units? 

This study focuses on eight academic leaders who participated in the Teaching 

and Learning Institute and four departments under their collective leadership. I consider 

what the experience of participating in an intensive faculty development program has 

meant for these leaders in terms of their beliefs, practices, and values for teaching, as well 

as how it may connect with perceptions of a culture of teaching within the context of a 

public research university. The leaders include four associate deans and four department 

chairs from three different colleges within Middle Atlantic University. The four 

departments in this study are situated in three colleges within Middle Atlantic University 

and each department is overseen by both a chair and at least one associate dean who 

participated in the Teaching and Learning Institute offered through the university’s 

Teaching Center. 

Data to answer these questions were collected through a process of four steps. 

First, in step one, interviews were conducted with each of the associate deans and 

department chairs. At this time, I asked each participant to provide specific documents 

that were relevant to the study (syllabus templates, policies, peer review of teaching 

protocols, etc.). After the interviews were completed and transcribed, step two included 

coding and analysis of data collected from each of the eight leaders. During this process, 
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I engaged in memo writing, member checking, and initial peer debriefing. In step three, 

an anonymous, open-ended survey was sent to faculty within each of the departments 

overseen by the four department chairs. After these data were collected, further analysis 

focused on validating (or refuting) the evidence collected within the first step of the 

research. At this point, the data were analyzed once again using a subcase method in 

order to develop initial findings from each individual leader and department. After this 

step was completed, in the fourth and final step and as recommended in multiple-case 

analysis, I completed a cross-case analysis of the four subcases comparing and 

contrasting data (Mills et al., 2010). This comparative analysis identified patterns and 

themes in these leaders' experiences, beliefs and values, as well as the strategies they 

used to promote a culture of teaching within their respective units. Lastly, this same 

approach was taken to aggregate subcase data in order to identify patterns and themes in 

faculty perceptions. 

Assumptions of the Study 

First and foremost, this study makes the assumptions that a culture of teaching is 

both desirable to institutions and will promote more effective teaching. The study defines 

a culture of teaching as a shared organizational value for teaching. More specifically, the 

study takes for granted that teaching that is informed both by historic and emerging 

research on teaching in higher education is advantageous. Specifically, this study also 

assumes the framework of learner-centered teaching—teaching focused students learning 

as opposed to teaching that is focused on content delivery—is beneficial to students, 

faculty, and organizations. 
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Furthermore, it has been asserted that “strong organizational culture can control 

organizational behavior” (Shafritz, Ott, & Jang, 2005, p. 353). This implies that an 

organization's culture develops in large part from its leaders (Bass & Avolio, 1993). 

Therefore, for the purpose of this study it is assumed that organizational culture shapes 

the actions of members of the organization, or that faculty behaviors will mostly reflect 

the shared beliefs and assumptions embedded in institutional culture. 

Positionality and Role of the Researcher 

It is inevitable that beliefs, experiences, and identity influence a researcher’s 

interests. In regard to this study, it is likely that I too have formed biases through my 

personal experiences as a student, teacher, faculty developer, administrator, and leader in 

higher education. The following statement provides an analysis of my experiences, ways 

these experiences may inform my beliefs and values, and the tactics that I used to allow 

these experiences to strengthen the study, not weaken it. 

To start, I attended a large public institution to receive my master’s degree and 

now to pursue my doctoral degree. As a result, my experience has likely contributed 

towards the development of preconceived understanding of both the educational 

experience of students in this context and the faculty, leaders, and culture at these 

institutions. Perhaps more importantly, I have been teaching for twenty years within 

several similar institutions, including the university where this study takes place. In this 

role, I have personally felt the tension between contributing to new research and 

attending to my teaching development. I have also been asked to participate in numerous 

teaching development activities, without hope for reward or compensation for my time. 

However, I have also seen my own teaching undergo positive transformations as a result 
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of faculty development experiences and the incorporation of learner-centered practices 

and I feel strongly that both have made me a more effective teacher. 

Although I was not working as a full-time administrator at this institution during 

data collection, I had worked there for sixteen years. In the last position I held there, not 

only was I called upon to advocate for faculty development, I helped faculty transform 

their teaching through programming and mentorship. I have worked with faculty who felt 

that the improvement of teaching was either not encouraged within their department, or at 

the institution at large. During that time, I heard faculty voice fears about trying out new 

strategies, as their jobs were dependent on positive student evaluations. I also heard them 

say that teaching is simply not valued within the institution. 

It is clear in considering these experiences and beliefs that my positionality and 

interests had an influence on my research process and led me to select this topic and 

design this study. But while my positionality warrants deep reflection and consideration, 

as former researchers have pointed out, there are also key advantages to being an inside 

researcher, including that I hold a greater understanding of the culture being studied 

(Bonner & Tolhurst, 2002). At the same time, my biases must be checked before and 

during the collection of data, as well as throughout the process of analyzing data. 

Regardless of those experiences, I began the study with no foregone conclusions 

regarding these cases. Rather, I looked toward data collection with both excitement as 

well as a healthy dose of skepticism about what I might learn. Throughout coding and 

data analysis I was continually surprised, overjoyed, and disappointed by many of my 

findings. These conflicting emotions are further evidence of my attempt to provide an 

unbiased account of the data.   
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When conducting interviews in a qualitative study, the researcher becomes the 

“primary instrument” for gathering data (Merriam, 1998). And yet, as the previous 

statement highlights, in this case that instrument is informed by the researcher’s 

positionality. As this positionality is unavoidable, I approached the data collection and 

analysis utilizing a prospective reflexivity. Attia and Edge (2016) suggest that rather than 

interpreting the researcher’s influences as “potential contamination of the data to be 

avoided” the practice of prospective reflexivity can “help researchers grow their capacity 

to understand the significance of the knowledge, feelings, and values that they brought 

into the field to the research questions that they came to formulate, to the analytical 

lenses that they chose to employ, and to their findings” (p. 35). 

As such, I actively practiced this reflexive process using Schön’s (1983) 

distinctions of both reflection-in-action and reflection-on-action. For example, 

throughout the interviews I had to make instant decisions about whether or not to use my 

insider knowledge about the Teaching and Learning Institute as well as strategies I knew 

these leaders might be using. At the same time, during transcription and coding of these 

data, I realized that some data went uncollected because of an assumption upon the part 

of the participant that I knew what they meant; therefore, they did not need to elaborate 

on particular details. That meant member-checking became a critical tool to help fill in 

these gaps and get additional details that I knew as an insider were missing from the 

original data collection.  Ultimately, through continuous reflection throughout the writing 

process and confidential discussions with colleagues about these data, I took advantage of 

my positionality, without allowing that position to inappropriately skew the data 

collection or analysis. 
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I must also point out that prior to this study, I had met and worked with (in 

varying degrees) each of the associate deans and chairs within this study. In some cases, I 

was even a facilitator of one or more faculty development programs that the leader had 

attended. In the case of four of the leaders, I had facilitated sessions within the Teaching 

and Learning Institute they year that they attended. There are significant implications 

regarding this dynamic, including the consideration of how those interactions may have 

impacted their responses to interview questions (i.e., were participants more likely to help 

me by providing answers they think I want to hear?). On the other hand, literature also 

suggests that this prior relationship can be advantageous to collecting data through the 

interview process as participants may trust the researcher more and be more likely to be 

open and honest about their experiences (Attia & Edge, 2016).  

Regardless, additional measures were taken prior to data collection to ensure it 

was not skewed by my previous relationship with participants. First, prior to interviews, I 

explicitly reminded participants that there is no expectation for faculty development to 

have impacted their beliefs or actions as leaders. Second, I reminded each leader that I 

did not work for the institution and that honest answers were the goal of the interview, 

whether they think it is a positive result or not. I sympathized with the challenges of their 

role and explained that the study would be much more helpful to me if accurate data were 

collected. I also let them know that they could refrain from answering any questions that 

made them feel uncomfortable and that they could withdraw from the study if any 

concerns arose. 

In addition, I took the steps recommended in the literature to limit bias during 

qualitative data collection (Creswell, 2012). First, the purpose of the study was clarified 
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in detail for the participants through a protocol (see Appendix A) and an interview 

consent form (Appendix C). As semi-structured interviewing techniques call for, I 

carefully developed a few open-ended questions to guide the interview process (see 

Appendix A). In addition to my heavy reliance on member-checking, I also engaged in 

peer debriefing and additional literature review during all stages of data analysis. I also 

provided the participants with a draft of findings to review, dispute, indorse, or amend 

prior to completion of the writing. 

Participants and Selection Criteria 

Previous researchers have acknowledged that “the single [faculty development] 

workshop is not the correct unit of measure” to study long-term change to teaching 

beliefs or practices (Condon et al., 2016, p. 58). At the same time, in order to 

appropriately compare and contrast the impact of faculty development experiences on 

academic leaders, some degree of consistency in their experiences is required. Therefore, 

these eight leaders were selected because they all participated in the same Teaching and 

Learning Institute, albeit in different years.  

It is important to note that the particular program that all of these academic 

leaders participated in was intentionally designed for mid-career faculty who were 

considered rising academic leaders within the institution. The Teaching and Learning 

Institute was designed as an interdisciplinary learning experience for full-time faculty and 

academic administrators who to some extent already valued teaching, but may not have 

had previous exposure to scholarship and research on teaching in higher education. 

Participants in the program are immersed in learning about evidence-based teaching 

practices through the completion of several readings and assignments, and the 
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participation of over 35 hours of workshops taught collaboratively by experienced 

teachers and faculty developers. The focus of this study is not to evaluate the 

effectiveness of the program itself, but to explore the possibility of an unintended, but 

positive consequence: prompting future academic leaders to promote a culture of 

teaching within the units they oversee. 

The eight academic leaders selected for this study work within the same public 

research university. These include four associate deans and four department chairs within 

three different colleges who participated in the Teaching and Learning Institute (see 

Table 3.1). These leaders range in gender, age, and disciplinary background; however, all 

participants are white, cis-gendered, and able-bodied (see Table 3.2). During the time of 

data collection, all eight participants were serving in a leadership role, however some of 

these leaders attended the Institute in that role, while others were not in their current roles 

when they attended the Institute. Additionally, some of these leaders participated in this 

experience within the last few years. However, others participated in the Teaching and 

Learning Institute more than five years ago. Table 3.1 provides a list of pseudonyms, 

roles, and colleges of each leader. Table 3.2 shows demographic data collected from each 

of the leader-participants, as well as information regarding when they participated in the 

institute and their role within the institution at that time. 
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Table 3.1 Leader-Participant Colleges and Roles 

Participant College Role 

Aaron College of Visual Arts and Design Associate Dean 

Diane College of Visual Arts and Design Chair, Fine Arts Department 

Judith  College of Arts and Sciences Associate Dean 

Nan College of Arts and Sciences Associate Dean 

Barbara  College of Arts and Sciences Chair, Social Sciences 

Robert College of Arts and Sciences Chair, General Education 

Cindy College of Health Sciences Associate Dean 

Walker College of Health Sciences Chair, Health Services 

 

Table 3.2 Leader-Participant Demographics   

Participant Year of 
participation 
in the 
Institute 

Position at the time 
of participation in  
the Institute 

Number of 
years teaching 
at the time of 
the Institute 

Gender  Race/  
Ethnicity  

Aaron 2015 Associate Processor  
(tenured) 

More than 10 Male White/ 
Caucasian  

Diane 2014 Assistant Professor 
(tenure-track) 

9 Female  White/ 
Caucasian  

Judith  2010 Associate Processor  
(tenured) 

More than 25 Female  White/ 
Jewish 

Nan 2016 Associate Dean n/a Female  White/ 
Caucasian  

Barbara  2011  Associate Professor  
(tenured) 

21 Female White/ 
Caucasian  

Robert 2014 Associate Professor  
(tenured) 

12 Male White/ 
Caucasian 

Cindy 2016 Associate Dean 11 Female White/ 
Caucasian 

Walker 2010 Associate Professor 
(tenured) 

More than 25 Male White/ 
Caucasian 
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Subsequently the faculty-participants that are examined were selected because 

they teach within four departments being overseen by these eight leaders. These four 

departments include 1) the Department of Fine Arts in the College of Visual Arts and 

Design, 2) the Department of Social Sciences in the College of Arts and Sciences, 3) the 

Department of General Education in the College of Arts and Sciences; and 4) the 

Department of Health Services in the College of Health Sciences. Survey data were 

collected from 49 faculty-participants that work within these four departments. These 

participants include eight fine arts faculty, 17 social sciences faculty, 15 general 

education faculty, and nine health services faculty. In order to make the survey shorter 

faculty were not asked specific demographic questions or their specific faculty rank.  

Participant Anonymity 

Although I use pseudonyms for the institution, the teaching center, the Teaching 

and Learning Institute, the academic departments, the colleges and each of the leaders, it 

is still possible that one could deduce the identities of the leader-participants in this study. 

The Teaching and Learning Institute is a fairly unique program, the names of all previous 

participants are posted online, and there are only a small number of participants who are 

now associate deans and chairs. Consequently, in the interviews I provided a statement to 

each leader that explains the steps taken to ensure their confidentiality, but also the 

likelihood that someone may be able to identity them with a little effort. After explaining 

this scenario in detail to each of the leaders, I was assured that there were no concerns in 

this regard. A few leaders even mentioned that they were not worried and felt 

comfortable freely expressing themselves because they held tenure at the institution.  
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However, while the eight leader-participants within this study have assumed 

tenure and leadership roles and as a result may be less at risk of negative outcomes to 

participating in this study (such as retaliation), this is not the case with all of the faculty-

participants. Therefore, I took several steps to ensure the anonymity of the faculty-

participants in this study. First, the survey sent to faculty-participants did not ask any 

demographic or other identifiable information such as faculty rank. It was completely 

anonymous. Additionally, I chose not to use any open ended comments which included 

specific details that could potentially lead to the identification of a faculty-participant. 

Lastly, although the number of faculty in two of the four departments is quite small, the 

number of faculty in those departments is much larger and it would be incredibly 

challenging to guess who may have responded to the survey. As a result, I believe their 

anonymity is fairly secure. 

Data Collection and Procedures 

Data collection for this study was conducted in the summer and early fall of 2019. 

Data were collected in the form of interviews with each of the eight academic leaders and 

faculty surveys that were sent to faculty within the four department overseen by these 

eight leaders. Table 3.3 illustrates the data that were collected and analyzed to answer the 

three research questions. 
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Table 3.3 Research Design and Data Collection 

  Research Questions Data Source 
 

Do eight academic leaders perceive the experience of 
the Teaching and Learning Institute as informing their 
beliefs about teaching and/or the value they place on 
teaching within the context of a research university?  
If so, then how? 
 

 

• transcripts from 8 interviews 
• follow-up emails and notes from 

member-checking 
 

  

What strategies (if any) do these academic leaders use 
to promote a culture of teaching within the units they 
oversee? 
 

 

• transcripts from 8 interviews 
• follow-up emails and notes from 

member-checking 
 

  

What are the perceptions of a culture of teaching 
among faculty within their respective units? 
 

 

• survey responses 
 

 

Interviews. One hour-long semi-structured interview was conducted with each 

academic leader. The interview protocol (see Appendix A) contained questions about 

whether the participant perceives the Teaching and Learning Institute as influencing their 

beliefs about what constitutes effective teaching. Additional questions focused on how 

they perceive their leadership role as it relates to supporting the teaching responsibilities 

of faculty within the units they lead and strategies they use (if any) to promote a culture 

of teaching. Additional prompting was used to clarify comments and encourage 

elaboration. The interviews lasted approximately 60 minutes each and were recorded and 

then transcribed verbatim. Member checking was used to clarify comments before and 

during data analysis. To make better use of the interview time, a follow-up email was 

sent to each leader in order to collect demographic information (see Appendix D). 

Faculty Surveys. Leadership includes multifaceted components many of which are 

challenging for researchers to directly observe (Marshall, 2006). In order to answer 

research questions three and to triangulate data collected from the interviews, I collected 

additional data from faculty through a short survey (see Appendix B). This survey 
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included three scaled questions asking faculty-participants to rate their perception of a 

culture of teaching within their department, college, and university. It also included three 

open-ended questions prompting faculty-participants to provide examples or explain their 

responses to the scaled questions. Lastly, three questions were included which contained 

check boxes, asking faculty to select a number of activities that have been identified in 

the literature as indicating a culture of teaching (Kustra et al., 2014). 

Data Analysis 

The following standard qualitative procedures were used in order to analyze data 

collected in this case: 1) an initial review of the raw data; 2) coding of the data; and 3) the 

development of themes that emerged as a result of comparing data, writing memos and 

drawing concept maps (Merriam, 1998). During steps one and two of this process, I kept 

data collected from each leader and from each department separately. These data were 

first analyzed using a priori codes developed from multiple theoretical frameworks 

(Figure 3.1). Additionally, an open-coding method was used to create in vivo codes for 

data that were identified as relevant to the study questions, but did not fall within a priori 

codes. During this time, I engaged in peer debriefing and member checking to confirm 

and further refine findings (Creswell, 2012). Prior to step three, I transferred data from 

each unit of analysis into one aggregated pool. Then, I reviewed the aggregate data 

looking for additional patterns and themes. In the final step, I grouped data by code and 

then condensed the codes into categories.  
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Figure 3.l Application of Theories Used to Code Research Foci and Data Sources 

 

Methods of Validation 

Triangulation was used in this study as one tool to ensure data accuracy. 

Triangulation of qualitative research is critical; however, in research assessing teaching 

beliefs and actions, it may be even more important since previous studies indicate a 

disconnect between perceptions of teaching beliefs and researcher-observed practices 

(Ebert-May, Derting, Hodder, Momsen, Long, & Jardeleza, 2011). As a result, 

documents were collected at the time of the interviews that could be used as evidence to 

support the academic leaders' statements. Unfortunately, not all leaders were able to 

provide documents to triangulate what they told me in their interview. Additionally, the 

types of documents that were provided by these leaders ranged quite a bit (see Table 3.4). 

Regardless, through the process of answering research question three (do faculty 
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perceptions align with leaders’ perceptions?) the interview data are also triangulated. The 

faculty survey asks faculty-participants to select any of a list of 11 activities that their 

department, college, or institution encourages. These answers help to affirm the accuracy 

of statements made by academic leaders in their interviews.  

To further ensure trustworthiness of data analysis, initial codes and categories 

were developed a priori using each of the theories discussed in the conceptual framework 

(Creswell, 2012). Furthermore, to prevent bias in the coding process, data from each case 

were analyzed individually and then compared to each other (Miles & Huberman, 1994). 

Peer debriefing and member checking also helped to ensure more accurate analysis. 

 

Table 3.4 Documents Collected for Triangulation 
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Case Study Summary 

The goal of this study is to be explorative rather than evaluative. I try to 

understand how the past experience of a faculty development program might have played 

a role in how eight academic leaders now promote a culture of teaching within the units 

they oversee, the choices they make and the challenges they face in doing so. Some 

researchers of faculty development suggest that the notion of large numbers of college 

faculty who do not value and care about the improvement of their teaching is widely 

misconstrued (Beyer, Taylor, & Gillmore, 2013; Condon et al., 2016). Rather, they 

suggest that “what many perceive as a failing of individual faculty to value teaching may 

in fact reflect the absence of a culture that supports teaching and learning” (Condon et al., 

2016, p. 126). Therefore, I also explore the efforts these leaders undertake to promote this 

culture and how those efforts are perceived by faculty. In engaging in this study, I do not 

attempt to create a perfect model for promoting a culture of teaching at a research 

university. Rather, what I present in this study is primarily a story—with multiple 

voices—from which others can deduct valuable lessons and insights for their own 

practice or institution. I hope the findings from this study help teaching centers and 

academic leaders identify the need for programs and initiatives that target both academic 

leaders, as well as individual departments in order to develop a more positive culture 

around teaching on their campus. 
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CHAPTER 4 

FINDINGS: THE LEADERS 

 

Chapter Introduction 

In order to investigate ways in which participating in a six-week teaching institute 

might contribute to leaders’ beliefs about teaching, the value they place on teaching 

within a public research university, and how they might promote a culture of teaching 

within the units they oversee, I chose to use a case study design. A case study involves 

the exploration of an individual, group, or organization within a bounded system or tied 

by a common experience (Mills, Durepos, & Wiebe, 2010; Yin, 2008). Within this case 

study, I explore two phenomena that have occurred within one institution: 1) eight 

academic leaders who have participated in a six-week Teaching and Learning Institute 

and 2) four academic departments which are now overseen by both a department chair 

and at least one associate dean who have participated in that Institute. Consequently, to 

address these parallel but distinct phenomena and to fully answer the research questions, 

Chapter 4 focuses on the leaders’ experiences and Chapter 5 focuses on their leadership 

and the four departments under that leadership (see figure 4.1 and figure 4.2).  
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Figure 4.1 Participation in a Six-Week Teaching and Learning Institute by Eight  
Academic Leaders within Middle Atlantic University. 
 
 

 
 
Figure 4.2 Departments at Middle Atlantic University under the Leadership of Eight  
Academic Leaders who Participated in a Six-Week Teaching and Learning Institute. 
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During data analysis, it became clear that additional factors beyond the Teaching 

and Learning Institute may have had an influence on these eight leaders’ choices to 

promote a culture of teaching. Consequently, I believe it is worth a more thorough 

description of each of these leaders, including the factors that contributed to their 

decision to participate in the Institute, their role at the time they participated, their 

perception of the experience, in addition to how they perceive that experience as having 

affected their beliefs about teaching and the value they place on teaching. Therefore, in 

this chapter I will focus on the first phenomenon: eight academic leaders’ experiences as 

participants in a Teaching and Learning Institute and the impact that it has had on them. 

This chapter presents data which addresses research question one: do eight academic 

leaders perceive the experience of a six-week teaching institute as informing their beliefs 

about teaching and/or the value they place on teaching within the context of a public 

research university? If so, then how? Because this question focuses on individual 

perceptions, the units of analysis for this research question are the leaders and the data 

sources are eight transcripts of interviews with each leader. 

Data for this study were collected during summer and early fall of 2019. Data 

were collected from each of the four department chairs and four associate deans, who 

attended the Teaching and Learning Institute. The first step in collecting these data 

included conducting one-hour audio-recorded interviews with each of the eight leaders. 

These interviews were then transcribed and coded individually using a combination of a 

priori and in vivo coding methods (Yin, 2008). After this step, the data were aggregated 

in order to identify patterns and determine common themes to help answer research 

question one. This two-step process of analysis provided me with an opportunity to gain a 
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deeper understanding of each of the leaders and has allowed their personal stories to 

emerge through the data (Mills, Durepos & Wiebe, 2010). These individual stories, as 

well as the commonalities and differences between them, provides extremely rich 

information that has an important role to play when considering the implications of this 

research and will be addressed later in this study.   

Establishing Leaders’ Beliefs, Values, and Experiences 

As previously explained, a large portion of research on faculty development 

examines the impact faculty development can have on participants’ beliefs about teaching 

(Coffey & Gibbs, 2000; Lindblom-Ylänne, Trigwell, Nevgi, & Ashwin, 2006; Prosser & 

Trigwell, 1999). However, I also established that the link between instructors’ beliefs 

about teaching and classroom practices has been called into question due to the reliance 

of much of this research on self-report by participants and a lack of observational data to 

triangulate interviews (Kember & Kwan, 2000). Despite that criticism, the data provided 

in this chapter rely on self-report to determine leaders’ beliefs and values. However, in 

this instance, the reliance on interview data to determine beliefs and values is both 

necessary and appropriate. First, not all of the leaders I interviewed are currently 

teaching, which makes observing their teaching impossible. Secondly in this case, 

whether or not they are using the practices themselves is of less importance to what they 

perceive their beliefs and values to be. Additionally, in the next chapter, I seek to explore 

the link between the perception of their beliefs and values and subsequently the actions 

they have taken as leaders, not as teachers. As a result, it is the actions as leaders that are 

critical to triangulate here. Methods used for this triangulation are detailed in Chapter 3. 

In this chapter, the data provided establish what these leaders believed about teaching 
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prior to participating in the Teaching and Learning Institute, why they chose to 

participate, and what influence they perceive that experience to have had on their beliefs 

about teaching and/or the value they place on teaching at a public research university.  

The first set of questions in the interviews asked why these leaders participated in 

the Teaching and Learning Institute, what their beliefs about teaching were prior to their 

participation, and their perception about ways that experience influenced their 

pedagogical beliefs and values. I used a priori codes drawn from the literature on learner-

centered teaching in order to help me ascertain the eight leaders’ beliefs about teaching 

prior to and after the Teaching and Learning Institute (Weimer, 2002). To develop these 

codes, I drew on Weimer’s 2002, Learner-centered teaching: Five key changes to 

practice. In this text Weimer describes characteristics of this approach including, 1) 

engaging students in the learning process, 2) giving students some control over the 

learning processes, 3) encouraging collaboration, 4) promoting reflection about learning, 

and 5) incorporating explicit learning skills instruction (Weimer, 2002). I also developed 

codes using the five changes to practice Weimer describes in this text: 1) the balance of 

power, 2) the function of content, 3) the role of the teacher, 4) the responsibility for 

learning, and 5) evaluation purposes and processes. 

Establishing these codes prior to analysis was an important decision for a few 

reasons. First, while I could have simply asked the leaders if they held learner-centered 

beliefs before and then after their experience in the Teaching and Learning Institute—and 

several of them may have read Weimer’s text at one point—to my knowledge, none of 

the leaders are currently well-acquainted enough with this literature to provide an 

authoritative response. Additionally, coding their interviews using these characteristics 
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allowed me to better discern and analyze their responses, perceptions, and actions. 

Secondly, although my questions focused on their philosophical beliefs, many of the 

leaders were more comfortable responding to questions about their specific teaching 

practices and provided multiple examples of changes they made to their teaching 

practices as a result of the program. Therefore, while this study cannot accurately 

conclude whether or not the participants actually made any changes to their teaching 

practice as a result of their experience in the Teaching and Learning Institute, it can 

conclude that each participant believed that it did.  

Findings from Individual Leaders’ Interview Data 

As a starting point, data from each of the individual leaders were coded and 

analyzed first using a priori codes. After this, the data were aggregated and compared. 

During this second step, there were a few additional commonalities found in the data 

which were not accounted for in the a priori codes. Therefore, I used in vivo coding for 

these data and then organized them into a few broader themes. While these additional 

codes do not directly link to learner-centered teaching beliefs, I felt they were an 

important component to tell the stories of each of these leaders’ development of teaching 

beliefs and practices. These data provide additional insight to help explain why or why 

not this experience impacted these leaders’ pedagogical beliefs and practices, as well as 

important, but unforeseen benefits of providing faculty development to leaders or 

potential leaders within a research university.  

Aaron, Associate Dean, College of Visual Arts and Design 

Aaron attended the Teaching and Learning Institute after over a decade of teaching, but 

prior to becoming a department chair and subsequently associate dean. He describes 
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becoming interested in the Institute after hearing about it from a few colleagues in his 

college. While he had always been interested in pedagogy, and had at one time 

considered a degree in art education, he describes coming to a point, “where my teaching 

felt like it had stagnated and I was ready for an opportunity to rethink my approach and 

what I was doing.” He explains that he was:  

relying on my experience as a student trying to turn that into a methodology of 
teaching. In my first few years of teaching that really evolved. But once I felt like 
I was fairly effective, I just began to recycle the things I was doing and then that 
stagnated for me because it felt like I was teaching the same class over and over. 
It can be hard to get out of that rut, especially when it's by and large working.  
 
Overall, Aaron describes his experience within the Teaching and Learning 

Institute as positive and as one that provided him with practical and simple strategies that 

he could use to immediately improve his teaching. He realizes now that after teaching for 

so long, “[the Teaching and Learning Institute] reinvigorated my teaching, how I think 

about teaching, my level of engagement, and it brought an energy to teaching that I hadn't 

felt for a while.” Like other leaders I interviewed, for Aaron, the Institute also exposed 

the lack of formal pedagogical education among faculty. He tells me, “I spent most of the 

six weeks asking myself why I hadn't learned these things previously.” Aaron also 

expresses already caring a great deal about teaching before the Institute, so the interview 

did not reveal specific shifts in the value that he places on teaching. Nevertheless, he 

makes sure to point out that the Institute increased his value for pedagogical development 

opporunities provided by the Teaching Center. 

Aaron also describes the experience in the Institute as having a large influence on 

how he perceived his role in the classroom. For example, he remembers learning about 

ways to better engage students and have them take a larger role in driving their own 
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learning. In the interview, Aaron describes reconsidering the role of the students and the 

instructor, “I think the [Teaching and Learning Institute] really was a strong turning point 

in thinking about the ways that students are responsible for their own education. This is 

something I've had a personal belief about already, but I think the experience really 

helped me solidify this and also turn what was an underlying belief into actionable ways I 

could apply that belief to be more effective in the classroom.”  

Wiemer (2002) describes a transition to learner-centered teaching as often 

relinquishing some control over the learning process in order to engage students in doing 

more of the “work of learning.” Similarly, Aaron goes on to explain how when he started 

teaching, he used to see his role as “the leader [or] the authority in the classroom, I saw it 

as my job to do all the work in the classroom....and [the Teaching and Learning Institute] 

shifted my perception of that role and helped me understand how I could rely on the 

students to do some of that work, and do it more efficiently and effectively.” As an 

example, he says that after the Teaching and Learning Institute, he began to organize 

critiques of students work in small groups, and that this led to more “intensive time to get 

feedback from their peers...in the course of 45 minutes to an hour, we had accomplished 

what was taking two and a half hours, or in some cases, even two classes in five hours, 

but also now they'd gotten a better experience.”   

Diane, Chair, Department of Fine Arts, College of Visual Arts and Design 

Diane attended the Teaching and Learning Institute as an assistant tenure-track 

professor. She had been teaching for nine years at the time, but did not hold any 

leadership role or have any formal oversight of teaching at the time. She describes 

hearing about the Teaching and Learning Institute from her chair who had previously 
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attended the Institute and thought she could benefit from it. Like most of the other leaders 

I interviewed, Diane describes herself as having always had an interest in teaching. 

However, she also notes that as a tenure-track faculty member in the visual arts, the 

stipend was also a real incentive. In the interview, she explains that several colleagues 

told her, “your teaching is solid, don't focus on that. Focus on your research.” So she was 

torn as to whether or not to participate; however, she was able to justify her participation 

in the program because of the stipend. For her, the stipend became bonus money she 

could use to support her scholarly activities.   

Diane describes the Institute as influencing her beliefs in broad ways. As an 

example, she contends that the experience changed her opinion of teaching workshops 

offered by the Teaching Center. Prior to attending the Teaching and Learning Institute, 

she was unsure to what extent programs about teaching could really apply to the specific 

pedagogies she used in teaching studio art. She explains that this experience helped her 

realize the relevance of these programs to her discipline: 

I had—like a lot of faculty—zero training on teaching. None. In the arts we just 
teach the way we were taught, you know? And so, I wasn’t thinking about any of 
these teaching strategies before [the Institute] and I wasn't thinking about how 
they applied to teaching art. I understood how they applied to math or writing, but 
not art. So, [the Institute] was really helpful in a lot of ways, but it also changed 
the way I approached my teaching. 
 
More specifically, Diane says that the way in which she sees her role as a teacher 

has changed since she participated in the Teaching and Learning Institute. When she 

started teaching, she employed what she describes as more of a “boot-camp approach” in 

the classroom. But since participating in the Institute, she now tries to create additional 

structure and support for students from a greater range of backgrounds and experiences. 

For instance, she is adding more scaffolding to assignments, trying to be more explicit 



 

 

73  

with assignment instructions, and considering new activities to increase participation. She 

describes some of the changes she’s made in more detail saying: 

I started thinking more about things like participation. Our courses are structured 
such that critiques are a large part of the class, and that method relies traditionally 
on verbal participation only, and that doesn’t consider how difficult that method 
might be for students for whom English is a second language or students who are 
incredibly introverted or extremely anxious about speaking in public. So, I made 
simple changes like incorporating writing into critiques and evaluating that along 
with participation in a discussion. This was something that had just never 
occurred to me to do before. 
 
Similar to Aaron’s experience, this change aligns with Weimer’s description of 

shifts faculty often go through when moving toward learner-centered teaching. 

Specifically, Weimer (2002) describes this as shifts in the responsibility of learning. As 

opposed to this responsibility being completely shouldered by the teacher, in learner-

centered teaching the responsibility is shared between the teacher and students. However, 

Diane’s experience also provides a specific example of promoting reflection about 

learning and incorporating explicit learning skills instruction. Diane tells me that the new 

scaffolded structure that she uses within her teaching helps students succeed in her class, 

but she is also excited by knowing that it will help her students to be more successful in 

future courses.  

Like other leaders I interviewed, Diane could not tell me for sure if the Institute 

influenced her value for teaching, but she was clear that her participation in the Institute 

called attention to the lack of pedagogical education she had previously received. “As I 

was changing my perceptions about how to better support my classroom, I was 

recognizing how little guidance I’d had up until that point.” At the time, “I even started 

asking the chair... ‘shouldn't we be offering some of this development in our faculty 

meetings?’ …So it definitely has shaped the way I run the department now.” 
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Judith, Associate Dean, College of Arts and Sciences 

In 2010, Judith participated in one of the first cohorts of the Teaching and 

Learning Institute. She also had the longest record of teaching when she participated. 

Judith had started teaching as a teaching assistant at the institution in the 1970’s and was 

appointed to a tenure-track line in the late 1990’s. At the time she participated in the 

Institute, she was an associate tenured professor. Although she had previously held the 

role of chair in her department, at the time she participated in the program she had 

recently moved back to a faculty role. Her interest in the program stemmed from an 

existing commitment to provide better teacher training to graduate students. In the 

interview she explains:  

I was distressed when I had become a teaching assistant many, many years before 
that I never learned how to teach. So when I became chair, I decided that every 
TA had to take a three-credit course on teaching and I created and taught that 
course. The [new center director] at the time really liked the course and realized 
that it was thoroughly expandable, but also that I wasn't all that familiar with 
scholarship of teaching. Rather, at the time I was really teaching out of my own 
experiences. So, when she created the [Teaching and Learning Institute] I actually 
didn't have any choice but to participate if I wanted to keep teaching that course. 
That was the genesis of my participation. 
 
Judith describes her approach to teaching as always having been “a guide on the 

side.” So her participation in the Teaching and Learning Institute did not have a profound 

impact on changing that approach; rather she describes the experience as providing 

legitimacy to what she had been doing all along. She also tells me that prior to the 

Institute, she had been unfamiliar with much of the literature on teaching in higher 

education and did not realize that this literature could be a resource for her own teaching. 

She previously believed that research on teaching and learning was mostly for cognitive 

scientists or educational psychologists and did not think it was aimed at faculty like her. 
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Judith tells me she was pleasantly surprised to find that there was a vast body of literature 

written by college instructors, for college instructors. She especially points out that this 

literature had a big impact on her teaching because it provided practical strategies she 

used to implement small group work and provide clearer instructions to students. Judith’s 

experience using these materials was powerful, not just because she had previously 

thought of pedagogical literature as being theoretical, but because she still draws on this 

literature in her teaching now. 

As Judith characterizes herself as already having “bought-in” to the idea of 

learner-centered teaching, she did not believe the Institute changed her basic teaching 

beliefs. Instead, she describes the experience as affirming them. It is also critical to note 

that while she did not perceive any changes to her beliefs, she mentions being, “more 

willing to try different small group type activities.” Again, this experience aligns with 

Weimer’s (2002) premise that a common change in moving towards learner-centered 

teaching involves encouraging greater collaboration among students. Judith explains that 

after the Institute she began using new teaching strategies, especially in her larger lecture 

course. She says, “I experimented more with small group work and different ways to get 

more students to participate.”  

Judith could not say that her value for teaching increased as a result of the 

Institute, because she already held it in quite high regard prior to this experience. 

However, she tells me that the program provided her with “tools to encourage other 

people to think about teaching in these ways.” After discovering how useful teaching and 

learning literature could be, she now deliberately makes a point to share these resources 

with her colleagues. After participating in the Institute she, “had Lang and Brookfield and 
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resources that I felt comfortable saying to colleagues, you know, you should read this, 

you should take a look at that.” Overall, this experience led her to a newfound value in 

the literature, sharing it with other instructors, and using it from time-to-time in an 

approach to teaching she describes as reflective practice.  

Nan, Associate Dean, College of Arts and Sciences 

Nan is one of the two leaders who participated in the Teaching and Learning 

Institute while holding her current position as associate dean. Unlike the other leaders I 

interviewed, Nan tells me that her career has been focused on higher-ed administration 

for over fifteen years now. She stands out from the others because she holds the least 

teaching experience, but explains that she has indeed taught at the university. She initially 

taught as a teaching assistant and then as an adjunct instructor. However, it had been 

several years prior to participating in the Institute that she taught a college course other 

than a first-year seminar. She explains that due to this, participating in a teaching institute 

would not have been something she considered doing on her own, but that at the time the 

department was going through some restructuring and her new supervisor (who had also 

attended the Institute) recommended it because at times Nan’s role intersected with 

curriculum development, online learning, and the evaluation of teaching. In the interview 

she tells me that her first response to the suggestion that she participate was, “but I don’t 

teach.” However, after speaking with the director of the Teaching Center she realized that 

it might provide insight into ways of thinking about teaching that could inform the work 

she was doing in the college; therefore she decided to participate. 

Since she did not have much prior teaching experience, Nan does not believe that 

the program influenced her beliefs about teaching all that much. Like several others in 
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this study, she describes holding beliefs similar to learner-centered teaching already. 

Specifically, she already believed that faculty should be facilitators of students’ learning, 

that students should be involved in the learning process, and that students should share 

responsibility for their learning with instructors. Additionally, because Nan has not taught 

since her participation in the Institute, it is impossible to attribute any direct learner-

center changes to her teaching practice as a college instructor.  

Notwithstanding, Nan tells me that in her role as associate dean she sometimes 

provides trainings or workshops to faculty and points out how her experience in the 

Institute has impacted the way she facilitates these training sessions. Nan says the 

Institute increased her respect for the complexity of teaching—especially the number of 

different possibilities and approaches to delivering course materials and supporting 

student learning. She recalls being a participant in a workshop where facilitators modeled 

active learning, “I saw these strategies put into action in different ways...all these 

different kinds of interactions you could have in the classroom.” Nan says that this 

experience led her to put what she learned about group-work into action in faculty 

workshops: 

That's what I've been able to use most. It was helpful for me to use these active 
learning strategies in my own workshops with faculty. It’s especially hard in 
workshops because you only have maybe an hour, hour and a half with some 
group of people to get something across. It's not like a class where on Monday, if 
it doesn't hit the mark, you can go back on Wednesday and try it again in a 
different way. You’ve got one shot with these people. 
 
She goes on to explain that she now has a much deeper appreciation for the work 

that goes into putting together these types of learning experiences. In this way, even 

though she is not teaching in a college classroom, her experience relates to learner-
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centered teaching because she has increased collaboration among students (Weimer, 

2002). It is just that for Nan, the students are faculty in her workshops.  

Another lasting impression left on Nan as a result of participating in the Teaching 

and Learning Institute was the number of faculty at the institution who were deeply 

committed to improving their teaching. In the interview she remembers being impressed 

by, “seeing a group of thirty people working through the summer to figure out how to do 

a better job at the things they were already doing.” Like others, she also left the 

experience wishing that more faculty had the opportunity to participate in teaching 

development workshops, “I know people go to the [Teaching Center], but I don't know if 

it's reaching everybody. I don’t have a sense of how many [College of Arts and Sciences] 

faculty went for consultations or workshops this year. It’s that level of involvement 

where I believe we still have an enormous need.” 

Barbara, Chair, Department of Social Sciences, College of Arts and Sciences 

Barbara participated in the Teaching and Learning Institute as a full-time, tenure-

track faculty member after twenty years of teaching and about five years prior to 

becoming department chair. She recalls that her dean asked her to participate in order to 

prepare her to teach a new pedagogy course for graduate students. She explained the 

particular challenges to participating in a summer program as a tenure-track faculty 

member, “...at a research university, I don't ever teach over the summer and the summer 

is really the only time I have to do research. So the idea of taking two classes a week was 

not great for me, especially because [my discipline’s] big professional conference of the 

year is usually on Labor Day weekend.” However, at the time she was also putting 
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materials together for a teaching award and felt that it would be a bit hypocritical to 

decline an invitation to participate in the program. 

Barbara tells me that she believes, compared to many of her colleagues, that she 

already held a fairly learner-centered philosophy of teaching prior to attending the 

program, but that she still valued the experience because it provided her the tools to make 

more deliberate choices in her teaching. However, Barbara explains that the program 

helped “change my opinion on a few things and made me be more thoughtful about 

course design.” Many of the changes Barbara describe align with what Weimer (2002) 

labels a shift in evaluation purposes and processes. Weimer argues that when moving 

from a teaching-centered focus to a learner-centered focus evaluation and grading often 

become more formative and aligned with the learning process itself (Weimer, 2002). In 

Barbara’s case, she remembers a specific activity where faculty used a three-column table 

to align learning goals with assessments and learning activities. She explains: 

I still use it to this day. ...and I think all faculty should have something like that 
earlier because before then, I had only been using what other people tended to 
do...You have some exams, you threw in a paper... and there wasn't necessarily a 
clear line between what you wanted them to get out of it and what you were 
having them do. So that was very, very important for me. I told people afterwards, 
I spent more time planning out the class than I used to, but I spent less time 
having to reorient the class as I went along.  
 
She also describes being a bit “hostile” towards the idea of rubrics before 

participating in the Institute. But after completing some of the readings and participating 

in some discussions in the Institute, she began to see their value. Prior to this experience, 

she had only thought of rubrics as a tool for grading, but came to realize that, “the biggest 

value was actually having the students get a clear set of expectations for the assignment.”   
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Barbara describes herself as holding a high value for teaching prior to the 

Institute, but like all of the other leaders I interviewed, her experience underscored the 

need to provide more faculty with opportunities to think intentionally about their 

teaching. At the same time, she did share a few criticisms about the program. First, 

because the curriculum was intended to match a graduate-level course, she did not 

believe there was enough assigned readings—especially readings of original research. 

She also felt the Institute was lacking in discipline-specific content. While many of the 

other leaders interviewed in this study complimented the Institute for its interdisciplinary 

design, Barbara was a firm critic. She feels strongly that faculty teaching in the hard 

sciences and faculty teaching in the humanities have more specific needs than can be 

addressed when they are put in a course altogether. She left feeling that “both groups 

were somewhat underserved” as a result of the interdisciplinary context of the Institute. 

That said, she also underscores that the experience was valuable and she wishes more 

faculty had time to prepare for and attend to their teaching on a regular basis. Since her 

participation in the Institute, Barbara often suggests faculty development programs to 

junior colleagues and especially encourages them to engage in peer review of their 

teaching early on in their career. 

Robert, Chair, Department of General Education, College of Arts and Sciences 

Robert participated in the Teaching and Learning Institute as a recently tenured 

associate professor. He describes himself as always caring deeply about his teaching, but 

feeling that “during the tenure-track years [he] was supposed to suppress that interest a 

bit.” In 2014 when he participated in the program Robert was finally “a few years past 

tenure and felt a little more power to refocus on teaching.”  
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 In the interview, Robert tells me that going into the program he already held many 

broad notions about what encompassed good teaching. As a result, at times throughout 

the program he felt conflicted about the specific curriculum that was taught. However, 

Robert is one of the four leaders interviewed who also went on to teach this curriculum to 

graduate students and believes that this opportunity has allowed him more time to 

“understand it better as a curriculum.” With this said, he makes sure to point out to me 

that at the time he participated in the Institute, he did not plan to teach it and therefore 

was purely experiencing it “in terms of its impact directly on me as opposed to how it 

would then shape how I teach other people to teach.” He also recalls: 

One of the best parts was being able to talk to faculty from a lot of places around 
the university...It really was a diverse set of faculty in terms of fields and I don't 
normally talk to people from the medical school about teaching, for instance. So 
we learned that we were addressing the same issues and those contacts have been 
invaluable ever since. 
 

 Robert also speaks about the Institute as a valuable experience, but explains that 

the literature and resources that he learned about in the program have had a lasting 

impact. He appreciates the program because it provided him with a research-basis to help 

him guide his thinking about teaching. While Robert maintains that he held learner-

centered teaching beliefs prior to attending the Teaching and Learning Institute, he agrees 

that exposure to the literature on teaching in higher education led him to make what he 

believes to be improvements to his teaching. Like many of the previous leaders Robert’s 

description of these changes aligns closely with Weimer’s (2002) description of learner-

centered teaching. In Robert’s case these include an increase in involving students in the 

learning process, sharing responsibility for learning, and giving them more control in that 

process (Weimer, 2002). As an example, Robert says:  
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I think in general, prior to that time I taught in a very rigid way. I had figured out 
what seemed like the ideal structure and had a very specific structure to 
everything and it was working fairly well for most students. But when it didn't 
work for a student, it was a disaster.  ...like I can’t write this paper at all and I 
didn't know how to create multiple paths or to teach in a more flexible way.  
 
Now he says “I've created space for students to make their own decisions about 

what level of success they want to achieve in my class.” He also believes his classroom is 

“a less anxious space than what it might've been for students in the past.” Additionally, 

Robert tries: 

To think much more broadly about the widest range of possible students who 
might be taking my class. Now, I design for that range of students. One of the 
things I've been working on continuously since [the Teaching Institute] is the 
diversity of voices reflected in my syllabus and across the course...and that's in 
every one of my courses. I am also certainly trying to bring more of my students' 
voices into the classroom. 
 
Robert had a difficult time saying whether or not his high regard for teaching was 

impacted more by the Institute or his current role as a chair of a department largely 

represented by non-tenure track and adjunct faculty. However, he expresses just how 

important he believes the role of teaching is: 

Teaching undergraduates drives a university. But when you are working towards 
tenure, you think that your research and the research of your peers is the thing 
that's driving everything. But, it doesn't make any money for anybody...or at least 
a lot of it doesn't. And even when it's fun to research, it makes almost no money 
for the school. ...So I appreciate now the ways in which deans’ offices and 
administrators across the university have to think about the teaching component 
first and foremost. 
 

As a result, Robert describes several ways that he is now engaging colleagues and faculty 

in his department and thinking more seriously about their teaching.  

Cindy, Associate Dean, College of Health Sciences 

Cindy, like Nan, is one of the two leaders I interviewed who attended the 

Teaching and Learning Institute in her current role as associate dean. Among all of the 
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leaders that I interviewed, they attended the most recently in 2016. However, unlike Nan, 

Cindy was a long-time tenured faculty member prior to participating in the Institute. She 

also describes her main responsibility as assistant dean as “overseeing” teaching within 

the college. Upon reflecting about what incentivized her to take part in the Institute she 

explains to me that, “it was protected intentional time to think about teaching and there 

was accountability. Somebody knew I was going to be there, I was going to be with other 

folks that were doing this.” She also recalls looking forward to what she refers to as 

“guided self-reflection.” She describes this further:  

Rather than me trying to self-analyze how am I doing in my teaching and what do 
I want to change, this was an opportunity to have those discussions with others. 
And then also for me in a leadership role, how was I going to turn around the 
changes that I was making in my own teaching and use those experiences in a 
way that others could benefit from them. 
 
During the interview, she remembers the diverse group of faculty colleagues in 

the Institute as one of the greatest benefits to her experience. She explains that her 

learning came not just from the educational developers facilitating the workshops, but 

from other faculty in the room. She also recalls writing “pages and pages of notes about 

what other folks were doing.” After the program, she used these ideas to consider 

strategies that might be put to use in her own college. This was actually part of the draw 

of the Institute for Cindy. She recollects a feeling of immense respect for her colleagues 

who participated in the Institute with her: 

I've won different teaching awards and I'm going into a room with a whole bunch 
of other people who have won teaching awards. And these people are rock stars to 
me. For example, [Sandy], she's a female mathematician. She's so accomplished. 
...I think holding yourself to a standard alongside other people at that standard is 
important. You don't allow yourself to sit on your laurels and say, I'm doing a 
good job. It really pushed me to take my teaching to the next level, which was 
uncomfortable and you know, it helped to have somebody to push me there. 
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Like many of the other leaders I interviewed, Cindy always cared about her 

teaching and worked to improve it—even prior to attending the Institute. However, she 

also mentioned the challenges of attending to her teaching while being a tenure-track and 

tenured faculty member at a research institution, explaining that “a lot of the focus is on 

research.” She expands on this saying: 

We bring in tenure-track faculty or tenured faculty with an eye towards research. 
But those individuals may have never set foot in the class before. I see a lot of 
times faculty will go to teach for the first time and they're looking for somebody 
to help them. And at that point, I won't say it's too late, but that scramble...trying 
to figure out how to do all these things with no time...it plays out and we see that 
in the students with an increased anxiety and sometimes with the students 
completing negative [evaluations].  
 

This lack of preparation for faculty was in-part a motivation for her to participate in the 

Institute because she wanted to be able to better support these faculty in her role as 

associate dean.  

Cindy points out another lasting impact of the Institute was gaining access to 

literature and research about teaching. This research is particularly important to her in her 

trying to get other faculty on board with pedagogical change: 

I came here in a tenure-track line and it was research, research, research. So it's 
always about the evidence, you know, ‘what is your empirical analysis?’ Having 
this literature that I was not as familiar with before is really helpful, especially to 
go and make the case to other faculty, particularly research-intensive faculty. If I 
can walk up and say, here's the evidence that if you're taking this approach, it 
could be effective or here's the evidence to suggest the approach that you're taking 
is not effective. I think that is extremely powerful. 
 
More than most of the leaders, Cindy talked a lot about supporting other faculty to 

improve teaching, but when asked about how the experience influenced her own teaching 

directly, her descriptions also align closely with Weimer’s (2002) learner-centered 

teaching. For example, one of the changes Weimer claims happens as faculty move 
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toward learner-centered teaching is allowing students more control over their learning. In 

the interview, Cindy tells me that she is now more proactively, “thinking about who's in 

the classroom and thinking about their perspective. My focus is not as much on the 

course, but more on who is in the course.” She describes this as leading to an increased 

flexibility in her syllabus: 

My syllabus is set for the semester, but now I leave about 10% wiggle room based 
on who is in my class. So for example, the students this week will start posting 
their video introductions and I'm going to pivot the class based on their 
background and goals. I no longer have that rigidity where I wrote my syllabus, 
my assignments are set and I start the course telling the students that this is 
exactly what's going to happen. 
 
Another important piece to Cindy’s story is that her college had been 

experiencing a number of accreditation issues at the time, so she was also “thinking about 

teaching in the context of accreditation.” She describes some of the changes that she 

made both in her own course, but within the college as being influenced by this. For 

example, Cindy now outlines much clearer expectations for students within the syllabus. 

Cindy also tries to be more intentional and transparent about the alignment between 

learning outcomes and specific activities and assessments. As she continues to talk, she 

opens an excel file on her computer and points to a table that includes columns titled 

learning objective, degree competencies addressed, and the direct or indirect assessment 

tool. Overall, Cindy explains that the experience led her to “think much more globally 

about the students' learning experience at the institution and not just within one course.”  

The Institute created another important shift for Cindy. She asserts, “the value 

shifted from individual teaching excellence to asking ‘how do you stimulate a 

conversation about teaching that everybody can be involved in?’” As a result, she holds a 

much greater passion for comprehensive teaching support and is creating programs and 
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structures to get more faculty talking about their teaching and sharing what they do in the 

classroom. Cindy is also working to reduce the stigma around teaching development. She 

wants to make sure that instructors who struggle with teaching receive appropriate 

developmental opportunities rather than just telling them, “maybe teaching isn’t for you.”  

Walker, Chair, Department of Health Services, College of Health Sciences 

Like Judith, Walker participated in one of the earliest cohorts of the Teaching and 

Learning Institute back in 2010. At the time he participated he had been teaching at the 

institution for eighteen years and was actually an associate dean for another college 

within the same institution. About five years after his participation in the Institute he 

moved colleges and became the Department Chair of Health Services within the College 

of Health Sciences. In the interview, he explains that at the time, his incentive to 

participate in the program was a strong desire to recruit more graduate students to take 

the new teaching course. He also recalls feeling a bit of resistance by the dean of his 

college at that time, but participated anyhow because he believed that he could better 

promote the course with first-hand knowledge of it. In addition, he explains that he 

simply, “wanted to be a better teacher.” Further expanding on this idea he adds, “even 

when I went to the administrative role, I still continued to teach. I never left the 

classroom. Teaching was far too important to me.” 

While Walker does not think the Institute had a large impact on his teaching 

beliefs, he does credit the experience with “expanding his horizons.” Interestingly, 

Walker talks about the significance of his first career outside of higher education on his 

pedagogical choices. He believes this experience influenced his approach to teaching 

because he had been provided extensive training on andragogy—the methods 
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recommended for teaching adults. So, many of the principles taught in the Institute were 

similar to principles he practiced in the field prior to joining higher education. However, 

the Institute provided him with an opportunity to “build on that knowledge and bring it 

up to date.”  

For Walker, the focus on inclusive teaching and learner-centered teaching had the 

most lasting impact on him. As Walker held many of the beliefs described in Weimer’s 

2002 Learner-Centered Teaching, prior to participating in the Teaching and Learning 

Institute, he does not think that the experience actually caused those beliefs. Yet, like the 

other leaders, the changes that he describes making after the Institute align with 

Weimer’s descriptions of how learner-centered beliefs often lead to an increase in 

opportunities for students to engage in collaborative learning. For example, Walker tells 

me that the Institute helped him, “design better activities to be used for small team 

exercises. In order to have small group learning, you need to have effective exercises. So 

I think it helped me focus more on how to develop those.”  

 Perhaps more importantly, Walker also believes these changes affected his 

students:  

Students like the way I structure a class and they like being able to work in small 
groups and that I give them something that's substantive to do and that they 
learned from it and they learn from each other. It's one of the things that I get very 
positive feedback about all the time. So [the Institute] helped build my portfolio 
of options and also helped me to think about how I can more effectively design 
those learning experiences. 
 

Like each of the others I interviewed, he tells me that the experience gave him an added 

appreciation for formal pedagogical training, especially if those programs are taught 

using active-learning techniques. He explains that these concepts: 
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…wouldn't have been effective to learn on your own. I mean, part of the 
experience of [the Institute] is the modeling. It's an opportunity not only to 
convey knowledge about these strategies, but for the faculty to experience them. 
And that's how they develop, just like students. And I think in that regard, it had a 
positive impact on my perception of the need for faculty development and that 
faculty development is really important.  
 

Again, similarly to several other leaders in this study, he also describes the resources and 

literature about teaching as having the most lasting effect on his teaching. In fact, he 

makes a point to mention that he still has all of the original materials and readings from 

the Institute and still refers to them from time to time. 

All of this said, Walker, like each of the others, describes himself as always 

holding a high value for teaching. However, he has his doubts about whether other 

institutional leaders feel the same. When I ask him to talk a little more about this, he 

delves a bit deeper stating: 

Even though this is a research university, if you look at the Carnegie 
classification, we're also a large undergraduate public-affiliated university. ...so 
we are still largely a tuition-driven university regardless of having the R-1 
classification. So teaching needs to be at our core, regardless of where research 
stands. Now, to be a research university obviously we have to engage in extensive 
research, funded research, non-funded research publications, et cetera. I'm very 
supportive of that, but always with the idea of balancing it. The teaching is paying 
the bills and people have to remember that. 
 

As a result of these beliefs, Walker feels it is an important part of his role as chair to 

support new faculty in his department with regard to their teaching responsibilities.  

Findings Across Leaders’ Interview Data 

Now that I have provided a rich description of each of these leaders, their beliefs 

about teaching, the value they place on teaching within a public research university, 

along with their shared and disparate experiences as participants within the Teaching and 

Learning Institute, I will examine commonalities between these data. A comparison of 
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these data shows two common perceptions among each of these leaders regarding how 

their experience in the Teaching and Learning Institute affected them. First, all eight 

leaders described changes that they made to their teaching practice after they participated 

in the Institute. Second, there are commonalities between how these eight leaders 

describe changes in their instructional values. 

Changes to Teaching Practices 

Although each of the leaders perceived the experience of the Teaching and 

Learning Institute to have influenced their teaching in some way, the examples that each 

leader provided of how their teaching changed after they participated in the Institute 

varied quite a bit. Therefore, only a few commonalities emerged across all of the 

interview data using a priori codes. It is important to note that this is likely due to the fact 

that I did not ask these leaders to provide a comprehensive survey of all changes made to 

their teaching as a result of their participation in the Teaching and Learning Institute. 

These data are simply a result of what came to mind for each of the leaders when asked to 

provide an example of how the Institute impacted their beliefs about teaching.  

Through a comparative analysis of interview data, I determined four 

commonalities in the changes to teaching that align with learner-centered teaching 

described by each leader. These themes are presented with a basic description in Table 

4.1. These themes have been documented by quotes previously provided within the 

descriptions of each of these leaders. Rather than reproduce those quotes again here, I 

present a summary of how the previous findings relate to learner-centered teaching 

practices in Table 4.2. 
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Table 4.1 Themes Identified as Learner-Centered Teaching Practices Which Leaders  

Implemented After the Teaching and Learning Institute 

Theme Description 

Course Alignment Used backward or integrated course design methods to align assessments and 
learning activities with course learning goals. 

Collaborative Learning Increased or improved small group activities in-class or added small- group 
projects. 

Flexibility Redesigned syllabus content and/or assessments with flexibility to accommodate 
the interests, needs, or backgrounds of diverse students. 

Assignment Structure Created or revised assignments to add additional scaffolding, rubrics, or more 
transparent instructions for students. 

 

Table 4.2 Descriptions of Learner-Centered Teaching Practices Leaders Implemented  

After the Teaching and Learning Institute 

Leader A priori codes  Themes 

• Aaron 
• Nan 
• Judith 
• Walker 

• engaging students in the learning process 
• giving students some control over the learning processes 
• encouraging collaboration 
• incorporating explicit learning skills instruction 

• collaborative learning 

• Aaron 
• Diane 
• Judith 
• Robert 
• Cindy 
• Walker 

• incorporating explicit learning skills instruction 
• evaluation purposes and processes 

  

• flexibility 

• Barbara 
• Cindy 

• the role of the teacher 
• evaluation purposes and processes 

• course alignment 

• Diane 
• Barbara 
• Cindy 

• the role of the teacher 
• incorporating explicit learning skills instruction 

• assignment structure 
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Changes to Instructional Values 

While this study sought to ask how the experience of a six-week Teaching and 

Learning Institute impacted the value these eight leaders placed on teaching within the 

context of a public research university, the study actually found that this experience 

increased their value for the experience itself. In vivo coding of the interview data 

revealed similarities between the way these leaders described the value-added by their 

experience and the increased value they now hold for faculty development itself.  These 

themes and a description of each are presented in Table 4.3. To provide examples and 

evidence for these themes, I also present a number of quotes from the interviews. 

 

Table 4.3 Similarities Between How Leaders Describe the Value of Their Experience in  

the Teaching and Learning Institute 

 
Theme Description 

Affirmation Participating in the Teaching and Learning Institute reaffirmed or validated their 
beliefs about teaching and high value for teaching. 

Teaching Preparation  Participating in the Teaching and Learning Institute raised their awareness of the 
need for formal pedagogical education and preparation to teach. 

Exposure to Literature Participating in the Teaching and Learning Institute provided exposure to the 
research and literature on teaching and learning in higher education.  

Community Participating in the Teaching and Learning Institute provided a network of colleagues 
at the institution with shared teaching experiences, goals, and/or  values for teaching. 
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Affirmation 

One theme that cut across interview data was that these leaders did not perceive 

the Teaching and Learning Institute as having a major impact on changing their general 

philosophical beliefs about teaching or value for teaching in a research-focused 

institution. Not surprisingly, seven of the eight leaders interviewed (the only exception 

being Nan, the associate dean who was never a full-time faculty member) told me that 

they already placed a high value on their own teaching responsibilities prior to 

participating in the Institute—this value being what led them to participate in the Institute 

in the first place. Instead, these leaders described their experience in the Teaching and 

Learning Institute as “reinforcing” or “assuring” their underlying beliefs and values in 

some way: 

I'd taken a couple of education classes as an undergraduate. Research on learning 
and how people learn and the psychology of learning were things that interested 
me. So, participating in the [Teaching and Learning Institute] seemed like a way 
to sort of reconnect with that interest (Aaron). 

 
I have always been interested in teaching. ... I would say that maybe I even have a 
talent for it, but I wasn't necessarily thinking intentionally about how [research on 
teaching] could specifically apply to teaching art (Diane).  
 
I think I was always ‘a guide on the side’ type of person and so this experience 
legitimized that style of teaching for me (Judith).  
 
I've always been someone who cared about teaching. ... it was interesting because 
going into [the Teaching and Learning Institute] I had a lot of really broad notions 
about good teaching, but there was a very specific curriculum for [the program]. 
So I did find myself wrestling with that a bit (Robert). 

 
I don't think that I was as far removed from the student-centered learning model 
than my other colleagues might've been. ... I had already been much more focused 
than maybe some people in other disciplines on how the students acquired and 
accessed information (Barbara). 
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There were certain ideas in [The Teaching and Learning Institute] that were 
important for me personally as an instructor, as a teacher. Ideas that reinforced a 
lot of what I already believed (Walker).  
 
I would say that I had already planted the seed in thinking about my teaching. I 
enjoy teaching and it's something that I was always trying to improve, but I 
wanted to go into [the Teaching and Learning Institute] to be able to develop that 
even further. So I would say after being there, I went through sapling and into full 
on tree-thinking about teaching in a critical way, not just doing it for the sake of 
doing it (Cindy).  
 

Teaching Preparation 

Perhaps more importantly than affirming existing beliefs or values for teaching, 

another common theme was that most of the leaders perceived their experience in the 

Institute as having what I interpret as greater appreciation for faculty development or a 

realization of the need for formal pedagogical education for college instructors. 

Additionally, not all, but several of the leaders took the time to specifically explain why 

this education is needed at a public, research university:  

I spent most of the six weeks asking myself ‘why haven’t I learned these things 
previously?’ [The experience] definitely shifted my perception about the services 
provided by the [Teaching Center], ... I felt like up to that point—having taught 
for more than a decade—I was really only relying on my experience as a student 
and trying to turn that into a methodology of teaching. So clearly it was a pretty 
big shift for me to go from lack of engagement with the [Teaching Center] to 
turning around and utilizing it to help train faculty in my department (Aaron). 
 
As I was changing my perceptions about how to better support my students and 
classroom dynamic, I was seeing other places in the college where that support 
wasn't happening. [It made me] recognize how little guidance I’d had in my 
teaching up until that point (Diane).  
 
It's hard for me to say how much of this came from [the Teaching and Learning 
Institute] versus some other experiences I had across the same time period. But, I 
now have an understanding of how much teaching broadly...teaching 
undergraduates drives a university. ...I appreciate now the ways in which deans’ 
offices and administrators have to think about [teaching students] foremost 
(Robert). 
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I think everybody should have something like [the Teaching and Learning 
Institute] earlier in their career. ...I am certainly more likely now to suggest peer 
review to junior colleagues (Barbara). 
 
Well it wouldn't have been effective to learn this stuff on your own. I mean, part 
of the experience of [the Teaching and Learning Institute] is the modeling. It's an 
opportunity to not only convey the knowledge about these strategies, but also for 
the faculty to experience them. And that's how they develop—just like students. I 
think in that regard it did have a positive impact on my perception of the need for 
faculty development...but it was also something I already believed in… that 
faculty development is really important (Walker). 
 
I would say [the experience] shifted my thinking from about me as a teacher to 
“we” as a teacher. You know, how can I improve teaching in my college? What 
are the things that I could be doing to support other individuals and our general 
approach?  So the value for me shifted from individual teaching excellence to 
‘how do you stimulate a conversation so that everybody can rise with the tide’ 
(Cindy). 
 

Exposure to Literature 

Many of these leaders describe one of the greatest and lasting benefits to their 

experience as an increased awareness of and access to college-level teaching and learning 

literature. Several of the leaders mentioned that this was important in providing them 

with the language to talk to colleagues about their teaching or the resources to continue to 

develop their own teaching long after they had participated in the Institute. Also, it is 

important to note that while each leader differed on the specific literature they referenced, 

as a result of this new knowledge, many provided specific examples of a reading, theory, 

or methodology that they used to make changes to their teaching. Overall, it was clear 

that this made a lasting impression on them: 

The [Teaching and Learning Institute] gave me access to resources with a lot of 
strategies that could actually make my teaching less work for me! (Aaron). 
 
What changed for me was knowing there were actually materials and literature on 
the scholarship of teaching... and that they were thoughtful and well-constructed 
(and not just in education-ease). And that some of the ideas really could influence 
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the way I thought about my own teaching. In fact, it really did change my 
teaching quite a bit (Judith).  
 
I don't like the word ammunition, but [the Teaching and Learning Institute] gave 
me tools to encourage other people to think in these ways. I had Lang and 
Brookfield and resources that I felt comfortable saying to colleagues, you know, 
you should read this, you should take a look at that (Judith). 
 
The [Teaching and Learning Institute] gave me a centralized set of resources. And 
now in a lot of ways I'm reproducing that curriculum to a wider audience 
(Robert).  
 
This was a great opportunity to continue to build on my existing knowledge and 
bring it more up to date...what is the current state of teaching, of pedagogy? And 
you know, I still have a lot of the resources from [the Teaching and Learning 
Institute] and I still use them. I have all the materials and I still refer to them from 
time to time (Walker). 
 
So it's interesting coming up through a research background or research focus. I 
came here in a tenure-track line. It was research, research, research. So it's always 
about the evidence, you know, what is your empirical analysis? But having that 
literature that I was not as familiar with was really helpful. I could also now go 
and make the case to other faculty, particularly research-intensive faculty. I can 
walk up and say, here's the evidence that if you take this approach, it could be 
more effective or here's the evidence to suggest the approach that you're taking is 
not effective. I think that was super powerful because we do have a lot of faculty 
teaching, particularly at the graduate level who are tenure-track faculty who 
haven't taken teaching courses or they're not steeped in education prior to the first 
time they teach (Cindy). 

Community 

Another recurring idea expressed during the interviews, but not accounted for in 

the a priori codes is the interdisciplinary nature of the program. Many of these leaders 

discussed the usefulness of gaining connections with faculty outside of their college. Two 

specifically mentioned that they were surprised to find that instructors in different 

disciplines than their own were struggling with the same pedagogical challenges and 

found it helpful to talk through those issues with colleagues outside of their department. 

Many of the leaders also described feelings akin to institutional pride when talking about 
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the lasting impression made on them by seeing so many highly-regarded members of the 

institutional community committed to their teaching:  

I think finding ways that faculty can observe these ideas in action within the 
institution is important. So if we know other faculty that have gone through this 
program and we can then go into their class and see that happening, that can be 
really valuable. Coupling on that, if there are leaders in other schools or colleges 
that have had faculty go through this—and they're seeing a difference—having 
those people come in and talk about the value that they've observed can really 
help bring others on board (Aaron). 
 
When I was attending [the Teaching and Learning Institute] it was shortly after 
my chair attended it and before the associate dean attended it. So there was some 
cultural change that was occurring already. So, I can see some connection to [the 
Teaching and Learning Institute] that wasn't just about my own experience 
(Diane).  
 
When I became associate dean, one of the first things I did up here was work with 
some other faculty who were really engaged, you know, who had also gone 
through [the Teaching and Learning Institute] (Judith).  
 
Seeing a group of thirty people work through the summer to figure out how to do 
a better job of the thing they were already doing... that gave me a lot of respect, a 
lot of respect for our faculty (Nan). 
 
I think one of the best parts was being able to talk to faculty from a lot of places 
around the university that I'd never otherwise meet. It really was a diverse set of 
faculty in terms of fields. And I don't normally talk to people from the medical 
school about teaching, for instance. And that was really, really interesting. I think 
we learned that we were addressing the same issues which was rather surprising. 
And those contacts have been invaluable ever since (Robert). 

 
I'm walking out of there with these new connections—you know, [Rasheed] and I 
became good friends because of that. A large part of the experience was having 
the conversations with colleagues and walking away with pages and pages of 
notes of what other folks are doing (Cindy).  
 
So I think that group context was huge.  I would say also being with all those 
faculty from other schools and colleges, it gave me the sense that teaching is 
bigger than just my college (Cindy).  
 
Although this community was clearly important to most of the leaders I spoke to, 

Barbara felt that the interdisciplinary nature of the Teaching and Learning Institute was 
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limiting. She felt that due to the interdisciplinary design of the program, the topics and 

literature did not include much discipline-specific pedagogy or research: 

I was in a fairly early iteration of [the Institute] so perhaps some of these things 
have changed, but I would've liked it to have been held together more by bridging 
differences in people's institutional understanding. To be clear in that iteration, it 
was everybody who had been asked to teach this new course across the 
university... and so you had a chemist and the math people and the English 
language acquisition or foreign language speakers that had nothing in common 
with each other. And in fact, I thought that part was really hard. There were some 
people who were closer to me, but I think at the time the people in charge were far 
more confident than I could be convinced that this was a totally great thing. ‘Isn't 
it great that we're all together with the people who are teaching intro to chemistry 
and the social science fields?’ And I’m thinking, ‘no, actually I think it's not 
really great at all.’ Also, because I have a child who is pre-med and as much as I 
hate to admit it, a lot of that stuff, regardless of what [the Teaching and Learning 
Institute] says, you just have to get the different chemical bonds in those courses. 
Having only a 58% understanding means you should flunk and you can't go on to 
the next level. And so it's not at all like what a social science set of goals are 
(Barbara).  

 

Summary of Findings 

In this chapter, I sought to answer whether eight academic leaders perceive the 

experience of participating in a six-week Teaching and Learning Institute as informing 

their beliefs about teaching and/or the value they place on teaching within the context of 

a public research university. What I discovered was that each leader perceived the 

experience of the Teaching and Learning Institute to have influenced their teaching in 

some way, but none of the leaders attributed the Teaching and Learning Institute 

exclusively as having caused their learner-centered teaching beliefs. Regardless, all of the 

leaders provided specific examples of changes that they made in their teaching as a result 

of the Institute. Interestingly, these changes all align with changes in practice that 

Weimer (2002) describes as part of the process instructors go through in a transition 

between teacher-centered teaching to learner-centered teaching. Some researchers have 
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described these beliefs as falling on a continuum between teacher-centered and learner-

centered, therefore this finding suggests that as a result of participation in the Teaching 

and Learning Institute, each of the leaders experienced some movement on that spectrum 

toward learner-centered teaching (Meyer & Eley, 2006).  

Additionally, while none of the leaders could attribute the Institute for having 

caused the high value they hold for teaching, four themes emerged across interview data 

which showed that these leaders had an increased value for faculty development as a 

result of their experience. These themes included 1) having their beliefs about and value 

for teaching affirmed; 2) recognizing the need for more pedagogy education; 3) being 

exposed to research that could improve their teaching; and 4) building a community 

network of individuals with shared beliefs and values across the institution. In other 

words, while none of the leaders explicitly stated that the Institute led them to develop 

either learner-centered teaching beliefs, or increase their value for teaching, ultimately 

the data suggest that it did. Moreover, I believe these findings indicate that the program 

galvanized all eight leaders’ beliefs and values in ways that influence the strategies they 

use to promote a culture of teaching within the units they oversee.  
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CHAPTER 5 

FINDINGS: THE DEPARTMENTS 

 

Chapter Introduction  

In the previous chapter, I shared data from each of the leaders’ interviews about 

their experiences in a six-week Teaching and Learning Institute and their perception of 

the impact that experience had on their beliefs about teaching and value for teaching 

within the context of a public research university. In that chapter, the leaders’ thoughts 

about their own teaching and experiences in faculty development were provided, and the 

similarities and differences between their experiences were explored. These data 

confirmed that each of the eight leaders believe themselves to hold learner-centered 

teaching beliefs and regard themselves as placing a high value on teaching within the 

units that they oversee. With this firmly established, I will examine four academic 

departments under their leadership. 

Chapter 5 presents data which address research questions two and three: what 

strategies (if any) do these eight academic leaders use to foster a culture of teaching 

within the context of a public research university and what are the perceptions of a 

culture of teaching among faculty within their respective units? The units of analysis for 

these research questions include four academic departments. These comprise the 

Department of Fine Arts in the College of Visual Arts and Design, the Department of 

Social Sciences in the College of Arts and Sciences, the Department of General 

Education in the College of Arts and Sciences, and the Department of Health Services in 

the College of Health Sciences. Data sources used to answer the second two research 
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questions include eight transcripts of interviews with each leader and the results of four 

identical surveys sent to faculty within each of the four departments (Appendix B). 

Establishing Strategies Used to Promote a Culture of Teaching 

Each leader in the study engaged in one hour-long audio-recorded interview and 

the first set of questions focused on their beliefs, values, and experiences as a participant 

in a six-week Teaching and Learning Institute. The second set of interview questions 

focused on specific actions they have taken in their current leadership role (if any) to 

promote a culture of teaching. As discussed previously, the link between beliefs, values, 

and actions is complex. Argyris and Schön’s theories of action explains that one’s 

asserted beliefs and values may not always align with the actions that they take (1974). 

Therefore, it was central to this study to first establish these leaders’ beliefs and values 

and then to examine the actions they have taken.  

At the point in the interview when my questions shifted from a focus on the 

leaders’ experiences in the Teaching and Learning Institute to actions they have taken as 

leaders, I explicitly told each leader about this shift. Additionally, prior to beginning the 

second half of the interview, I provided the following definition of a culture of teaching 

from the literature explaining to each leader that: “a ‘culture of teaching’ is defined as an 

organizational culture with a shared value for teaching.” I also explained that the 

literature tells us that a culture of teaching moves beyond verbal expressions of value and 

is further defined by an organizational commitment to the implementation of research-

based teaching practices and the promotion of learner-centered teaching (i.e., the belief 

that teaching is not just conveying information, but facilitating students’ learning). I then 

provided broad examples from the literature of ways a culture of teaching might be 
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promoted. The examples I listed were that leaders might create initiatives, policies, 

programs, or use a variety of other strategies towards this end. After this, I proceeded to 

ask them in what ways (if any) they promoted a culture of teaching within the unit they 

currently oversee. Simply put, I asked associate deans what strategies they use to promote 

this culture within their college and I asked chairs what strategies they used to promote a 

culture of teaching within their department. I followed up this line of questioning by 

asking how the context of a public research university influenced (if at all) their choices 

in whether to promote this culture or the way in which they went about it. In order to 

triangulate interview data, at the end of each interview I asked participants to share 

specific documents or materials that were relevant to our discussion. For example, when 

a chair said they had created and shared a syllabus template with the department, I asked 

them to share that template with me. The specific documents that were collected and used 

to triangulate interview data are listed in Chapter 3. 

In order to analyze the second half of interview data and documents, I examined 

data from each of the leaders using an open-coding method and creating in-vivo codes for 

each college and department. Once this step in the coding process was completed, I began 

to look at these codes across each department and organized them into action-categories 

based on the code. Once this step was complete, I further organized the action-categories 

into broader themes. I then analyzed the similarities and differences in the actions taken 

by each of the leaders in order to acquire a better understanding of the strategies that have 

been used at the college level and the department level for each of the subcases outlined 

below.  
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Establishing Perceptions of a Culture of Teaching 

In addition to collecting data from interviews and document analysis, I used a 

survey (Appendix B) to collect data regarding faculty perceptions of a culture of teaching 

within each of the four departments overseen by these leaders. The survey consisted of 

three scaled questions, three open-ended questions, and three questions that contained 

check boxes (Appendix B). Scaled questions asked faculty-participants to what extent 

they perceived that a culture of teaching was promoted within their department, within 

their college, and at the institutional level. To help understand their answers, the survey 

included an open-ended question where faculty-participants were prompted to provide a 

narrative explanation for why they answered these three scaled questions the way they 

did. Lastly, to confirm that their perceptions aligned with what the literature identifies as 

indicators of a culture of teaching (Kustra et al., 2014), faculty-participants were asked to 

identify whether or not they had been encouraged by their department, college, or 

institution to complete a list of eleven activities associated with promoting a culture of 

teaching (Appendix B).  

Overall the survey was sent to 103 faculty in four departments. This included 

adjunct faculty, non-tenure track faculty, tenure-track faculty, and tenured faculty. Out of 

the 103 faculty that were sent the survey, 49 faculty consented to participate in the study 

and answered one or more of the survey questions. Of these faculty-participants, 44 

completed all three scaled questions, 34 completed one or more check-box questions, and 

30 completed one or more open-ended questions. In order to maximize the study’s 
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considerations of faculty perceptions, the data presented in this chapter include data from 

all 49 faculty-participants who completed some portion of the survey.  

Findings from Individual Departments 

Promoting a Culture of Teaching within the College of Visual Arts and Design 

The College of Visual Arts and Design at Middle Atlantic University provides 

over twenty undergraduate and graduate programs housed within four departments. At 

the time of this study, the college included approximately 1,250 undergraduate students 

and 200 graduate students majoring in a wide variety of academic degree programs 

including architecture, art education, art history, and a large number of visual arts and 

design majors (MiddleAtlanticUniversity.edu). Full and part-time faculty within the 

college include award-winning and renowned artists, designers, historians, and scholars 

on the cutting-edge of creative and social practice (MiddleAtlanticUniversity.edu). 

College leadership includes a dean and two associate deans and four or more department 

chairs.  

Aaron, one of the associate deans in the College of Visual Arts and Design was 

introduced in the last chapter. He describes his role as “paralleling” that of the other 

associate dean. In other words, Aaron is not assigned with different tasks or 

responsibilities, rather their responsibilities are divided across department lines. That 

said, the Fine Arts Department is one of those that Aaron typically oversees. In the 

interview Aaron explains that faculty development has become a large part of his role as 

associate dean, in part because that development aligns with the goals of his dean, who is 

fairly new in her role at the college. Notwithstanding, he wants “to believe I had an 

influence on that, perhaps as a result of talking to her about my experiences and what I 
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had done. We were very much in agreement that it is important to the student 

experience—the classroom—and it is key to our mission at the school.” In addition to 

faculty development, Aaron’s role often includes what he describes as “actively involved 

in looking at teaching evaluations.” He explains that recently, he has been tasked with 

thinking more holistically about how to develop mentorship for faculty based on 

addressing needs identified within these evaluations. Aaron’s role also extends to 

nominating faculty for promotion and tenure.   

As we discussed his role within the college, Aaron pauses for a moment and then 

says: 

As a quick subtext to what I said earlier, I think there has been a bit of an 
adjustment for faculty who have been here for a while. As you mentioned in your 
introduction, often the focus for faculty is really research. So this 
acknowledgement that teaching is vital to what we do...I wouldn't say it's been a 
shift, exactly—because, I think in general our faculty are really dedicated 
teachers—but probably in the way that I was a dedicated teacher, like they cared 
about it, but hadn't taken the time or the opportunity to build those skills and 
develop them. So in having partial responsibility for overseeing that development, 
I've been able to really capitalize on my experience. I can say, ‘I encourage you to 
do this because it's going to make your life easier. It's gonna make you a more 
effective teacher. It's going to improve your teaching evaluations.’ ...all these 
tangible things so that there isn't this question: why? Why would I take the time to 
do this? Right. So, the faculty development piece has been really important.  

After this pause, we move into a broader discussion of additional ways that Aaron 

sees himself as promoting a culture of teaching within the college, he continues to focus 

on the importance of faculty development. When Aaron talks about his role, it is clear 

that he is very passionate and thoughtful about the faculty development work he is 

leading in the college. He enthusiastically chronicles this evolving effort: 

[The Teaching and Learning Institute] helped me see the value of educational 
development. That was the driving force behind bringing the [Teaching Center] in 
to do workshops for the faculty...first as a chair in my department and now as 
associate dean in the college. I’ve been in this role for three semester starts and 
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we've done faculty development every semester...and even that is evolving. First, 
we brought in the [Teaching Center] to do a workshop for new faculty and then 
we did an adjunct orientation, but it's evolved further. Last fall I framed it as an 
‘orientation’ and the thing that I quickly found out is that people who felt like 
they were already ‘oriented’ didn't come. So then we shifted the language. I 
shifted the language to ‘faculty development’ in the spring. That was an important 
shift to get over this idea that if I've already been here, then this isn't for me. So 
now it's all about continual faculty development.  

In addition to bringing in the University’s Teaching Center to lead these workshops, 

Aaron explains that he has also asked other faculty within the college who have been 

through the Institute to lead these workshops: 

We invited another faculty who had been through the [Institute] to do a workshop 
on rubrics and the biggest difference was that we really didn't differentiate 
between full-time faculty, adjunct faculty and teaching assistants. ...And one of 
the things that was super gratifying is that we had about 60 to 70 participants from 
maybe 180 invitations, that is about a third of our instructors. And in the room 
just observationally, it was about half full-time faculty and about half part-time 
faculty. After the program, people were saying they have never had this anywhere 
else, ‘I'm so thankful to have resources to draw upon.’ Also, at the very end of 
[this program] I had an opportunity to talk with a couple of students who just 
graduated from the MFA program and are teaching this fall and they were super 
jazzed to go back and work on their syllabi. But the thing that I was so excited 
about was they were like ‘we thought this was just for new people, but faculty that 
have been teaching for 20 or 30 years or longer were here.’ I think it really 
demonstrated that there's a commitment institutionally to value teaching. 
 
Aaron goes on to explain that in addition to educational development workshops, 

he has worked with other leaders in the college to create and share resources to support 

teaching. As an example, he tells me: 

We've developed a faculty resources site [on the LMS] and it covers a whole 
range of things. It includes some nuts and bolts stuff—like you're having this 
problem, here's who to contact. But it also includes a whole section that is 
devoted to resources for teaching. It also includes contacts and information about 
counseling services, the tutoring center, and the Teaching Center. We also have a 
section where all of the information from the faculty development workshops are 
being cataloged so people can refer back to them. 
Overall, Aaron believes that his efforts in tandem with other leaders in the college 

have really started to change the culture around teaching. However he also admits, 
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“although I think we have created a culture where people are starting to talk about how 

they're teaching, we haven't turned the corner to get to the place where we're really 

measuring that. But there is a dialogue that's unfolding that wasn't happening even a year 

ago.” He also says that he believes teaching can have an even greater impact within an 

organizational culture as an experience that can bond faculty together and create 

community. To illustrate his point he recounts a recent experience at a strategic planning 

meeting for the college: 

Just coincidentally we had an organizational consultant here this week. One of our 
sessions was for all full-time faculty and senior staff and we were in round tables 
with about eight people. They were all mixed, people weren't sorted by discipline. 
... Every person was asked to spend two minutes sharing a story about their 
teaching at [the college] that aligned with the mission and the vision of the school. 
And by the end, a lot of people were in tears around the table...that doesn't happen 
very frequently in an academic environment! So this was an opportunity to talk 
about teaching, and for people to connect on a very basic human level in ways 
that go beyond what we do on a day-to-day basis in terms of meetings. And the 
culture and sense of community that was built and being driven by a sense of 
common purpose is huge!  
While in large part Aaron believes that he has made great strides in his efforts to 

promote a culture of teaching within the college, he also admits that the college has some 

more work to do. As an example, he mentions that teaching is not really evaluated in a 

way that he would like it to be: 

Right now we're really relying on the student [evaluations] and everybody 
acknowledges that those are problematic in particular ways. I think that's one area 
where we've got some work to do. We need to think about the ways in which we 
evaluate teaching. We've been talking internally about putting some peer 
evaluation processes in place and classroom observation in place. But right now 
that’s only happening in a prescriptive way because the university requires it for 
promotion and tenure and those sorts of things. But I think that's an important 
next step in our process...putting some structures in place that are not hierarchical 
and give people opportunities to provide and receive feedback about how they're 
doing... to create a culture where we talk about that. 
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Promoting a Culture of Teaching within the Department of Fine Arts 

The Department of Fine Arts in the College of Visual Arts and Design 

specifically focuses on developing undergraduate students’ creative and critical thinking 

skills and teaches problem solving, visual thinking, perception and observation. There is 

a mix of theory, media, and techniques of artistic practice explored throughout the 

curriculum which is taught only to undergraduates (MiddleAtlanticUniversity.edu). 

Altogether, the department has seven full-time faculty lines. These are currently held by 

three tenured faculty and four teaching-focused faculty, contingent on a three-year 

contract renewal. In addition to full-time faculty, courses within the program are taught 

by between thirty-five and forty different adjunct faculty in any given semester.  

At the time of our interview, Diane has been the department chair of Fine Arts for 

about a year. She describes her role as chair as including hiring and staffing, 

administrative work, ordering supplies, curriculum development, and faculty mentorship. 

I follow-up her list of responsibilities asking her about promotion, tenure, and contract 

renewals and she explains, “those decisions are actually made by the deans, but in my 

experience the chairs recommendations are typically in line with the deans. But faculty 

going up for tenure, I play a role in that. I also have a role in recommending faculty for 

merit raises.” Diane tells me that she also spends, “a lot of time with students who are 

struggling, or being sent to me if they're having a conflict with faculty, or just having a 

hard time. You know, there's a fair amount of mediating that happens, sometimes it’s just 

connecting them to resources, sometimes it's just listening to them freak out.” 

When the subject changes to whether or not Diane believes she is promoting a 

culture of teaching, she tells me she has been trying. But Diane also tells me that it has 



 

 

108  

been particularly hard to make lasting changes within the department because of the 

number of part-time faculty. She goes on to say, “anything you do to try to build has to be 

repeated fairly often and so the challenge is that you're not getting to build too much. I'm 

still trying to do it, but that's a challenge.” Diane then identifies a number of strategies 

she has used to promote a culture of teaching within the department. Similar to Aaron, 

she first focuses on how she has increased opportunities for professional development of 

teaching: 

The department has always met once a semester with all of the faculty. It used to 
just include the nuts and bolts of the department. I've started including an activity 
or workshop at these meetings where we work together to address teaching topics. 
For example, I invited [a guest facilitator] to come to talk about inclusive 
teaching. Another time I gave all the faculty a copy of the Critique Handbook to 
read and we did some exercises on the reading and talked about the best ways to 
scaffold a critique...or how we can make this process less about the most 
dominant students in the room and create something that's a little more accessible 
for all students. So, I’m using that meeting as an opportunity for us to talk about 
our teaching. And that came directly from the experiences I had in [the Teaching 
and Learning Institute] where we would do group work and pair and shares. 
 
Like Aaron, Diane also speaks about how she is sharing and distributing resources 

to faculty that demonstrate research-based best practices for teaching: 

We provide faculty with a syllabus template that includes learning objectives for 
our courses and tell people that they need to connect their assignments to these 
objectives and make sure they're clearly articulating the ways in which those 
assignments are connected to those objectives. We let them know that information 
needs to be given to students in writing as well as verbally...like you can't just say 
'do this' to your students anymore. 

Diane also says that she can’t take complete credit for sharing these resources, 

because it was actually started by the former chair. That said, she makes sure to point out 

that he also attended the Institute and that she has continued to add resources to this 

shared folder over the last year. 
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Diane gathers that what she learned in the [Teaching and Learning Institute] now 

influences her hiring decisions: 

When I hire folks I talk to them about assessment in the arts. Of course, no one 
wants to attach a grade to artwork (and I'm kinda on board with that), but we do 
give grades and we're giving grades to a population that really cares about their 
grades. So anytime I interview or hire someone, I have a conversation about, ‘how 
do you assess? What's your process like?’ It seems very simple, but it is an 
interview question that I use. If someone says that you can't assess art...well then 
I'm not hiring them, because you really can actually assess these things. I'm not 
gonna get into Kant with them and critique judgment, but your assignment has 
objectives, right? So, that's important in hiring. It's also a conversation in the 
department about how to develop assignments based on the objectives.  
 
In addition to these less intentional influences of her experience in the Teaching 

and Learning Institute, Diane has also made very deliberate changes in the department by 

creating formal mentorship roles in hopes to better support faculty in their teaching: 

I worked with the Dean to get specific curriculum coordinator positions 
articulated. We have a number of non-tenure track faculty and a couple of tenured 
faculty who now get a course release to take responsibility for the curriculum and 
make sure it is being communicated to the best of our ability to new and adjunct 
faculty, as well as students. And now they have become another point person for 
teaching support that's media specific. So those area groups can now talk together 
about specific curriculums. Now there is someone faculty can talk to who's 
teaching exactly their class, who's invested in teaching, who's invested in that 
curriculum, who's another point person for support. 
 
Diane elaborates for a moment about the importance of providing incentives like 

course-release for this type of role. She holds the opinion that it is very important to 

incentivize and reward teaching, especially at a research university. In addition, she 

presents another way she is trying to promote teaching among her faculty through merit 

pay: 

In our department most of our full-time folks are non-tenure track faculty, but 
most of the merit gets given for research, right? That's just the way it goes. So I 
have tried to work with my faculty to look at their service and their teaching 
activities and better frame them to have more access to merit. 
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Pausing for a moment to think, Diane then elaborates on how the college is also working 

on building more of these incentives: 

[The College of Visual Arts and Design] in general is having that conversation 
about how we incentivize teaching and teaching development. So there is some 
support beyond just me. In my case, I've been trying to work with people 
individually and say this thing you're doing here we need to talk about that in 
terms of merit. How can you develop this thing you're doing a little more so that it 
can become classified as meritorious. 
 
At the same time, Diane admits that she struggles to find effective ways to 

promote teaching among all faculty. She has found it particularly challenging to promote 

teaching with tenure-track and tenured faculty at a research-focused institution: 

Most of my faculty are non-tenure track and most of them are responsive to these 
discussions. But I haven't yet figured out how to incentivize tenured folks, 
because you're fighting against what they've been inculturated with. Because we 
do a lot of work with first-year students, the [faculty] that we have tend to be 
more heavy on the teaching side. Still, with some of the things I've mentioned, ...I 
don't know how to really incentivize them other than working with them to think 
about how to frame these things for merit.. I don't really feel like I have any other 
agency. Of course, that could be a lack of me not seeing it. I’m just not sure. 
 

Fine Arts Faculty Perceptions of a Culture of Teaching 

Data collected through surveys of faculty-participants teaching within the Fine 

Arts department mostly align with the data collected from Aaron and Diane’s interviews. 

Unfortunately, out of the eight faculty-participants who completed the survey, only five 

provided responses to the open-ended prompts. Regardless, data collected from open-

ended prompts reveal that those who responded are appreciative of efforts made to 

increase teaching development by both department and college leadership: 

[The College of Visual Arts and Design] is a supportive culture and community. 
Since I have been employed here, I have felt that our administration and faculty 
strongly support good teachers. At other institutions in which I have taught, 
teaching has not been held in high esteem. [The College of Visual Arts and 
Design] values the artist who can teach and can teach well (Fine Arts Faculty-
Participant A).  
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There is a lot of discussion about what our goals are as teachers in each class and 
we often discuss teaching at faculty meetings. There is support for instructors who 
want to do extra learning around teaching. We regularly show our student work 
with prompts to our colleagues in exhibitions. There is support for faculty who 
want workshops, but there are none required so far (Fine Arts Faculty-Participant 
B).  

Discussions to support our teaching happen at the beginning of the school year 
within a department-wide faculty meeting. Other resources are provided for 
further research. Full-time faculty make themselves available to me if I have 
questions or need support (I am a part-time faculty member) (Fine Arts Faculty-
Participant C). 

While most of the feedback about the strategies Aaron and Diane are using is 

positive, a few faculty-participants express that they do not believe these strategies go far 

enough in promoting the importance of teaching, especially within the greater institution: 

In my department and as a full-time faculty member I am offered resources in 
order to improve my teaching. Some effort is given to sharing teaching 
experiences and ideas about curriculum generally at the beginning of the 
semester. Because of the discrepancy between work loads between full and part-
time faculty members these discussions are generally short and sporadic (Fine 
Arts Faculty-Participant B). 

There has been a push in the last three years to provide workshops to our school at 
the beginning of the semester.  I believe the culture at [the College of Arts and 
Design] to be supportive—workshops on diversity and inclusion, growth mindset, 
dealing with challenging situations in the classroom and so on. The feeling is that 
once these workshops are over there are no opportunities to carry on meaningful 
conversations among the faculty.  And I should say that while the workshops 
provide reflection on teaching practices they do not always provide an 
opportunity for us to discuss our teaching with colleagues (Fine Arts Faculty-
Participant A). 

There are starting to be more workshops, but there's still a bit of a lone-wolf 
approach in most areas. Each teacher does their own thing. Adjuncts come and go 
without meeting each other and discussing classes, students, assignments (Fine 
Arts Faculty-Participant E).  

Two of the faculty-participants also expressed a similar frustration that Aaron and 

Diane expressed regarding the current limitations of incentivizing teaching within a 

research institution, as well as how it is evaluated: 



 

 

112  

Unfortunately, the evaluation of our teaching has been largely left to student 
[evaluations] (Fine Arts Faculty-Participant D).   

Teaching is evaluated sporadically, as required by the university or informally 
assessed by the chair, but that makes sense given our huge department and the 
lack of time and resources that it would take to have a more formal process. As a 
faculty, we care about teaching very much but it seems clear that the upper 
administration primarily values and rewards external measures of research 
achievement. Teaching is evaluated through [student evaluations] and by 
colleagues as required by the tenure process. Colleagues say informally that 
externally verifiable research success is the primary currency of value, and there 
is concern about the way this skews priorities (Fine Arts Faculty-Participant B). 

Promoting a Culture of Teaching within the College of Arts and Sciences 

Middle Atlantic University’s College of Arts and Sciences maintains that they 

prepare students to become innovators “in all fields, across all industries.” In 2019, the 

college enrolled approximately 5,500 graduate and undergraduate students across 28 

departments and programs (MiddleAtlanticUniversity.edu). Leadership within the college 

includes a dean, five associate deans, one assistant dean and numerous department chairs. 

Two of the departments that I explore next are housed within the College of Arts and 

Sciences. These include the Department of Social Sciences and the Department of 

General Education.  

Both Judith and Nan have roles as associate deans within the college; however, 

each describe their responsibilities differently. While Judith’s role is primarily focused on 

academic affairs, Nan’s role is focused on undergraduate affairs. In the interview when I 

ask Judith to describe her role and responsibilities as associate dean for academic affairs 

she says: 

I'm not responsible for faculty and I'm not responsible for research. I'm kind of 
responsible for the undergraduate curriculum... well and the advising center 
reports to me, graduate studies reports to me. I have much more oversight over the 
actual experiences of teaching and learning, than I do over faculty and research.  
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On the other hand, Nan tells me that her role as an associate dean of undergraduate affairs 

includes a long laundry list of responsibilities, “I’m trying to think of where to start,” she 

says.  Then continues:  

I do the academic planning for the college. I sit down with department chairs, 
program directors, and try to figure out the complement of courses that we need 
every single term. So it's something like 2,500 sections of classes and major 
semesters, 300 in the summer. ...So that's a big piece. 
  

She continues to provide some additional responsibilities and then pauses for a moment 

asking: 

Do you know the show Scandal? So somebody here refers to me as the Olivia 
Pope of the college. Right? So when there's a problem, somebody's going to call 
me, I'm going to tell you what to do to get that job done. So, Professor X is out 
sick this week, he's thinking about going out on FMLA, what do we do to cover 
his classes? You know, Professor Y died in the middle of the semester. What do 
we do to get that taken care of? How do we handle the graduate student who 
wasn't being paid properly? Every kind of crazy thing here comes to me, then I 
might get it out to a different person depending on what the question is. 
 
Due to the differences in their particular responsibilities as associate dean, each 

leader offers a different perspective on their role and ability to promote a culture of 

teaching within the college. Judith clearly expresses a number of ways that promoting 

this culture often intersects with her responsibilities as associate dean; however, Nan is 

forthright in telling me that due to the particular responsibilities of her role she feels 

limited in the extent to which she can—or should—be promoting this culture among 

faculty. However when I ask about the culture within the college, both associate deans 

tell me they believe that a culture of teaching exists. Interestingly, when I ask for an 

example, both leaders focus on faculty development as the main channel for building a 

culture of teaching within the college:   

I facilitate a teaching workshop during new faculty orientation which we never 
used to have. During new faculty orientation we have one block of time where we 
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separate our instructional faculty and tenure-track faculty and I facilitate a 
teaching workshop for the instructional faculty (Judith). 
 
I definitely promote things like events and workshops at the [Teaching Center]. If 
they are having a workshop, I might send it around to department chairs or 
undergraduate chairs so that people know that this was available to them (Nan). 
 
Also, when I became associate dean, one of the first things I did was work with 
some other faculty who were really engaged, you know, had gone through [the 
Teaching and Learning Institute], to require every TA in the college take a one-
credit course on teaching (Judith). 

 
Both leaders also tell me how the college has ramped up their efforts to increase 

preparedness for faculty teaching online: 

We also really want to make sure that people who are teaching online are doing a 
good job so in addition to requiring the online teaching training through the 
[Teaching Center], we've been creating our own system of teaching faculty how 
to teach online and supervising online teaching (Judith). 

 
With online education, we have really pushed for our faculty to have some kind of 
training and created some more specific mini courses for them to take. I've also 
been working with another faculty member on auditing our classes to make sure 
that certain markers are hit. Like, do you have a syllabus? Is there content beyond 
that (Nan)? 
 

Nan also admits, “honestly it's because there's a federal mandate for us to do it right. If 

we didn't have the SARA agreement, I would’nt really feel like it is my role to police 

them, I would leave that to the department chair. It's the role of the chair to do the actual 

evaluation of teaching, you know? I can't do it all.” 

Additionally, Judith talks a lot about the ways the college is attempting to 

incentivize and reward teaching and teaching development. She shares how college 

leadership (beyond just her) has been working more deliberately to reward effective 

teaching through improving merit guidelines: 

The other associate dean is also very, very interested and concerned with teaching 
matters. So we've worked pretty hard on our merit process to focus on how to 
apply for merit for teaching. What does that mean? There's been much more of a 
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focus in the last few years on helping faculty figure out how to put together a 
teaching portfolio. And the portfolio has to include a teaching philosophy and 
student evaluations and we encourage people to do peer review. We also give 
merit credit for creating and teaching new courses and for winning teaching 
awards. There's been an effort to inculcate an interest in teaching (Judith). 

 
We also use the merit system itself as an incentive for teaching with research-
focused faculty. We still have way too many faculty to really look closely at their 
student evaluations. I mean that's done—cursorily—it's done. But you can't get 
research merit anymore without doing satisfactory teaching. And that's something 
that wasn't written down as a policy, but it wasn't really enacted as a policy. Our 
merit committees are now much stricter about that. If your teaching isn't 
satisfactory, then you're not going to get merit for your research (Judith). 
 
In addition to better aligning merit guidelines with teaching, Judith describes how 

she has tried to increase both the number of faculty within the college who are receiving 

teaching awards and also the number who are applying for them, “I also worked together 

with another [Teaching and Learning Institute] alumna to redesign the teaching awards 

committee so that the faculty and grad students have many more opportunities now to get 

teaching awards.” She believes that to promote a culture of teaching, it is important that 

leaders are, “encouraging people to apply for regional, national, and institution-level 

teaching awards.” 

While Nan is certain the college promotes a culture of teaching, other than 

through faculty development, Nan has a harder time describing ways she might be 

directly promoting that culture. When I prompt her to elaborate she confesses, “I don't 

often deal directly with teaching. I deal with it more on the side.” As an example she goes 

on to say, “this semester I am going to basically be the decision maker of class size, I'm 

going to say whether it's 42 or 12. And that would have a huge role, but I hate to say it, 

I'm not heading towards 12 at this time. It’s just a financial thing.” Then in an apologetic 

voice she says, “I’m just not always in a position that I could be in to help.” 
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Promoting a Culture of Teaching within the Department of Social Sciences 

The Department of Social Sciences in the College of Arts and Sciences includes 

both undergraduate and graduate programs. These programs promise students that they 

will, “learn how to think, write, read and speak in ways that will apply to a variety of 

careers, helping you become a more interested, engaged and capable citizen” 

(MiddleAtlanticUniversity.edu). The department consists of thirty-one full-time faculty 

lines. These lines are currently filled by eighteen tenured faculty, six tenure-track faculty 

and seven faculty on yearly contracts who are considered teaching faculty. In addition, 

there are typically a small number of adjuncts who teach courses and over twenty 

teaching assistants who support a range of instructional activities.  

As I described in Chapter 4, when I met with Barbara, she told me that it is her 

29th year at Middle Atlantic University and that due to this experience, she has become 

deeply committed to the success of our undergraduates. But, when I ask her about the 

specific responsibilities of her position she says: 

So as the chair of a large department, I am responsible for matters big and small 
with both the undergraduate and the graduate programs. And then separately with 
faculty, one of my biggest responsibilities is to help the faculty to get tenure. For 
professors to get promoted if they are associate professors, to do whatever I can to 
support them to produce relevant and solid research that will draw some attention 
to our department. 
 
At the same time, I have an obligation to our very large undergraduate major 
cohort that they get opportunities to be taught by faculty who are accessible and 
invested in their success. And these are not necessarily incompatible. A lot of 
people who will come to the tenure faculty track have very little direct teaching 
experience or more of the experience in the Ivy league, you know, at private 
institutions. So it's important that the chair makes sure that the initial teaching 
load is reasonable, that the choice of topics is something that's not going to be too 
much for the new person to prepare and to support them broadly in any kind of 
teaching endeavors. 
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In our interview, Barbara pointed out a few strategies that she uses to promote a 

culture of teaching among faculty in her department. Unlike previous leaders, Barbara’s 

strategies do not include facilitating or encouraging formal professional development 

workshops. Nevertheless, a similar strategy that she mentions is performing an activity 

referred to as grade norming. In this activity, faculty who teach the same course will get 

together to compare notes on how they grade the same student’s work: 

With required courses now every few years we actually read papers together to 
see what the outcomes really are. Especially in the capstone. It's not just about 
brand consistency, but to make sure if you're giving this paper in an A that 
actually it was accepted by another instructor as an A paper. And it doesn't 
happen very often, but that is a really helpful exercise. 
 

Instead of formal workshops, Barbara’s focus is clearly on sharing teaching resources and 

course materials across the department. As we continue talking she asserts: 

I have set up a Google team drive devoted to every intro course, every required 
course that we have in the department. And so we are collecting, not just the 
syllabi, but readings. Why would we make people hunt? If it works well, share it! 
There's also lecture notes or slides that they're putting in there. ...  I believe that if 
there's ever a time when you should plagiarize, it should be in teaching! 
 

She elaborates on this as an important strategy towards promoting a culture of teaching 

and affirms, “I'm trying to open up a culture where we can have more of a discussion 

about teaching.” Then, using a more persuasive tone, she continues:  

I think that a lot of faculty, even graduate students, get defensive about teaching. 
Immediately when you say something like, how can we improve your teaching? 
It's like, okay, this person's going to want all my time! But, maybe not. What if I 
said, here are three different ways you could do that essay assignment rather than 
just say, how can you make this better? 
 
Another tactic Barbara has used is curricular change. While this approach has not 

always been met with wide-spread enthusiasm among faculty, for Barbara it has been an 

important part of her role as chair. She contends that the department had, “a fair number 
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of non-tenure track or instructional faculty with bigger classes and four-four loads who 

were teaching classes where the only assessments were a midterm and final.” Assuming I 

understand that this is problematic, she gives me a look and goes on to layout how this 

has changed under her leadership: 

So we created a “Topics in Research” course to guarantee that on at least two 
occasions students in the program would have a better experience. Way too many 
students were showing up in the capstone saying, ‘here's my number two pencil’ 
and we were like, ‘that's not going to help you.’ So, that was really the biggest 
cultural change that happened in the department.  

 
However, she admits that this tactic, “pissed off some people.” Within her 

department a number of tenured faculty held the belief that some courses should just be, 

“content courses” with the simple goal for students “to know a lot of stuff.” So when 

Barbara tried to change these courses she found it challenging. She explains:  

It’s tougher than it sounds because not everybody agrees. Especially people who 
have not been exposed to something like [the Teaching and Learning Institute]. 
There’s just not an agreement about what good teaching should look like. That 
makes it harder to change your culture.  
 
Despite this pushback, Barbara is convinced that changing these courses was the 

right move, “now students may hit one of these classes every so often, but it cannot be 

the totality of their degree. And it could easily have been.” She also proudly details the 

changes they have made to the capstone courses, “our department has changed the 

structure of the major to indicate that we have a true capstone seminar at the end. I think 

that we certainly have tried to pitch a student-centered approach a bit more. Not as much 

as you might think, but a bit more.” 

Towards the end of the interview, Barbara also points out that part of what she 

sees as her role is helping her faculty document their teaching accomplishments. She tells 

her faculty, “save everything.”  She expands on a few examples, “if somebody gives you 
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a card or a note and says, ‘I really appreciate how we did this project.’ Save it. Or, say 

that somebody sends you an email, you should respond, ‘would you mind sending that to 

my chair?’” In a bit of a frustration she laments:  

That’s not taught to us—to advocate for ourselves in that way at all. But the only 
way you’re going to find out if you have any student-centered outcomes is from 
students providing that testimonial. And that’s a problem on so many levels 
because students should be encouraged to acknowledge when they’ve had a 
positive experience and it should be part of the discussion. It would maybe lead 
you to evaluating more than just a one-dimensional student feedback form—Oh 
wow, this one got a 3.7—but that doesn’t show that you transformed somebody’s 
life.  

 
In addition to encouraging faculty to better document their teaching, she also has 

worked to better acknowledge the faculty’s role in student success. For example, when 

she publicizes student accomplishments she always includes the faculty who have 

mentored those students. Other than this Barbara admits that it has been hard to 

incentivize and reward great teaching within the department, “I suppose in a limited way, 

sometimes merit has helped. But it’s really hard to get awarded merit pay for teaching 

that is commensurate with how you get rewarded for research. I don’t know that in a 

research intensive university you’re ever going to get around that. I just don’t see how 

you can.” 

Similarly to Diane, Barbara tells me that she has an especially hard time 

promoting a culture of teaching with tenure-track faculty, explaining: 

The methods for evaluating tenure-track faculty and non-tenure track faculty are 
so substantially different. You can’t tell a tenure-track faculty member, we are 
only going to judge you on your publications and then turn around and say ‘no, 
it’s really about teaching” because nobody will believe it. So you’ve got to give 
them an incentive.  
 
That said, Barbara is also unapologetic in her belief that these challenges are 

simply part of the trade-off of going to a research university. As I’m wrapping up the 
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interview she tells me a story about a time when her daughter (who is studying at another 

research university) complained to her about the bad teaching she experienced. Barbara 

told her, “then you should have gone to a small liberal arts college. But, when you’re a 

junior and senior, you will appreciate that the people who taught you are the same ones 

that invented the AIDS vaccine.”  

Social Sciences Faculty Perceptions of a Culture of Teaching 

Out of 17 faculty members from the Department of Social Sciences who 

consented to participate in the study, 10 provided written responses to the open-ended 

questions. Overall, data collected from these 10 social science faculty-participants 

support data collected from interviews with Barbara, as well as Judith and Nan. One 

faculty-participant explains that while it has been more recent, the department has been 

making efforts to talk about teaching at meetings. Another recounts much of the same 

story that Barbara told me: 

There is significant discussion of teaching on both the undergraduate and graduate 
committees.  The department engages in syllabus sharing. There are also meetings 
among faculty who teach Capstone, Research Preparation, and General Education 
courses. Informally, faculty talk about how to improve student writing and 
research skills at the undergraduate level (Social Sciences Faculty A). 
 
A few other faculty write about the peer review process Barbara has set-up to 

support junior faculty within the department: 

Teaching is taken seriously in the department.  Junior faculty's teaching is 
monitored, and they are encouraged to use university resources to improve their 
teaching over time (Social Sciences Faculty B).   
 
Junior faculty do receive a little mentoring.  After the peer evaluation, the senior 
colleague usually goes over all the course materials and coaches the junior faculty 
member (Social Sciences Faculty C).  

 
The department chair visited my class-along with a graduate student-gave 
feedback to both me and the student. Also a tenured professor sat in on my class 
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and gave feedback to the Department on my teaching and classroom environment. 
I appreciated both opportunities to get feedback and hear from colleagues (Social 
Sciences Faculty D). 

 
While many of the survey responses focus on ways teaching is promoted, many 

responses echo those of the Fine Arts department who felt that more might still be 

possible: 

More recently, the department has tried to promote best practices for certain types 
of classes. But research productivity is still the primary concern (Social Sciences 
Faculty E). 
 
Teaching is evaluated by colleague review and is a topic at yearly review, but 
there are not many opportunities to have teaching discussions or workshops. Most 
of the teaching is done by [non-tenure track faculty] (at 4-4 scale), giving the 
impression that teaching and research/writing are discrete activities and the latter 
is elevated over the former (Social Sciences Faculty F). 

 
There is little reward for teaching well, but it *is* possible to receive merit for 
good teaching. [Colleagues] pass around articles about best practices from time-
to-time, but there is no systematic effort to improve courses.  As is typical of 
academic departments, professors are basically left to do what they like (Social 
Sciences Faculty C). 
 
I think the department has a tendency to performatively promote a culture of 
teaching. The department cares a lot about perception and ensuring that we are 
applying for teaching awards and that our students like us, but there is not much 
done to encourage research into pedagogy or incorporation of pedagogy into 
courses. The culture centers around SLOs and discussions of whether or not 
students are meeting expectations and standards, but those conversations are 
frustratingly detached from a discussion of what we can do better to help them 
learn. And while the NTTs are encouraged to attend teaching conferences, the 
tenured and tenure-track faculty are not (nor are the graduate students who do a 
lot of teaching in our department) (Social Sciences Faculty G). 
 
Many of the open-ended responses from faculty-participants in Social Sciences 

also focus on ways that merit has been structured to reward teaching efforts, as well as 

ways the college is promoting the [Teaching Center] and other professional development 

opportunities for teaching: 
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The merit committee also takes teaching seriously, and will not put forward 
colleagues for merit if their teaching is substandard (Social Sciences Faculty F). 
 
Some of the merit pool has been dedicated explicitly to reward teaching (so as to 
benefit the NTTs, primarily), and the College encourages participation in some of 
the [Teaching Center] activities (Social Sciences Faculty G). 
 
[The College] is obviously more distant from our day-to-day work than the 
Department, but we regularly receive messages about the importance of teaching 
and opportunities to improve our teaching (Social Sciences Faculty B). 
 
Unfortunately, when the same faculty-participants are asked about ways the 

institution is promoting a culture of teaching, most show little connection to the 

university outside of their department or college. Those who do comment express that 

they don’t hear much outside of promotional materials or workshops sent from the 

[Teaching Center]: 

I only hear about teaching from the University in promotional material. Clearly 
teaching is (or should be) part of our mission, but all of the meaningful messaging 
around teaching comes from CLA and my department, not the university (Social 
Sciences Faculty F). 
 
I don't see much about the quality of teaching from the university (Social Sciences 
Faculty B).  
 
It is hard to evaluate at this level. We do have a University wide Teaching and 
Learning Center so that is some evidence. Overall, however, I would say the bulk 
of the university's emphasis and rewards go towards research (Faculty I). 
 
My only experience is with [the college] and [department] (Faculty H). 

 
Overall, more faculty-participants from Social Sciences express feeling a lack of 

institutional support for teaching, but this sentiment is not unanimous. In fact, one Social 

Sciences faculty-participant expresses a similar perspective provided a Fine Arts faculty-

participant by comparing the efforts made at Middle Atlantic University to efforts made 

at their previous institutions outlining that, “the college 1) highlights its teachers, 2) 

offers merit for teaching, 3) provides teaching resources, 4) sends articles discussing 
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pedagogy. It isn't much, but it is more than either of my prior two institutions ever did" 

(Social Sciences Faculty C). When asked about ways that the institution promotes a 

culture of teaching, this same faculty-participant focuses on the [Teaching Center] 

explaining it, “is a great resource and a real commitment from the University.”  

Promoting a Culture of Teaching within the Department of General Education 

The Department of General Education is founded on a liberal arts curriculum 

where no matter what their majors, students come together to “make connections across 

disciplines, history and cultural boundaries” (MiddleAtlanticUniversity.edu). All 

undergraduate students at the university are required to take courses within this 

department which focus on developing a number of skills including constructing 

arguments and persuasive writing. There are no tenured or tenure-track faculty within the 

department other than Robert, the department chair, who does not teach courses within 

the program. Instead, the department consists of 49 full-time faculty contingent on multi-

year renewable contracts. There are two teaching assistants within the department, but 

these roles mainly support grading activities. 

In our interview, Robert explains that the department, “has a very strong learning- 

centered culture.” Most of the evidence he uses to support this claim includes a long list 

of professional development activities that the department provides for faculty. Like 

Aaron in the College of Visual Arts and Design, Robert explains that “faculty 

development is a huge part of what I do.” He says that this includes a lot of one-on-one 

sessions with faculty, but also formal workshops: 

We begin every year with a faculty assembly that is really about getting faculty 
inspired. We go to a different location every August together. We also have staff 
present us with materials that we can infuse into our teaching. So it's a moment to 
get inspired collectively and while we're there, we use the space for additional 
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workshops to help us get the semester going. And then that is always followed the 
day after with an on-campus syllabus bootcamp, where we work together on our 
syllabi. This includes workshops that can range from thinking about issues of 
disability in the classroom, improving student discussion...a range of things that. 
Then throughout the semester we have ongoing workshops almost every week. In 
some cases, we have multiple workshops in one week.  
 
Robert lists several more topics and then emphasizes that these workshops 

continue throughout the entire year. These also include opportunities for faculty to learn 

together in more in-depth experiences he calls teaching circles. These are small groups of 

faculty who will meet throughout the year to discuss a particular teaching topic. 

Providing an example, he says the department is currently running a teaching circle to 

explore how to support students with disabilities. He elaborates, “with my faculty, I really 

try to encourage empathy.” He pauses again and asks, “what does it mean to empathize 

with students?” I respond with a smile and he continues: 

Many of us have had difficult moments that have created a little scar tissue... 
Basically where we said, I'm not going to go through that with my students again. 
So faculty have created this very clear all caps rule in the syllabus: ‘you cannot do 
this.’ But that can really shut down conversations for students who need some 
space to talk about things. So we've talked a lot in our program about the policy 
section of the syllabi. There's an official disability policy, but you don't actually 
have to use that language it’s just suggested. So we've talked about having more 
inviting language that says, this is a safe space or a safe classroom space for 
students with disabilities. I am eager to learn better ways to understand disability 
within the context of the curriculum of this class. Please visit disability resources 
and services and share those accommodation letters with me, but also please feel 
free to come and talk to me about your need for accommodation at any point.” ... 
so that it really does feel like an invitation instead of legalese. So that’s an 
example of how we've tried to build that empathy into the program. 
 
Robert also explains that while he has been working with other leaders within the 

department to increase teaching workshops, they have had a hard time scheduling them. 

He articulates: 

Non-tenure track full-time faculty are teaching four courses per semester, in all 
cases on the same days, either four on Tuesday and Thursday and off Monday, 
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Wednesday, Friday [or the opposite]. Days in between this, they are grading 
papers and preparing for the next day of classes. As a result, they're less likely to 
come into campus on those other days, so it can be really tough to find time that 
fits their schedules. 
 

Taking a minute to get some water he continues, “part-time faculty are often teaching on 

other campuses as well, so it can be very difficult time-wise for them. There was a time 

when our full-time faculty were teaching three-three instead of four-four loads and they 

report having a lot more time to go to workshops and events then. It really makes a 

difference.” 

Although a bulk of our discussion is focused on the workshops that Robert and 

other leaders within the department are running, we also spend a lot of time talking about 

ways Robert is supporting faculty to build more comprehensive teaching portfolios. He 

says, “for non-tenure track faculty, merit is not just for their scholarship. In fact, it is 

primarily for their teaching, they get much more merit for their teaching than for their 

scholarship.” When I act a bit surprised by this news he gets excited and then launches 

into further detail: 

There is a reserve merit pool for non-tenure track faculty. So they're not 
competing with tenure-track faculty for merit. They're competing with other non-
tenure track faculty for a set of merit points or a pool of merit money. We have 
what's called the 80/20 rule. 80% of those units go strictly for teaching and the 
other 20% are for a combination of research and service to compare that to tenure 
line faculty—80% go for research and the other 20% go for a combination of 
teaching and service. So our non-tenure track faculty, when they apply for merit, 
can really focus on their teaching accomplishments. 

 
He stops again for a moment seeing that this is new information to me and agrees 

that many leaders at the institution either are not aware of this structure, or are not 

actively explaining this to their non-tenure track faculty: 

When I came into this program a lot of our faculty didn't know that they could 
apply for merit. They thought, well, if I'm not publishing anything, I can't apply 
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for merit. And I was like, this is a teaching program. We give merit for teaching. 
You should all be applying for merit every year. So the number of people who 
applied for merit has almost doubled in the time that I've been here. That's a huge 
part of faculty development because if you're applying for merit for teaching, you 
need to document your teaching. Your materials don't speak for themselves and 
the [student evaluations] cannot be the only thing you submit as documentation of 
your good teaching. You really need to present a strong teaching statement and 
there are a million other documents you can provide as appendices to that 
teaching statement. 
 
Then, going back for a moment to workshops, Robert says that he has facilitated 

workshops for both full-time and part-time faculty on building a teaching portfolio. He is 

deliberate in linking this to reflective teaching and encouraging good teaching practices 

in a few ways: 

I've been encouraging our part-time faculty to add additional documentation to 
their student evaluations. So the workshop included writing a reflection about 
your student evaluations and letting that sit next to each evaluation so that there's 
always some document that gives a context. You're not just letting them speak for 
themselves because it doesn't always speak well on its own... You can also 
include syllabi, so that we can see how the course was designed. You can include 
a course narrative, you can include sample assignments and assignment 
instructions so we can see: what did the instructions look like, what's the prompt, 
what's the rubric and also see sample papers. The most extreme version of this is 
give me a sample of A, B and C so I can see what variation looks like across the 
students. You can also include a teaching philosophy statement, teaching record, 
just to keep track of all you're doing. So really I talk a lot about what adjuncts can 
do to move beyond evaluations as the only statement that speaks to their teaching. 

 
Robert includes these same strategies in workshops for full-time faculty; however, 

he typically runs a separate workshop for them which includes more specific information 

about how to submit a teaching portfolio for merit or for contract renewal. In addition, he 

outlines how to provide evidence of what he calls “leadership in teaching.” This he 

claims is particularly emphasized at the college level and is important for merit and 

promotion: 

Teaching is one thing, but leadership in teaching is another thing. So taking on 
committee roles within the department, leading teaching circles within the 
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program, taking on teaching-focused roles in other places around the university. 
For example, a fellowship [in the Teaching Center] or serving on an 
undergraduate curriculum committee. Things like that show that you are a leader 
as a teacher. That is actually a phrase, ‘leadership and teaching’ that's built into 
the merit and promotion guidelines. It says that you have to demonstrate—not just 
excellent teaching—but also leadership and teaching.  
 
Robert ends our meeting by telling me that the teaching portfolio is a crucial tool 

that faculty can use for merit, contract renewal, and promotion. Then asks, “Did you 

know that non-tenured faculty can even apply for sabbatical? Yes, actually every ten 

years.” Overall, it is clear he is proud of the work he is doing in helping a department full 

of instructional-focused faculty improve their teaching, but also to help them better 

document their teaching more formally. Robert believes that most non-tenure track 

faculty within the institution have no idea many of these rewards for teaching even exist.  

General Education Faculty Perceptions of a Culture of Teaching 

Out of the 15 general education faculty who consented to participate in the study, 

10 provided written answers to the open-ended survey questions. Of those 10, all made 

comments regarding the workshops and other professional development activities created 

and promoted within the department. For example one faculty-participant writes, “[the 

department] has many, many pedagogical workshops every semester, on various topics,” 

(General Education Faculty A) and another explains, “there are a lot of workshops and 

opportunities for teachers to discuss the best ways to teach and how to help students get 

the most out of the course” (General Education Faculty B).  

In addition to comments about the workshops, a few faculty express the 

importance of their co-involvement in this work. For example, General Education Faculty 

C writes, “I am on the [teaching committees]. We just did faculty listening sessions in 

which we discussed how to change our teaching goals. Now we are planning a survey. I 
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am also in a teaching circle. We get together a lot to talk about teaching.” Another 

remarks, “there is shared governance around curriculum, with a faculty curriculum 

committee. All told, [the department] has a rich and deep culture of teaching” (General 

Education Faculty D). Still another faculty-participant eloquently illustrates this idea 

quoting first, “‘where your heart is so your treasure likewise," then going on to explain 

that the department regularly sends faculty to teaching conferences and has “an associate 

director dedicated to teaching workshops as well as a committee for curriculum and 

pedagogy” (General Education Faculty E). 

 While most of the faculty in the General Education Department who responded to 

the survey provide positive comments, similar to faculty responses in other departments, 

not all are convinced that the department is doing enough. One faculty writes, “Teaching 

is not evaluated at all.  There is no mechanism to help teachers improve their teaching” 

(General Education Faculty F); however, on the contrary another claims, “teaching is 

evaluated by peer reviews and student evaluations (General Education Faculty G). 

Another faculty-participant argues that although there are a lot of workshops they, “don't 

line up with the ways in which faculty are assessed for merit, promotion, and renewal, all 

of which remain deeply tied to [student evaluations]” (General Education Faculty H).   

Additionally, many of those who had positive things to say about the department, 

did not feel the same way about the college: 

I don't have a high opinion of [the college]. We teach 4 sections and our class 
sizes are frequently increased. If they want us to teach well, they would decrease 
our load because we are overworked. They are more interested in filling the seats 
and wringing out every bit of teaching from us instead of considering how such a 
workload can create a butterfly effect. This is for NTTs. I don't know how many 
tenured faculty care about their teaching. We are getting more workshops, but the 
bottom line is that NTTs teach so that the tenured faculty can do research, plus we 
serve on committees, involve ourselves in the faculty senate and do our own 
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research when we can. However, it is hard to do when the teaching load is so 
hard. If [the college] wanted us to win merit, they wouldn't make it so difficult to 
apply as it is a job in itself. I think [the department] is very positive…[the 
college], not so much (General Education Faculty C). 
 
Exhibit A is the two tiered system of teaching vs. research tracks (NTT vs. TT). 
Everything follows from this. The [college] does not value teaching and pays 
those who do the bulk of teaching a lot less (General Education Faculty D). 
 
There are faculty awards available through the college, as well as some co-
curricular events. However, I get the impression that research is valued much 
more highly than teaching, and that there is a very strong bias toward tenure/ 
tenure-track, as opposed to instructional, faculty. E.g., there are many more grants 
available for research than teaching development (General Education Faculty I). 
 
Negative sentiments towards the college seem to align with those about the 

institution more generally. For example when asked about the institution, General 

Education Faculty D writes, “see my answer on [the college] and then amplify it.” 

Similarly General Education Faculty C writes, “my complaints about [the college] should 

be doubled when it comes to the university.” Interestingly, while a few of the faculty 

mention many of the efforts made by the university’s Teaching Center, they tend to not 

identify those efforts as made by the University. For example, “see my comments about 

[the college] - this hierarchy exists at the University level, as well. However, the 

[teaching center] is an excellent resource” (General Education Faculty A). Another 

faculty-participant further lays it out: 

On a purely surface level, yes [the institution promotes a culture of teaching].  But 
you can't make this argument when you look at the labor picture of this 
institution, wherein 2/3rds of the teaching faculty are contingent and do the 
majority of the undergraduate teaching at lower rates of pay and a heavier 
teaching load than our TT colleagues, most of whom teach upper division 
undergrad or grad courses. In short, [Middle Atlantic University’s] promotion of a 
culture of teaching doesn't exist in the face of its sorely inadequate promotion of 
its faculty—the bodies that perform the teaching labor in this university every 
single day (General Education Faculty H). 
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 In large part, it is clear the majority of these negative comments can be summed 

up by what General Education Faculty G describes as a hierarchy of support for tenured 

faculty, “NTTs are not recognized for their teaching in prominent ways. TT's are 

rewarded with more money, time, and financial support to do research, but teaching is not 

emphasized for them.” 

Promoting a Culture of Teaching within the College of Health Sciences 

Overall, the College of Health Sciences at Middle Atlantic University includes 

eight departments and three research centers. In what they refer to as a “transdisciplinary 

approach” the college seeks to help students better understand the “factors that shape the 

health of individuals and populations—as well as the ways in which those factors affect 

the design of healthcare and its delivery to individuals” (MiddleAtlanticUniversity.edu). 

While the College of Health Sciences contains only eight departments, it is inclusive of 

more than 50 academic programs and its leadership includes a dean and four associate 

deans with various responsibilities. 

Cindy, one of the four associate deans, describes her role as, “everything related 

to academic affairs.” In our interview she details her role as including everything, “from 

student services through course management, program management, scheduling, 

accreditation and assessment and evaluation. So basically, soup-to-nuts related to the 

programs.” When I ask her about ways that her role may intersect with or oversee 

teaching responsibilities within the college she takes a big breath and provides a long list 

of activities she works on throughout the year. Like several of the other leaders I spoke 

with, she focuses first on professional development, “I oversee the professional 
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development of teachers. For example, tomorrow we have our new faculty orientation. I 

do the teaching element with them. So, anything around workshops and sharing articles.”  

After listing some of the articles she’s distributed to faculty she continues:  

During the semester we also do check-ins, particularly with new faculty. We will 
have students do assessments of the faculty at the mid-semester point. So, if it's a 
new faculty member or if it's a new prep course, that faculty member is going to 
get feedback so that they can make modifications before the end of the semester. 
It's a survey that the students complete. Faculty can administer it or we administer 
it. And so that way there's nothing said within the department. There's no shaming 
or anything. It's an opportunity to provide feedback, no stakes feedback for the 
faculty. 
 
This idea leads Cindy to remember another teaching-related task that she wants to 

tell me about, “at the end of the semester when we get the student feedback forms, the 

associate dean for faculty affairs and I meet together, we go through and we look at the 

evaluations on both ends of the spectrum.” She goes on to elaborates: 

We look at folks who continue to excel, who we might want to consider 
nominating for different teaching awards. And then at the other end for 
individuals who are struggling, coming up with remediation plans, working with 
the chairs to figure out, you know, was this just one of those courses? 
Biostatistics. It's a really difficult course... a lot of times students give low SFFs 
not because it's a bad instructor, it's because the students are struggling with it. 
We try to think about where we want to deploy peer review so that there is a 
balance to the [student evaluations]. 
 
Cindy also reminds me of something she mentioned earlier in the interview, 

which is that part of what she sees her role as is, “making the case for teaching.” She 

feels fortunate to have a dean who has supported her in this effort and talks more about 

how to find balance between promoting research and teaching within the college. As an 

example she says, “in the spring we always had a research day, now in the fall we have a 

teaching day. That was something that I developed post-[the Teaching and Learning 
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Institute], as a way to recognize teachers. We use that as the signature event where we 

award our college teaching excellence award.” 

What I find interesting is that so much of how Cindy describes her role as 

associate dean can also be described as ways she is promoting a culture of teaching 

within the college, so before asking her my next question I say, “I think you already 

answered my next question. But, I want to give you a formal definition for ‘a culture of 

teaching’ and ask whether in your role, you think you are promoting this culture and if so, 

how.” As I read the definition to her she begins shaking her head to signal yes and then 

starts back in with more examples: 

This is one of the things I am super proud of. There are a lot of people who—for 
various reasons—will not go to the [Teaching Center]. Whether they are 
intimidated or they think it's not for them or they think they're already great 
teachers, whatever, they just won't go there. So we recognize (especially with the 
experience we've had with our online students) that sometimes you can't get 
people to come to you. You need to meet them where they are. So we have a 
committee, our teaching excellence committee that we put together, it's a 
collection of some individuals who are award recipients or just folks who are 
completely committed to teaching.  
 
As she is talking, she moves to her computer and opens a course within the 

university’s learning management system and says, “I'll share this with you, these 

different modules.” Then, continuing: 

There's a pre-course survey here where we have faculty do some self-assessment. 
Like, where are you in teaching? What are you aware of? Just to try to give some 
sort of baseline and this isn't data that we're collecting. This is solely for their self-
reflection and development. And then in the modules we go through and we talk 
about what are the policies and procedures for the university, for the college.  
 

Then, she opens another document and points: 
 

We have had a syllabus template for three, four years now...but it was after [the 
Institute]...I send it out about six weeks before the semester. I highlight what's 
been updated if there's links, if there's new policies. But that way, two things. 
One: we know that the faculty are getting all the information out there and we're 
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setting the expectation of what we want to see in the syllabus...this is varied a 
little bit because of how the various accrediting bodies want it, but we’re really 
pushing faculty to see what alignment means.  
 

I interrupt her for a moment because I want to make note of what she is pointing out to 

me on the screen. Once I have this typed in my notes she continues: 

And so we make the faculty add all the competencies from the accrediting body. 
So what's nice about this was when we sent this out, as with a lot of things, it 
caused a lot of consternation, not because they really were opposed to it, but a lot 
of faculty had no clue what to do with this. So it started conversations and we 
started having some workshops. And now it's a no-brainer. I don't get any 
opposition from the faculty. We just actually completed a full curriculum audit of 
every single course in the college to try to get a handle on some consistency, some 
logistical updates, making sure the description on the syllabus is consistent with 
what's in the bulletin, are the pre-reqs right, et cetera.  
 

At this point a policy catches my eye and I stop and ask her, “this is a policy? At least 

50% of the grade is earned by the student by mid-semester? Wow.” Cindy quickly 

follows up, “Yup, yup. We completely enforce that... making sure that the students have 

the opportunity to know how they're doing in the course.” 

Cindy continues on a bit showing me some additional documents in the online 

course and then emails the course link to me as we continue to talk. At this point, she 

moves from the idea of sharing teaching materials, templates, and guidelines for teaching 

within the college to the sharing of literature and research about teaching. Next, she 

explains: 

I think the other thing that we try to do is balance research and teaching. Anytime 
we have faculty members who have new articles that are published, we send out 
an email on the college listserv giving them kudos and saying here's this new 
article. So now we make sure that we do it with anything related to teaching. For 
example, there are three faculty members, one from each of three different 
departments and myself that are working on an article on pedagogy. And another 
one on online teaching and we've distributed a rough version of this for faculty 
because it's right before the semester. We thought it could be helpful for people, 
but if that gets published, that's the kind of thing that we circulate just to try to 
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send the message that we value both.  
 
She also says that the strategies she is using are really building some culture and 

excitement around teaching. Many of the faculty in the college have also begun sharing 

articles with her or asking her if she’s aware of new studies; she happily exclaims, “and 

I'm even seeing it from some of the tenured faculty who are supposed to be research 

focused! It's like clearly they've got that bug. Even if they're only teaching one class a 

year or one each semester, there's still an excitement about teaching.” Cindy starts to say 

something, stops and then continues on, “he won't get upset. Our associate dean for 

research, neither one of us are obligated to teach. In fact, our contract says we're not 

supposed to teach. But, he and I are both teaching. He's in a similar situation where he 

enjoys it and enjoys that challenge, that self-reflection.” 

Although Cindy expresses a lot of excitement about the ways she is promoting 

teaching within the college, like other leaders, she agrees that putting these strategies in 

place at a research university is not without its challenges. However, she does not seem to 

want to spend too much time on the topic, shifting instead to why teaching is still 

important within this context: 

It's an R-1 institution, but I think one thing to keep in mind is that the research 
dollars don't keep the doors open. This is a little bit crass, but tuition is what 
keeps them open. And so you need to continue to be attracting students to want to 
come here, which means you need to have quality teaching, quality experiences. 
You want to have students graduating on time. You don't want them to be 
floundering and repeating and repeating. So I think that's a lot of the culture-
building conversation here. And I would say the dean’s leadership is completely 
on board with that. We all recognize that. The Dean is a prolific researcher and 
she's highly funded, but recognizes there's a role for each of them. And it's not 
that one is better than the other. It's recognizing that different faculty have 
different roles.  
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Promoting a Culture of Teaching within the Department of Health Services 

The Department of Health Services includes both undergraduate and graduate 

programs focused on health services, health information and informatics, and health 

management and policy. Students within these programs develop a big-picture view of the 

healthcare landscape to prepare for leadership roles within a range of health organizations 

(MiddleAtlanticUniversity.edu). Beyond the chair’s position, the department consists of 12 

full-time faculty positions. These positions are currently filled with three tenured faculty, 

two tenure-track faculty, and seven teaching-focused contract faculty. In addition, there are 

currently five adjunct faculty teaching courses and six teaching assistants who support a 

range of instructional tasks.   

When I ask Walker to describe his role as department chair, he takes a minute to 

collect his thoughts and then declares, “in terms of my role as chair, it's a lot more 

difficult when you're trying to work with other faculty. ...the chair role is really... it's just 

very bureaucratic, especially [at Middle Atlantic].” Then, he provides a little more 

background about the department, “when I became chair, the large majority of the faculty 

were non-tenure track and had substantial teaching experience. Also, because of the 

experiential nature of the program—although, I saw ways where it could be improved—

faculty were already using a lot of those principles whether they knew it or not.” He tells 

me that as a result, he did not think it was necessary to spend a lot of time overhauling the 

way faculty were teaching within the department. Rather, he explains: 

I looked at ways that I thought it could be better. The structural issues were 
problematic, the classrooms were set up with fixed computer terminals, meaning 
that when students gathered for teams, it wasn't comfortable or conducive. So I 
think the design of the rooms was problematic, because it didn't really facilitate 
that learning. 
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Still, he divulges that faculty within his department were already committed to 

teaching effectively due to a number of factors, but in large part because accreditation 

was dependent on students passing an exam. Walker informs me that when students 

complete the program they must take a national exam when they finish the program, and 

so faculty tend to be very focused on student learning, not just on content delivery.  

When asked about additional strategies Walker uses to promote a culture of 

teaching, he restates, “I think that we're talking about people who are already self-

motivated and are self-reinforcing. They don't need to have recognition. Right. They like 

what they do and they do it the best they can regardless.” But then developing this 

thought further he discloses how he has found it challenging to support a culture of 

teaching more broadly. He reveals a perspective about the college that appears to 

contradict Cindy’s. He says that within the college, “we are sorely lacking in recognition 

for good teaching. And the answer I got from the dean [when I asked about creating an 

awards ceremony] was that as the department chair I should set up my own. But it's not 

as meaningful because we are a small department.” He elaborates, “what I'm saying is 

that it really makes a difference in terms of creating a culture of teaching. If teaching is 

held as paramount and not just research.” He continues complaining, “we don't have a 

structure, an infrastructure to support teaching and I think the attempts at having some 

kind of an infrastructure just kind of backfire.” He then continues criticizing some of the 

colleges’ teaching initiatives: 

We have templates for everything...but my problem with the templates is that they 
really have little to do with learning and it feels more like a ‘CYA’ kind of thing. 
Make sure that the students have all the information they need in every syllabus 
for all the policies and procedures…that's not what a syllabus is supposed to be 
about. And so my experience is that students kind of miss the forest for the trees. 
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Still, Walker believes that he supports a culture of teaching within the department 

in the few ways he can, “first of all, in that role I'm hiring faculty that have teaching 

experience.” Then he continues saying, “if somebody didn't have teaching experience, 

then I want them, particularly the tenure-track faculty, the new tenure-track faculty, I 

want them to sit in on my classroom to observe me and be a part of the process.” He 

expands on this by underscoring how peer observations can create a teaching culture, 

“it’s both formal and informal mentorship about how to engage students. How to be more 

effective in producing learning...being more student-centric.” Then Walker provides an 

example of how this model has been successful: 

So, one of our latest tenure track hires sat in on my class and then he started to 
teach and he gets really good reviews and I read them and they are the same 
reviews that I get. Like, the organization of the class; it's a good learning 
environment; we really learned a lot from the small group exercises, etc. 
 
In a more reflective tone, Walker explains that not everything he does is an 

explicit action, “I think everybody knows that I am very supportive of any effort that they 

would make to improve their teaching. You know, I would send faculty to conferences on 

the department budget.” He takes a moment to think and then concludes,  “I made it very 

clear that if there was something that they needed or could do to improve their teaching, I 

was very much behind it. From my perspective, the encouragement was there.” 

Health Services Faculty Perceptions of a Culture of Teaching 

Out of the nine faculty from the Health Services Department who agreed to 

participate in this study and completed some portion of the survey, only four provided 

written responses to open-ended questions. Unlike responses from faculty within other 

departments, the written comments by these participants provide almost no consistency in 

their perspectives. For example, Health Services Faculty A has positive comments to say 
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about the department and college, but not the institution; Health Services Faculty B, has 

negative comments to say about the department, college, and the institution; Health 

Services Faculty C is focused on the lack of emphasis on pedagogical research in all 

comments; and Health Services Faculty D has positive things to say about the culture of 

teaching within the department, but does not agree that the college or institution promotes 

a culture of teaching. 

When it pertains to a culture of teaching within the department, Health Services 

Faculty A seems to have a positive perspective writing, “faculty attend national 

conferences and present on scholarly pedagogy. They also attend [Teaching Center] 

seminars and nominate one another for teaching awards.” However, while Health 

Services Faculty B agrees that “although the [Teaching Center] programming is 

encouraged,” they also argue, “there is no discussion of research-based practices at the 

department level.” Health Services Faculty C expresses that this discussion happens to an 

extent, but that there “needs to be more focus on evidence for pedagogy and inclusive 

teaching and assessment.” When asked about college leadership’s promotion of a culture 

of teaching, similarly the remarks do not provide much cohesion: 

[The college] provides merit, promotion, and awards to faculty who excel in 
teaching.  They also have an annual event that highlights teaching innovation 
(Health Services Faculty A). 
 
Similar comments to what I said about the department apply here (Health Services 
Faculty B). 
 
Teaching is not evaluated based on evidence of current pedagogy (Health 
Services Faculty C). 
 
The issue is not with the department. From the perspective of a member of the 
teaching faculty, the COLLEGE does not appear to value teaching.  Efforts to 
improve the quality of course content and better educate students are not 
recognized or appreciated (Health Services Faculty D). 
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The last grouping of open-ended questions asks about their perceptions of 

whether the institution promotes a culture of teaching, which yields a slightly more 

consistent response; however, that is likely due to the fact that only three of the four 

faculty respond. Both Health Services Faculty A and Health Services Faculty C mention 

the Teaching Center as a great resource; however, they also state that this doesn’t 

necessarily signal that the institution promotes a culture of teaching: 

[The Teaching Center] is an excellent resource, however, the extraordinarily high 
teaching load, general lack of teaching support, and limited classroom facilities 
suggest that [Middle Atlantic University] does not value exceptional teaching 
(Health Services Faculty A). 
 
The main difference between the department and the college is that the [Teaching 
Center] is a University resource and provides assistance at these levels (Health 
Services Faculty B). 
 
Health Services Faculty D on the other hand, focuses their response about 

institutional culture on online courses arguing that, “compressed, online courses are 

misrepresented as being equivalent in content and quality to traditionally delivered 

courses. They are not even close to being equivalent.”  

Findings from Interview Data Across Departments 

As documented by the quotes provided previously, all of the leaders I interviewed 

perceived themselves to be promoting a culture of teaching within the units they oversee. 

In other words, none of the leaders said outright, “I do not promote a culture of teaching.” 

The only caveat to this finding is Nan. While Nan believed the college leadership in 

general promoted a culture of teaching and that she was a part of this culture, she was 

also clear that she did not believe her particular responsibilities as associate dean within 

the college always allowed her to directly promote this culture among faculty. 

Furthermore, the strategies used to promote teaching that were mentioned by these eight 
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leaders included a wide-range of tactics. As mentioned previously, it is important to note 

that the data collected from these interviews likely do not provide a comprehensive list of 

all of the strategies that these leaders use to promote a culture of teaching. Instead, the 

data presented here are likely a list of strategies that came to mind for them during the 

interview.  

After performing open coding and in order to better understand these strategies, I 

labeled each with a description of the “action-strategy” and then grouped similar action-

strategies together in order to create four overarching themes. These themes include: 

professional development, rewards and incentives, leading by example, and curricular 

change. Descriptions of each theme can be found in Table 5.1. After recognizing these 

four themes, the next step I took was to identify whether these themes could be 

categorized as transformational or transactional approaches. The a priori coding 

framework drew from multiple theories including the literature on transformational 

leadership theory. A transformational leadership approach typically focuses on using 

motivation in order to build buy-in for an idea, ultimately resulting in the members of the 

organization wanting to achieve the same goals as the leader (McCleskey, 2014). 

Transactional approaches to leadership are typically explained as the opposite approach: 

a focus on top-down policies to achieve a leader’s goals (McCleskey, 2014).  
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Table 5.1 Similarities Between Strategies Leaders Describe Using to Promote a  

Culture of Teaching 

Theme Description 

Professional 
Development 

Increasing or promoting opportunities for faculty within the unit to engage in 
learning opportunities focused on teaching. 

Rewards and Incentives  Increasing or promoting opportunities for faculty within the unit to receive 
recognition for teaching and/or aligning incentives to value quality teaching. 

Leading by Example Engaging in teaching behaviors or activities leaders expect from the faculty 
they oversee. 

Curricular Change Making changes to policies or programs in order to improve teaching and 
learning outcomes. 

 

After reviewing these data, some of the themes were more challenging to classify 

than others. For example, ‘incentives and rewards’ are easily aligned with motivation and 

‘leading by example’ is a quintessential characteristic of transformational leadership. 

However, other themes such as ‘increased professional development’ and ‘curricular 

change’ are more complex. As a result, I went back to the interviews keeping a closer eye 

on the way each leader talked about implementing an increase in professional 

development or the curricular changes they made. Were they mandating these to faculty? 

Was there buy-in sought throughout the implementation process? What I determined was 

that for the most part, leaders spoke about increased professional development of 

teaching as an additional resource or support to faculty, often in a very motivational way. 

However, curricular changes were more often to be discussed as requirements or 

directives from the leader. Therefore, for the purpose of this study, I have categorized 

faculty development as a transformational approach and curriculum change as a 

transactional approach. Nevertheless, I believe it is possible for leaders to enact an 
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increase in professional development in a way that could be seen as transactional by 

faculty. In the same way, it is possible that curricular changes could be made using a 

transformational leadership approach.  

I present a list of these action-strategies, the number of leaders who employ them, 

along with their corresponding themes and leadership-approach categorizations within 

Table 5.2. To provide examples and evidence for the themes and action-strategies, I also 

present a number of quotes from the interviews. 

 

Table 5.2 Leader-Identified Strategies used to Promote a Culture of Teaching 

Number 
of Leaders 

Action-Strategy  Theme Category 

8 Encouraging participation in Teaching Center workshops 
or programs 

Professional 
Development 
 

Transformational 
Approach 

7 Sharing articles, resources, and course materials  

6 Creating or facilitating unit-level teaching workshops  

5 Increasing discussions about teaching 

2 Establishing faculty within the unit to mentor teaching 

6 Rewarding effective teaching through awards or merit  

Rewards and 
Incentives 
 

4 Using teaching criteria to make hiring, contract renewal, 
or promotion decisions 

3 Creating multiple measures to evaluate teaching  

1 Funding external teaching conferences 

1 Giving course release for Scholarship of Teaching and 
Learning (SoTL) projects 

2 Modeling effective teaching practices 

Leading  
by example 

1 Winning teaching awards 

2 Continuing to teach, even without the requirement 
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Table 5.2 (continued) 

Number 
of Leaders 

Action-Strategy  Theme Category 

2 Requiring graduate students take a pedagogy course 

Curricular 
Change 

Transactional 
Approach 

1 Redesigning courses or curriculum to improve students’ 
learning 

3 Dictating use of syllabus templates and/or course-level 
policies  

 

Professional Development 

I’ve been in this role for three semester starts and we've done faculty development every 
semester (Aaron). 

That's one thing I think we have begun to do pretty well with in the faculty development 
sessions...creating a culture where people are starting to talk about how they're teaching 
(Aaron). 

We've developed a faculty resources site [on the LMS] and it covers a whole range of 
things. ...it also includes a whole section that is devoted to resources for teaching 
(Aaron).  

We have a shared [LMS] site where we provide curriculum guides for all of our courses. 
We also share sample assignments and there are different rubrics you can use (Diane). 

The department has always met once a semester with all of the faculty and that used to 
really just be like the nuts and bolts of the department. I've started including an activity or 
workshop at these meetings where we work together to address teaching topics (Diane). 

I facilitate a teaching workshop during new faculty orientation which we never used to 
have (Judith). 

Faculty will come to me sometimes to talk about improving their teaching and I really 
like conversations about teaching (Judith).  

I definitely promote things like events and workshops at the [Teaching Center] (Nan). 

I now have set up a Google team drive devoted to every intro course, every required 
course that we have in the department. And so we are collecting, not just the syllabus, but 
readings. ... There's also lecture notes or slides that they're putting in there (Barbara).  
 
I'm trying to create a culture of having more open discussion about [teaching] (Barbara). 
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So we have workshops around these different approaches, really different modes of 
learning that we want our faculty to be able to incorporate into the way that they teach. 
We offer a lot of other workshops throughout the year on incorporating technology and 
innovating with technology, whether it's about [using our LMS better], social media, or 
other kinds of tools that we might want to use in the classroom. We have faculty 
assemblies throughout the year that are primarily chances to talk about our teaching and 
ways to improve our teaching. We do another syllabus bootcamp every January. And 
really there's teaching circles all year long. Right now we have teaching circles on 
disability studies and the curriculum, a teaching circle on multivocality, you know, 
getting more student voices involved in the classroom (Robert). 

I oversee the professional development for teachers. So tomorrow we have our new 
faculty orientation and I do the teaching element with them. I do all the workshops with 
them (Cindy). 

We have a listserv that I'll use to share things with faculty probably two or three times a 
month. I'll share recent literature coming out or if there's been an issue that's been coming 
up, I try to share some literature that can help faculty (Cindy). 

In the spring we have research day and now in the fall we have teaching day. ...as a way 
to bring people together who are interested in teaching, to have conversations. We did a 
little expo of innovation and teaching that people were able to showcase some of the 
things that they were doing (Cindy). 

Our teaching excellence committee put together different online modules. ...now we 
know that the faculty are getting all the information out there and we're setting the 
expectations (Cindy).  

I encourage [the faculty]to enroll in the [Teaching Center’s] programs (Walker).  

 

Rewards and Incentives 

I try to work with my faculty about how we can look at their service and their teaching 
activities and better frame them to have more access to merit (Diane). 

We've worked pretty hard on our merit process to focus on how to apply for merit for 
teaching (Judith). 

[Another Teaching and Learning Institute alumna] and I worked together to redesign the 
teaching awards so that the faculty and grad students have many more opportunities now 
to get teaching awards and also within that process, they create portfolios (Judith). 

The awards are a carrot for faculty to care about teaching. Seeing the funding behind 
teaching awards and making sure that people apply for them and encouraging people to 
apply for [institutional, local, and national awards] is important (Judith). 
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For the non-tenure track faculty, merit is not just for their scholarship. ... when they apply 
for merit they really focus on their teaching accomplishments (Robert). 

So building a teaching portfolio is useful for merit and its useful for contract renewal. It's 
also useful for promotions and non-tenure track faculty do have access to promotions. In 
addition to those issues we also talked about, they don’t always know they can also apply 
for sabbaticals, non-tenure track faculty have access to them every 10 years (Robert). 

We do incentivize it and there's an incentive built into the system at a larger university 
level and it's particularly emphasized at the college level that leadership in teaching is 
important for merit and promotion (Robert). 

We're encouraging non-tenure track faculty to publish on their scholarship of teaching, 
not just research, there's teaching scholarship. So we're doing more to push faculty in that 
direction, so that you're doing amazing things in your teaching, you should write about it. 
At the college level, we've changed our policy to allow the faculty to apply for buy-out, 
the NTT faculty, if they want to pursue teaching scholarship. There's a cycle that they can 
buy out of a class to be able to pursue teaching scholarship. So we have some stellar 
teachers. I won't name names, but there folks that are just doing amazing, amazing things 
and we wanted to encourage them to share what they're doing, because it's pretty amazing 
and should be shared beyond just the college (Cindy). 

In the spring we always had research day, now in the fall we have teaching day. ... We 
use that as the signature event where we award our college teaching excellence award. 
It’s also a way to bring people together who are interested in teaching, to have 
conversations. We also did a little expo of innovation and teaching so that people were 
able to showcase some of the things that they were doing (Cindy). 

 

Leading by Example 

It's also been an opportunity for me to really speak to the transformation for me about 
how I teach and how influential [the Institute] and the [Teaching Center] has been in that 
process (Aaron). 

 
I’m trying to turn that meeting into this opportunity for us to talk about things we're 
doing in teaching and kind of build them. That came directly from the experiences I had 
in [the Institute] where we would do small group work and think, pair, shares. I’ve 
brought those [activities] into the meetings now so that we are enacting those strategies 
while also learning about them (Diane). 

 
I won the great teacher award, so I think people in the college think of me as a good 
teacher (Judith).  

 
And I try to lead by... ‘don't do what I say. Do what I'm doing.’ And so, if I'm going to 
put something out there, I'll share an example of a syllabus. So we have some mock-ups, 
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templates of specific courses that we'll share out. But, I think when we put that out there, 
then there are concrete examples (Cindy).  
 
The other thing I'll say is that our associate dean for research and I...neither one of us are 
obligated to teach...Right? In fact, our contract says we're not supposed to teach. But he 
and I are both teaching (Cindy).  

If somebody didn't have teaching experience, then I want them, particularly the tenure-
track faculty, the new tenure-track faculty, I want them to sit in on my classroom to 
observe me and be a part of the process (Walker). 

Even when I went to an administrative role, I still continued to teach. I never left the 
classroom. Teaching was far too important to me (Walker). 
 

Curricular Change 

We provide faculty with a syllabus template that includes learning objectives for our 
courses and tell people that they need to connect their assignments to these objectives and 
make sure they're clearly articulating the ways in which those assignments are connected 
to those objectives (Diane).  

When I became associate dean, one of the first things I did when I was up here was work 
with some other faculty who were really engaged, you know, had gone through [the 
Institute] to require every TA, to take a one-credit teaching course (Judith). 

However, our department has changed the structure of the major to indicate that we have 
a true capstone seminar at the end, which was not that wild on its own, but that was a 
start (Barbara). 

We created this ‘topics in research’ course to guarantee on at least two occasions students 
would not have that experience (Barbara).  

Our graduate students are all going through the teaching and higher ed certificate. All the 
students in our college are going through our course in the fall, because we bring in that 
clinical component with it (Cindy). 

We have had a syllabus template for three, four years now... but it was after [the 
Institute]...I send it out about six weeks before the semester (Cindy). 
Now that we're doing more online teaching, using the syllabus template and the canvas 
template, that's a requirement (Cindy). 
 

Disparate Faculty Roles 

Although each leader agreed that they used certain strategies within their 

respective college or department to promote a culture of teaching, they also all provided 
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challenges they face in doing so, especially those they felt were a result of working 

within the context of a research university. During initial review of the interview 

transcripts, these comments were all coded as “challenges.” Later, as I worked to 

determine themes across interview data, I found that the challenges could all be 

categorized under one theme which I have titled disparate faculty roles. While several of 

the leaders said they focused their efforts on all faculty, most believed the strategies they 

used were more impactful on faculty with a teaching-focused role (non-tenure-track 

faculty) as opposed to faculty with a research-focused role (tenure-track or tenured 

faculty). Two chairs expressed uncertainty as to how they might even go about promoting 

a culture of teaching among tenure-track or tenured faculty. As evidence of this theme, I 

present a number of quotes from the interviews below.  

It's next to impossible to require tenure and tenure track faculty to attend 
[workshops] for all sorts of reasons (Aaron). 

I haven't yet figured out how to incentivize teaching for tenured folks because you 
are fighting against what they've been inculturated with...There are very simple 
things we can do, but there are still the things you can't control. Merit is another 
one, right? Because essentially you come in at a certain pay and you don't go up 
unless you get merit. Right? So if the only way you get merit is by being a rock-
star researcher, then why are you gonna focus on teaching when everything is 
telling you it's not important (Diane). 

This is the context here, people are much more focused on the research if they're 
tenure track, but 40% of our faculty are not tenure track anymore. So, 
encouraging good teaching with our teaching faculty is obviously something that 
is very central to our mission. We depend on them. We rely on them and we take 
advantage of them. Not just here, but every institution, this is what's going on...In 
this system, there's a real tension. People are very worried that instructional 
faculty get paid less to do more and as budgets shrink, you're going to have even 
more people getting paid less to do more (Judith). 

In every department there are people who are ‘the research people’ and then there 
are people who are ‘the teaching people.’ And sometimes we say, all the NTTs 
fall into that second category, the teaching instructional faculty. But, there are 
definitely tenured faculty in departments that are also the ‘teaching people,’ right? 
They may still have the same workload as everyone else, but they're the people 
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whose classes fill up differently, who come to [workshops] and ask questions and 
that sort of thing…I think it's a hard balance for us to strike because we really are 
dependent on tuition dollars to afford research salaries...and for some people, they 
definitely care about teaching and they think about better ways of doing it. But I 
don't think that is the majority. I'm not saying they don't care, but I'm just saying 
they're thinking more about the subject that they're researching as opposed to how 
do I get this idea across differently to my students (Nan).  

I think the problem in every single university is that the methods for evaluating 
tenure-track faculty and non-tenure track faculty are so substantially different. 
You can't tell a tenure track faculty member, we are only going to judge you on 
your publications and then say, “no, it's really about teaching,” because nobody 
will believe it (Barbara). 

All of the faculty in my department are ‘non-research faculty,’ but that doesn't 
mean that they don't do research. It just means that their contracts don't require 
research. In fact, we have a pretty research-active faculty. We have folks who 
published books and lots of articles. We have some folks with creative writing 
backgrounds who publish regularly and so they are active and there is some 
possibility of merit for them within that 80/20 rule. But it's much more limited 
than it would be if they were in a research position. It's really made me appreciate 
how much a research university is run on the shoulders of non-research faculty. 
So you have full-time non-tenure-track who have double the teaching load or part-
time faculty who have a fraction of the pay and you begin to realize in dollar 
amounts how much tenured faculty bleed the university (Robert). 

Most of our faculty have come up through a Ph.D. You got a Ph.D., you get an 
academic position, tenure or tenure-track, and with that you teach. But, then 
where did they learn how to teach? Well, only by what they saw when they were 
in their undergraduate and graduate classes. So I think for many of the tenure-
track and tenured faculty, they are not at a point where they really get concepts of 
learning...So then it becomes how do you really move those faculty to a learner-
centric model (Walker)? 

So, let me go back to merit for just one second, because they're using this new 
system and faculty are uploading their materials and chairs are making 
recommendations, but how much they weigh those recommendations is kind of 
unforeseen—especially non-tenure track or teaching faculty who are evaluated for 
merit and based on their teaching...I think the primary thing that they do is look at 
the [student evaluations] and to me, that's a flawed instrument (Walker).  
 

The only leader who does not express facing challenges as a result of disparate 

faculty roles is Cindy. It is not that Cindy does not acknowledge these different roles, she 

clearly mentions each role throughout the interview. The main difference is that on 
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several occasions, as she discusses the strategies she uses to promote teaching within the 

college, she is clear to point out how they might apply to faculty with different roles, or 

in some cases, both: 

Being at an R-1 institution, a lot of the focus is on research and we bring in 
tenure-track faculty or tenured faculty with an eye towards research. But those 
individuals may have never set foot in the class before. I see a lot of times those 
faculty will go to teach for the first time and they're looking for somebody to help 
them. 

Having that [teaching] literature that I was not as familiar with was really helpful 
to go and make the case to other faculty, particularly research-intensive faculty. I 
also think by circulating that [literature] it's stimulated some of our non-tenure 
track faculty and we're encouraging non-tenure track faculty to publish on 
teaching scholarship is not just research, there's teaching scholarship. 

At the college level, we've changed our policy to allow the faculty to apply for 
buy-out, the NTT faculty, if they want to pursue teaching scholarship. There's a 
cycle that they can buy out of a class to be able to pursue teaching scholarship.  

For Cindy however, the greatest challenge that she sees is the lack of experience 

faculty have had in thinking more deliberately or systematically about their teaching. She 

explains that with some of the policies and guidelines she has implemented there has 

been initial resistance. In her perspective, this resistance is not due to the faculty roles or 

their lack of care about students’ learning. Rather, she explains that in her experience, 

“they're resistant because they're not sure how to do it. It's not that they're resistant in 

philosophy, they're resistant in ability to execute.” 

I also want to point out that many of the leaders came to identify these strategies 

on their own. Some of the leaders I interviewed suggested that effective strategies for 

promoting a culture of teaching might be a good topic for a future workshop or chairs 

meeting. One of the leaders asked me if I would share findings from the study, so they 

could learn more about what strategies other leaders were using that might be effective. 

None of the leaders I interviewed had received any formal professional development 
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about ways to promote a culture of teaching. Granting all this, Cindy is clear that 

participating in the Teaching and Learning Institute in her current role as an associate 

dean was critical to inspiring her with a number of ideas that led to many of the strategies 

she now employs to promote a culture of teaching. 

Findings from Faculty Survey Data Across Departments 

Out of the 49 faculty-participants who completed some portion of the survey, 44 

completed all three scaled questions. Overall, aggregated responses to these three 

questions across the subcases indicate that faculty-participants report perceiving their 

department as promoting a culture of teaching more than their college, and their college, 

more than their institution (Appendix E). More specifically, 43% of faculty-participants 

agreed or strongly agreed that their department promoted a culture of teaching and 34% 

somewhat agreed. At the same time, only 22.7% faculty-participants agreed or strongly 

agreed that their college promoted this culture, while 38.6% somewhat agreed. In 

comparison, 0% of the faculty-participants strongly agreed that the institution promoted 

this culture, 25% agreed, and 43% somewhat agreed with this statement.  

 Furthermore, 34 faculty-participants answered three check-box questions 

identifying that in the past year, they were encouraged to complete a number of activities 

associated with promoting a culture of teaching (Kustra et al., 2014). An examination of 

the total number of times faculty-participants selected that their department, college and 

institution promoted these activities, shows that these data are fairly consistent with their 

responses to the scaled questions. These data show that when asked about their 

department and college, each of the 11 activities was selected by one or more of the 34 

faculty-participants. However, when asked about their institution, only 10 activities were 
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identified by one or more faculty-participant. Of the 11 total activities provided, the 

faculty-participants identified being encouraged to complete these activities a total of 104 

times at the department level and 77 times at the college level and only 60 times by their 

institution (Appendix F). 

The most common activity selected by faculty-participants at the department, 

college, and university levels was being encouraged to attend workshops offered by the 

University's Teaching Center. This activity was selected by 18 faculty-participants at the 

department-level, 20 at the college level, and 19 at the institutional level. Popular 

responses at the department-level also included being encouraged to discuss teaching 

with colleagues (identified by 16 faculty-participants), apply for teaching awards 

(identified by 15 faculty-participants), and ask a colleague to observe their teaching 

(identified by 13 faculty-participants). At the college-level, the most popular selections 

were encouraging faculty to apply for teaching awards (identified by 16 faculty-

participants) and reading articles about teaching (identified by 8 faculty-participants). At 

the institutional-level, most of the categories were selected less frequently than at the 

department and college levels, however encouraging faculty to use other services at the 

institution’s Teaching Center increased and was selected by 12 faculty participants. 

Comparing Leaders’ Strategies and Faculty Perceptions of Culture of Teaching: 

Findings from Leaders’ Interviews and Faculty Survey Data Across Departments 

When the data collected from the faculty surveys regarding a culture of teaching 

are compared to the data collected from the leaders’ interviews regarding the strategies 

they use to promote a culture of teaching, little can be determined about which specific 

strategies might have the greatest impact on faculty perceptions. Furthermore, while 
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literature on leadership styles and organizational culture suggest that a transformational 

approach is more effective than a transactional approach, this study does little to support 

or discredit the notion that a transformational leadership style is better than a 

transactional approach at accomplishing a culture of teaching. This is due to the fact that 

the study was not designed to specifically answer these questions, but also because the 

leaders in this study are using a combination of approaches and strategies.  

On the other hand, comparing these data sets does show a trend across 

departments, showing that regardless of strategies used, a culture of teaching is more 

strongly perceived by these faculty-participants within their corresponding departments 

than within their colleges. Also worth noting is that, overall, a larger majority of faculty-

participants agree that this culture was promoted within their department, college, and 

institution than those who disagree with this statement. A summary of these findings is 

provided in table 5.3 which aligns each leader with the previous themes discussed along 

with their leadership style categorization. 
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Table 5.3 Summary of Strategies and Leadership Styles Used by Associate Deans and  

Chairs Compared with Faculty Perceptions of a Culture of Teaching 

Leader Transformational 
Leadership Strategies 

Transactional 
Leadership Strategies 

Faculty Perceptions  
of a Culture of 
Teaching 

Aaron, Associate Dean, 
College of Visual Arts  
and Design 

• Professional  
development 

• Rewards and  
incentives 

• Leading  
by example 

 ● 62.5% strongly 
agree, agree, or 
somewhat agree 

Diane, Chair, Department 
of Fine Arts 

• Professional  
development 

• Rewards and  
incentives 

● Curricular  
change 

● 75% strongly agree, 
agree, or somewhat 
agree 

 

Judith and Nan, Associate 
Deans, College of Arts and 
Sciences 

• Professional  
development 

• Rewards and  
incentives 

• Leading  
by example 

 ● 63% strongly agree, 
agree, or somewhat 
agree 

 

Barbara, Chair, 
Department of Social 
Sciences 

• Professional  
development 

● Curricular  
change 

● 73% strongly agree, 
agree, or somewhat 
agree 

Robert, Chair, Department 
of General Education 
 

• Professional  
development 

• Rewards and  
incentives 

 
 

● 83% strongly agree, 
agree, or somewhat 
agree 

Cindy, Associate Dean, 
College of Health Sciences 
 

• Professional  
development 

• Rewards and  
incentives 

• Leading  
by example 

● Curricular  
change 

● 55.5% strongly 
agree, agree, or 
somewhat agree 

Walker, Chair, Department 
of Health Services 

• Professional  
development 

• Rewards and  
incentives 

 ● 77% strongly agree, 
agree, or somewhat 
agree 

 

 

  



 

 

154  

Summary of Findings 

In this chapter, I sought to identify whether eight leaders who participated in a 

six-week Teaching and Learning Institute perceived themselves as promoting a culture of 

teaching and if so, how they go about this within the specific context of a public research 

university. What I discovered was that each leader (to varying degrees) believed they 

were promoting this culture within their unit and they each identified a number of 

strategies they used towards this end. Some of these strategies can be categorized as a 

transformational approach, while others are more inline with a transactional approach. 

Additionally, I found that the strategies these leaders used were not those that were 

formally learned from any systematic or formal training, development, or personal 

research. Instead, the strategies compiled within this study comprise ideas that these 

leaders have developed over time, on their own, or sometimes with the aid of other 

leaders and faculty within their units. 

Furthermore, in this chapter I hoped to identify faculty perceptions of a culture of 

teaching within each of these units. Although four themes emerged across interview data 

regarding strategies these leaders use to promote a culture of teaching, there is no 

immediately observable relationship between the specific strategies and themes and the 

faculty-participants’ perceptions of a culture of teaching. Also, while many faculty-

participants felt that more could be done to promote the culture of teaching, their 

responses also indicate that a number of activities are currently being encouraged on all 

organizational levels which align with what the literature identifies as indicators of a 

culture of teaching (Kustra et al., 2014). Overall, faculty felt most strongly that a culture 

of teaching was promoted by their departments as compared to other institutional 
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cultures, however more faculty agreed that a culture of teaching was promoted by their 

department, college, and university than disagreed. 

Lastly, the majority of negative comments made by faculty-participants who did 

not perceive a culture of teaching within a department, college, or the institution referred 

specifically to inequities between workload and salary for non-tenured faculty and 

tenure-track or tenured faculty. This was also identified as a top challenge to promoting a 

culture of teaching identified by the eight leaders. I believe these findings indicate that 

the leaders’ strategies have been broadly successful in promoting a culture of teaching, 

but may not override or reverse the impact of institutional tenure systems and policies on 

these faculty-participants’ perceptions of a culture of teaching. 
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CHAPTER 6 

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 

 

Chapter Introduction 

My interest in conducting this study is the result of a combination of personal 

experience as a college educator and faculty developer, as well as an extensive literature 

review of research regarding teaching in higher education. I identified academic leaders 

as a focus for this study due to the lack of robust literature regarding the teaching 

development of these leaders, their beliefs about teaching and/or the value they place on 

teaching. As very little research existed, the goal was to be explorative as opposed to 

evaluative.  

Rather than looking at all academic leaders, I chose to focus on a select group of 

leaders who shared an uncommon experience among most academic leaders—they had 

all participated in a six-week teaching institute which focused on learner-centered 

teaching and evidence-based teaching practices. This group of leaders felt like a good 

starting point because ideally, they should have a greater awareness of research on 

teaching in higher education than those who had no formal pedagogical education. With 

this group of leaders, I wondered how their experience in the Institute shaped their 

teaching beliefs and values or whether it may have led them to take specific actions as 

leaders in order to promote a culture of teaching within their units. Subsequently, I 

wondered what I might learn from their experiences and circumstances that might help 

me and other faculty developers be more intentional about promoting a culture of 
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teaching within our institutions—especially those institutions designated as research 

intensive.  

This qualitative study design is a first step in understanding the complexity of 

these leaders' roles, their development as leaders of university teachers, their leadership 

strategies, and the perceptions of those strategies among the faculty within their units. As 

prevailing views are that research institutions are less focused on teaching as compared to 

research universities (Bok, 2009), it was central that this study take into account the 

context of these leaders and departments. Through the use of multiple theoretical lenses, 

this study examined first how an intensive Teaching and Learning Institute informed 

leaders’ learner-centered beliefs about teaching. Then, using Argyris and Schön’s 

theories of actions, I identified alignment between those beliefs and actions that the 

leaders took. Alongside this alignment these actions were characterized using 

transformational and transactional leadership theories. Lastly, through the theoretical lens 

of organizational culture and subculture I inspected how faculty perceptions of a culture 

of teaching related to their leaders’ beliefs, values, actions and overall perceptions of the 

culture they promote. My intent was not to create a perfect model for promoting a culture 

of teaching at a public research university. Rather, my goal was to collect valuable 

lessons and insights in order to design future research studies and interventions that 

promote a culture of teaching within research universities. Concluding my study, this 

chapter presents general implications of the findings, limitations of the study, 

implications for teaching centers and academic leaders, and suggestions for future 

research.  

  



 

 

158  

Implications of the Findings 

There are several findings within the study that address each of the questions 

asked (see Table 6.1). Individually, the findings to each of these questions are not entirely 

shocking, but are important findings that provide a number of insights into how an 

intensive professional development experience affected these eight academic leaders, the 

strategies they use to promote a culture of teaching within their units, and perceptions of 

a culture of teaching among faculty within the units they oversee. Here, I explore possible 

relationships between the findings for each question and my interpretation of these 

findings. This interpretation is relevant to understanding the implications and suggestions 

I later provide for teaching centers, academic leaders, and future research.  

 

Table 6.1 Summary of Findings by Question 

Research Question Summary of Findings 

How do eight academic 
leaders perceive their 
experience participating in 
a Teaching and Learning 
Institute to have informed 
their beliefs about teaching 
and/or the value they place 
on teaching within the 
context of a research 
university?  
 

● All eight leaders perceived the experience of the Teaching and Learning 
Institute to have influenced their teaching in some way, but none of the leaders 
attributed the experience to having exclusively caused learner-centered 
teaching beliefs. 

● All eight leaders provided examples of changes that they made in their teaching 
as a result of the Institute. These changes align with changes identified with 
moving to learner-centered teaching.  

● Similar experiences included 1) having beliefs and values for teaching 
affirmed; 2) recognizing the need for more pedagogy education; 3) being 
exposed to research that could improve their teaching; and 4) building a 
community network of individuals with shared beliefs and values across the 
institution.  

What strategies (if any) do 
these academic leaders use 
to promote a culture of 
teaching within the units 
they oversee? 

● All eight leaders (to varying degrees) believed they were promoting this culture 
within their unit and they each identified a number of strategies they used 
towards this end. 

● The strategies leaders use are not formally learned from training, development, 
or research. They are strategies that leaders have devised on their own or with 
the aide of colleagues in the unit. 

● Similar strategies included 1) increasing opportunities for professional 
development of teaching; 2) providing rewards and/or incentives for teaching 
or teaching development; 3) leading by example; and 4) creating curricular 
changes. 
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Table 6.1 (continued) 

Research Question Summary of Findings 

What are the perceptions of 
a culture of teaching among 
faculty within their 
respective units? 

● Faculty-participants in each department indicate a number of activities 
identified as indicators of a culture of teaching.  

● Faculty-participants felt more strongly that a culture of teaching was promoted 
by their departments than by their college or institution. 

● Overall, more faculty-participants agreed that a culture of teaching was 
promoted by their department, college, and university than disagreed. 

● Negative comments made by faculty-participants who did not perceive a 
culture of teaching within a department, college, or the institution referred 
specifically to inequities between workload and salary for non-tenured faculty 
and tenure-track or tenured faculty.  

 

The first question asks whether these eight academic leaders perceive the 

experience of the Teaching and Learning Institute as informing their beliefs about 

teaching and/or the value they place on teaching. The findings to this question revealed 

that all of these leaders agreed that participating in the Teaching and Learning Institute 

had some effect on their beliefs about teaching, but they were reluctant to attribute the 

Institute solely to their value for teaching. As the literature points out, most faculty 

development is optional and provides little in the ways of incentives, therefore often 

those who participate in these programs are a self-selected group who already hold a high 

value for teaching (Clark & Saulnier, 2010, p. 113). That was clearly the case with this 

study. While there was a small financial incentive in place and a few of the leaders 

mentioned being encouraged to participate by a colleague or supervisor, it was clear that 

these leaders ultimately opted to participate in this program because they cared about 

teaching. 

However, while these leaders already held a high regard for teaching and learner-

centered beliefs prior to their experience in the Institute, the findings reveal that all of the 

leaders made key changes to their teaching practices as a result of their experience. The 
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examples of the changes varied, but they could all attribute positive changes to this 

experience. Overall, this leads me to conclude that even the best, most motivated teachers 

can still gain new ideas and improve their teaching as a result of continuing to engage in 

faculty development. As the literature explains learner-centered teaching is not an 

either/or, but a spectrum; in this case, these leaders were all able to provide concrete 

examples of changes in their teaching that led to greater use of learner-centered teaching 

practices (Meyer & Eley, 2006; Weimer, 2002). 

Of greater significance, these eight leaders agreed that their experience reaffirmed 

their core beliefs about and value for teaching. While a finding of affirmation may seem 

trivial, leadership research shows a strong link between a leader's beliefs and values and 

the organizational culture they attempt to create (Shein, 2010). It is likely that the 

experience of having their beliefs affirmed by teaching center staff, colleagues, and the 

literature and research they examined throughout the program gave these leaders more 

confidence to promote their beliefs within their units than they might have done 

otherwise. In fact, some leaders specifically stated that this was the case. This is a key 

point when considering whether there is any connection between the findings of the first 

two questions asked by this study. While the study does not attempt to create empirical 

evidence of causation between the first two questions, many of the leaders I interviewed 

believed their experience in the institute inspired the way they now promote a culture of 

teaching. There is also some evidence within the findings that suggest this. 

First, one of the main findings is that the majority of leaders described themselves 

as being fairly confident in their teaching upon entry into the program, but their 

experience led them to recognize how little teaching development they had up until that 
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point. What may be at play here is akin to the old adage, “the more you know, the more 

you know you don't know.” These leaders may have seen themselves (and been seen as) 

great teachers who cared about teaching, but their experience in faculty development 

showed them how much more there was to know about college teaching. This finding 

supports the need for greater implementation of leadership development models for 

leaders of teaching within higher education such as the model Quinlan (2014) proposes 

that begins with institutional leaders gaining knowledge about how students learn and the 

teaching strategies that will best promote that learning.  

I also do not think it is a coincidence that another main finding concluded that the 

most common strategy used by these leaders to promote a culture of teaching was 

increasing professional development of teaching for their faculty. Even though this study 

did not compare these eight leaders to other leaders who did not participate in the 

Institute, I posit that these leaders’ positive experiences actually led to another important 

finding: the only strategy explicitly used by every leader in this study is encouraging 

faculty to attend programs offered by the university’s teaching center. Consequently, I 

would argue that this positive experience resulted in academic leaders that promote the 

institution's teaching center, a characteristic that has been identified as indicating a 

culture of teaching (Umbach, 2008).  

Secondly, the most popular strategy in addition to promoting the Teaching Center 

that is used by these leaders to promote a culture of teaching can be described as 

increasing opportunities for professional development of teaching for faculty. This 

includes activities such as creating teaching workshops, sharing teaching articles, and 

increasing discussions of teaching. Although I did not conduct a comprehensive 
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collection of all workshop topics, articles, and discussions created by these leaders, those 

that were expressly mentioned by leaders within the interviews or that were provided 

during document collection aligned with specific learner-centered teaching practices 

examined within the Teaching and Learning Institute. As a result, I would argue that 

faculty within these departments are getting more encouragement and support for learner-

centered teaching practices than if these same leaders had not participated in the 

Teaching and Learning Institute.  

The potential link between these leaders’ experiences in the Teaching and 

Learning Institute and the strategies they use to promote a culture of teaching is critical 

for another reason. Every leader interviewed in this study (to varying degrees) believed 

they were promoting a culture of teaching and they each identified a number of strategies 

they used towards this end. However, I found that several of the leaders had never really 

been told what leadership strategies might promote a culture of teaching within their unit 

or knew that any research regarding this matter even existed. In other words, they were 

using strategies that they thought might improve teaching or build a culture of teaching, 

but many were not entirely sure that their efforts were working—or if better strategies 

might exist. Similarly to the way they had developed their teaching, they had developed 

leadership approaches on their own, based on their own experiences or through trial and 

error, every once in a while with the aid of colleagues within their units. During the 

interviews, some leaders even asked me to share my findings because they wanted to 

know what other chairs or associate deans were doing. This point is critical to 

understanding the findings regarding the strategies these leaders are using to promote a 

culture of teaching. These are not strategies that were selected out of a long laundry list 
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of ideas and tactics that could be used to promote a culture of teaching; these leaders 

were simply using the only strategies they could think of that might work. Therefore, 

findings in this study reveal a gap in these academic leaders’ development, which is the 

knowledge of how leaders can be effective in promoting teaching and engaging faculty in 

developing or improving their teaching.  

The findings regarding the third and final question in the study also have 

important implications worth noting. While there was no immediately observable 

relationship between the strategies leaders were using and the faculty-participants’ 

perceptions of a culture of teaching, faculty consistently regarded their departments as 

promoting a teaching culture more so than their college and their institution. This finding 

may suggest that these department chairs have been effective in their efforts, or it could 

be interpreted as supporting evidence for previous studies which have argued that 

department chairs are the most influential leader on campus when it comes to faculty 

(Bystydzienski et al., 2017; Hecht, Higgerson, Gmelch, & Tucker, 1999; Wergin, 2003). 

Furthermore, it also provides some evidence for assertions that within research 

universities, “disciplinary affiliation is stronger than institutional ties” (Umbach, 2007).  

Also, despite several faculty-participants expressing that they felt more could be 

done to promote the culture of teaching within each of these units, their responses 

indicate that a number of activities consistent with what the literature recommends for 

promoting a culture of teaching are actually happening within this research university. At 

the same time, this finding signals that there is some disconnect or miscommunication 

between what the literature says constitutes a culture of teaching and faculty perceptions 

of what constitute a culture of teaching. For example, in her interview, Cindy, Associate 
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Dean of the College of Health Sciences, provided the greatest number of strategies for 

promoting a culture of teaching as compared to other associate deans. The strategies she 

mentions also more closely align with indicators of a culture of teaching (Kustra et al., 

2014). And yet, survey data among faculty-participants within the Department of Health 

Professionals, shows lower percentages of faculty-participants that report feeling that the 

college is promoting a culture of teaching when compared to other colleges. Since this 

represents a very small sample from one department, it is hard to say what additional 

factors might be contributing to this finding, but it indicates a disconnect between the 

goal of these strategies and the faculty-perceptions. Of course, it may also signal that 

faculty within that department are simply less aware of what is happening within the 

college or that those strategies are not counteracting messages that faculty-participants 

are receiving from other sources.  

Alternatively, this study does not include a pre/post design and since overall more 

faculty agreed than disagreed that a culture of teaching was promoted in the College of 

Health Sciences (55.5% agree), one might also argue that the strategies are indeed 

working and would be much lower without these strategies in place. This argument could 

be extended to the finding that collectively across all faculty-participants, more agreed 

that a culture of teaching was promoted by their department, college, and university than 

disagreed. Ultimately, this could be interpreted as illustrating that this research university 

does in fact promote a culture of teaching despite its reputation for being focused on 

research.  

Lastly, but not inconsequentially, while the data suggest that the faculty-

participants felt the institution was promoting a culture of teaching less than their college 
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or department, open-ended comments revealed that most did so while expressly calling 

out the work of the institution’s Teaching Center as supporting a culture of teaching. This 

discrepancy is worth much deeper analysis than is allowed by this study design. 

However, it should be noted that the Teaching and Learning Center in this institution is a 

central operating unit and reports through the institution’s provost’s office which reports 

directly to the president of the institution. Therefore, these data could be interpreted to 

mean either 1) regardless of funding and organizational structure faculty do not consider 

the “institution” as encompassing the Teaching Center or 2) the culture of teaching being 

promoted by the Teaching Center is not strong enough to offset the culture they see other 

institutional leaders promoting. Furthermore, I also must point out that this case revealed 

that the Teaching Center was instrumental in developing and educating the department 

chairs who subsequently the same faculty-participants perceive as promoting a culture of 

teaching. 

 It is also important to the interpretation of these findings to note that the majority 

of negative comments regarding both institutional and college-level cultures specifically 

referred to perceived inequities between non-tenured faculty as compared to tenure-track 

or tenured faculty. As this study included two departments with a large percentage of 

contingent faculty, this factor likely contributes to this finding. The implication here is 

that departments are not seen as responsible for creating this dichotomy, but the 

institution and the college are. It also indicates that the faculty’s status as contingent 

faculty may play a large part in determining their perception of a culture of teaching. 

Either way, the implication here is important to informing the work and programs 

Teaching Centers create as well as future research.  
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Limitations of the Study 

Qualitative research studies are not considered generalizable and that includes the 

findings of this study. This study sought only to explore the experiences of eight 

academic leaders and to identify strategies they use to promote a culture of teaching. 

Additionally, though faculty-perceptions were important to understanding those 

strategies, the goal of this study was not to provide empirical correlations between 

strategies used by the leaders and faculty perceptions. In this case study, there were no 

controlled conditions which may have provided a better insight into cause and effect for 

these findings. Leaders were selected because they all participated in a Teaching and 

Learning Institute, so there is no way of determining whether similar findings would 

result from a group of academic leaders who attended a different faculty development 

program or none at all.   

Additionally, this study relies only on these eight academic leaders’ perceptions 

of their experience. It does not include data collected before and after the leaders’ 

participated in the Teaching and Learning Institute. Furthermore, for some of the leader-

participants a significant length of time has passed since they participated in this Institute. 

This length of time may have impacted their memory, or they may have participated in 

additional faculty development programs since that time, which likely has impacted their 

responses to interview questions in some way. It is also probable that the Teaching and 

Learning Institute experience ranged for each leader as the facilitators and content of the 

Institute was modified over time.  
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Another limitation of this study includes the lack of demographic information 

collected within the faculty survey. The decision to eliminate this data was intended to 

protect the anonymity of participants, especially those within smaller departments who 

many have been identitfied through the collection of this information. However, the lack 

of this data limits the study from addressing how faculty-participants status as full-time, 

part-time, tenure-track or non-tenure track may have influenced their responses. The 

survey also did not ask the amount of time faculty have worked at the institution or 

additional factors which may have contributed to how they responsed. 

Lastly, this study provides the analysis of case study data within a single 

institution, which is arguably a very limited scale. While data collected from interviews 

of these eight leaders and surveys from the 49 faculty-participants can provide insight 

into the Teaching and Learning Institute at this research university, as well as specific 

strategies in use and faculty perceptions of those strategies, it remains up to interpretation 

to determine the extent to which this study’s results can be applied to other contexts and 

individuals. Nevertheless, based on the literature review and data analysis, conducting 

this case study has led me to determine a number of implications for both teaching 

centers and academic leaders.   

Implications for Teaching Centers 

As a result of the data collected and analyzed within this study, I have gleaned a 

few important implications for practitioners. The first set of suggestions that I provide 

focuses on what teaching center directors and staff might take into consideration during 

strategic planning and program development. These suggestions are made in the interest 
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of improving a culture of teaching on campus, especially for those centers situated within 

research intensive institutions.  

Keep Preaching to the Choir 

As revealed in the literature review, teaching centers have been criticized for low 

participation rates among faculty or programs that simply “preach to the choir” (Clark & 

Saulnier, 2010, p. 113). Some centers focus their attention on supporting teaching 

assistants, new faculty, or faculty in need of some developmental intervention (Cook & 

Kaplan, 2011). However, it was clear from the findings within this study that even the 

best faculty who already care about teaching, can get better through these programs. 

Creating more robust programs that focus on these already good teachers may include 

additional benefits because: 1) they are already bought-in and want to improve; 2) 

creating a community of faculty who value teaching reaffirms that they are not alone; 3) 

often these faculty are future program directors, department heads, associate deans, or 

other academic roles on campus that can be crucial partners in future initiatives and 

programs or whom simply just advocate for your center. Even if these faculty do not 

become academic leaders within the institution, programs that focus on developing this 

core constituency can help extend the reach of a teaching center. Intensive programs that 

develop these faculty can also act as train-the-trainer programs to develop faculty who 

are more knowledgeable about college teaching literature and better prepared to lead their 

colleagues in faculty development activities around teaching. 

Focus on Department Chairs 

This study showed that even though the institution contained a large, centralized 

teaching center, the faculty-participants perceived the greatest support for teaching at the 
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department- level. This finding is key for teaching centers, especially those who focus 

their programs solely on individual faculty. This study illustrates just how influential 

department chairs can be on faculty perceptions. Although all associate deans and 

department chairs in this study indicated that they intentionally promote a culture of 

teaching, faculty-participants perceived the culture of teaching most within their 

department. Luckily in this case study, the influence these department chairs had on the 

perception of a culture of teaching was a positive one and although it was not a finding in 

this study, it is likely that the reverse is also true of department heads who do not wish to 

promote teaching. It was also determined in this study that every department chair had a 

direct responsibility for overseeing teaching, but this was not the case with all the 

associate deans. In the very least, these findings expose the need for teaching centers to 

extend their programming to department chairs in order to better prepare them to promote 

teaching and evidence-based practices among faculty within their departments. 

Moreover, while the intentional development of chairs is important in order to 

align their leadership with the improvement of teaching, these chairs can be key partners 

in increasing participation in teaching center programs. This study found that these 

leaders all had positive experiences themselves with the teaching center and therefore 

were promoting center programs to their faculty. Several of them also invited the 

teaching center into department meetings or orientations in order to provide workshops or 

training. These leaders should be seen as strategic partners in creating new audiences and 

reaching faculty beyond the choir. Faculty who might never opt-in to participate in a 

teaching center workshop may still show up for a department meeting. At the very least, 

it is clear that department chairs can be critical advocates for center programs.  
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Educate Leaders About Strategies that Promote a Culture of Teaching 

More specific pedagogical development for department chairs is needed to help 

them as they oversee teaching within their units, but development for all academic 

leaders is also needed. Specifically, most academic leaders in this study struggled with 

how exactly they might go about promoting a culture of teaching within their unit. 

Indeed, more research in this area is needed; however, even across this study it was clear 

that some leaders had developed strategies that were consistent with current literature and 

others were just not sure what more could be done. Explicitly teaching leaders these 

strategies and supporting them to implement them is another way teaching centers can 

take more initiative in promoting the culture of teaching, especially within research 

institutions. Although this study focused on department chairs and associate deans, all 

academic leaders should have some formal pedagogical knowledge or development in 

order to better align their vision and actions with improving teaching and learning in their 

institutions.   

Communicate the Teaching Center as an Institutional Commitment to Teaching 

A lot has been written about the importance of emphasizing faculty ownership 

within a teaching center and for these centers to be confidential spaces for faculty to 

safely work on the improvement of their teaching (Sorcinelli, 2002). As a result, some 

centers intentionally distance themselves from the institution’s administration, especially 

when it comes to promotion and tenure. However, this study shows that there may be 

unintended consequences of these actions. In this case, it appears that faculty-participants 

are not associating having a well-resourced and robust teaching center with the 

institution’s commitment to teaching.  
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Focusing more on the development of academic leaders in general may break 

down this separation, especially if more of those leaders promote the work of teaching 

centers and align their recommendations with those promoted by the center. In 

Sorcinelli’s (2002) Ten Principles of Good Practice in Creating and Sustaining Teaching 

and Learning Centers, she explains the importance of cultivating administrative support 

and one that takes, “an active role in creating a positive environment for teaching” in 

order to encourage faculty involvement (p. 13). This is extremely important. However, 

this study indicates that teaching centers might also have a role to play in communicating 

institutional support for their center. Although not all teaching centers will perceive 

themselves to be adequately supported by the institution’s leadership and administration, 

communicating a lack of support to faculty may actually undermine their work. It is 

worth considering that carefully crafted messages of institutional support for teaching and 

for their work could potentially lead to an increase in faculty perceptions of a culture of 

teaching at the institution. Subsequently, faculty who see the center’s work as supported 

by the institution may also be more likely not just to participate in their workshops, but to 

actually adopt the practices they promote.   

Implications for Academic Leaders 

In addition to implications for teaching centers, the findings in this study led me 

to develop a few suggestions for academic leaders, especially those situated within 

research intensive institutions. Again, these ideas apply to those leaders hoping to 

promote a culture of teaching among faculty within their units, ultimately with the goal to 

improve teaching in order for improved student success. However, these suggestions may 

also lead to more informed decisions regarding teaching and learning within their unit. 
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Focus on Literature and Evidence to Improve Teaching 

By-in-large, the leaders in this study were promoting strategies that were aligned 

with best practices found in the literature on teaching in higher education. And yet, this is 

not always the case. Just as it is not required for college instructors, formal pedagogical 

training is typically not required for academic leaders, even those who oversee teaching 

responsibilities. I argue that it should be. In the absence of formal training, it is extremely 

important for academic leaders to familiarize themselves with the literature in order to 

ensure they promote teaching practices that will support students’ success and learning. 

Several of the academic leaders in this study mentioned the value of being exposed to the 

literature on teaching in higher education, not just for their own development, but to help 

them better advocate for effective teaching strategies. When academic leaders can point 

to research and evidence for the practices they promote, they are much more likely to get 

faculty buy-in and support for those practices.  

For academic leaders who do not have the opportunity or time to become 

acquainted first-hand with this literature, rely on a mentor or colleague who does. This 

might mean bringing in a teaching center staff member to contribute to teaching 

discussions or to help that leader think through potential benefits and consequences of the 

impact of their decisions on teaching and learning within the unit. Those without a center 

may also appoint teaching leaders within the unit who are responsible for faculty 

development of teaching or disseminating research on teaching within the unit. When 

evidence-based teaching is the goal, these small strategies may have an impact on 

faculty-perceptions of a culture of teaching.  
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Acknowledge, Reward, and Celebrate Contingent Faculty 

Though this study did not provide empirical evidence regarding the relationship 

between an instructor’s contingent status and their perception of a culture of teaching, 

based on survey data, it was clearly a factor for several faculty-participants. Upon review 

of the literature, the discrepancy between how an institution treats faculty with various 

roles such as adjuncts, non-tenured faculty, tenure-track faculty and tenured faculty is a 

significant matter. Although many academic leaders may not be in a position to modify 

policies that impact the way contingent faculty are hired or paid, they still have an 

important role to play.  

First, the messaging these faculty receive regarding the value of their role can go 

a long way. About a year ago in a keynote address, I heard a speaker describe an 

important perspective for departments that honors the importance of both research and 

teaching. He described two roles that faculty hold. Those that advance research within 

their discipline and those that advance the teaching of their discipline (Yearwood, 2019). 

The message promotes the value of contingent faculty and the importance of their 

contributions to the department and to the field. When teaching is upheld as a scholarly 

and critical disciplinary endeavor, it signals the value of those faculty who engage the 

most in this work.  

Suggestions for Future Research 

Often as it is with research, I have developed more questions through the process 

of this study, than I had when I began. The findings in this study provide a roadmap for 

future research, but perhaps just as clear are the pathways provided by what this study 

lacked. The following recommendations for future research include suggestions for more 
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comprehensive qualitative and quantitative studies, as well as avenues to continue 

studying how a culture of teaching might be formed, both through a focus on academic 

leaders, but also among faculty. 

First, the exploratory nature of this study confirmed the need for a larger, 

controlled quantitative study which compares academic leaders’ pedagogical knowledge, 

beliefs, and teaching practices among those who have completed formal teaching 

development programs (courses, certificates, institutes, etc.) with those who have not. 

This comparison is key to understanding the potential impact that formal training for 

academic leaders may have. Additionally, a controlled study which explores correlations 

between academic leaders’ beliefs and the strategies they use to promote a culture of 

teaching could more definitively explain the relationship between teaching beliefs and 

values and the specific actions that these leaders take. 

  Future investigations should also aim to generate an understanding of the 

relationship between leadership actions and faculty perceptions. A controlled quantitative 

study comparing specific leadership actions with faculty perceptions is key to 

determining best practices for academic leaders. It remains unclear if certain actions or 

leadership styles might be more effective in promoting a culture of teaching than others. 

This gap was also identified by leaders in this study who wanted to know how they might 

be more effective. Furthermore, it would be incredibly valuable to compare the 

relationship between faculty perceptions of a culture of teaching with demographic 

variables such as race, gender, and age as well as faculty status, rank, discipline, and 

length of time teaching. Understanding how these variables intersect could be helpful in 

determining factors that contribute to positive or negative perceptions of a culture of 
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teaching. It would also be helpful to know for leaders who may oversee units where more 

of these conditions apply. 

Lastly and perhaps the area of greatest interest to me is determining whether 

faculty perceptions are aligned with or mis-aligned with indicators of an organizational 

culture of teaching. The findings in this study suggest that at both the college and 

institutional levels, faculty did not perceive a culture of teaching regardless of the many 

indicators of a culture of teaching that they indicated were already in place. Qualitative 

research exploring how faculty form their perceptions of a culture of teaching would be 

valuable here. Furthermore, it would be incredibly informative to use these indicators of a 

culture of teaching to compare responses between faculty at research institutions with 

those at institutions typically considered “teaching” institutions. It would be interesting to 

explore whether faculty perceptions are more aligned with institutional labels than with 

actual indicators of a culture of teaching. Of course, this begs another question worth 

much deeper exploration: which is more important to organizational culture, the 

perception of organizational members or the activities that occur among them?  

Conclusion 

At the time I embarked on this study, it was my desire to examine how eight 

leaders promoted a culture of teaching in order to learn how I and other teaching center 

leaders might promote this culture at our institutions, ultimately with the goal of 

increasing the value for teaching and evidence-based teaching practices. Little did I know 

then that as I concluded this study, college and university teaching would be launched 

into the national spotlight more than ever before. In March of 2020, a global pandemic 

brought business-as-usual practices in higher ed to a screeching halt. Universities across 
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the world were forced to shut down dorms and dining halls, sports stadiums and research 

laboratories, but students’ learning continued with a swift move to emergency remote 

teaching. As a result, effective teaching has never been so valued—or scrutinized. Shortly 

after the move, the Chronicle of Higher Education created a summary of brief editorials 

written by professors, administrators, and staff members asking their opinion on how 

higher education will change as a result of this pandemic. It is striking how many of these 

responses focus on a renewed value for teaching and effective pedagogies. One professor 

writes:  

Most people think of colleges primarily as places where teaching happens. Does 
everyone working in higher ed value teaching as much as the public does? How 
might things be changed if we did? This crisis has also revealed how good 
teaching is important, and how difficult it is. It takes work, expertise, flexibility, 
and support, and it’s as much about building meaningful relationships as it is 
about delivering disciplinary content and skills. Does our graduate training reflect 
this? Our methods of evaluation? Our promotion-and-tenure guidelines? Our 
funding and recognition of the people who work in our IT departments, libraries, 
and teaching-and-learning centers?” (“How will the Pandemic Change Higher 
Education?,” 2020).  
 
But while college teaching is having its time in the spotlight, there is no telling 

what the future will hold and as this study has proven, promoting a culture of teaching, 

especially at a research institution is a complicated process involving numerous factors 

and idiosyncrasies that at times can appear insurmountable. This study showed through a 

systematic and scientific process of collecting data and data analysis, patterns and 

consistencies among what previously seemed like random ideas, can emerge and provide 

critical insights into what is needed to advance these cultures in order to improve 

teaching. In this case, the stories and shared experiences of these eight leaders and the 

perspectives of faculty within their units has shined light on the challenges that leaders 



 

 

177  

face in promoting and improving teaching within their units, but it has also provided a 

pathway forward for improvement.  

In one final note, the ultimate value in this study also extends to me personally. I 

believe in the mission of higher education and I believe our institutions provide a crucial 

service for the public good. I believe this good happens in both the teaching and the 

research that we produce. I do not believe there is as much of a divide between research 

and teaching or between small liberal arts schools and large research universities as the 

narrative we often promote suggests. Quite simply, I want to be a part of figuring out how 

to best teach our students and how best to prepare our faculty to do so and I am even 

more committed now than ever. This study has underscored the power of faculty 

development as a tool for developing leaders who share this passion and commitment. 
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APPENDIX A 
 

INTERVIEW PROTOCOL FOR ACADEMIC LEADERS 

James Earl Davis, Ph.D., Principle Investigator 
Johanna Inman, M.F.A., Secondary Investigator 
 
Framing  
Thank you for agreeing to this interview. As you know, I’m interested in learning more 
about how faculty development might have a greater impact on institutional culture by 
contributing to the development of teaching beliefs or values for teaching among 
academic leaders. I’ve asked you for an interview because you participated in the 
[Teaching and Learning Institute] and now are [chair or associate dean] at [name of 
college]. I’m particularly interested in your experience, but also ways that experience 
may have informed your support of the teaching responsibilities among faculty in your 
[department or college]. Therefore, my questions will focus on how you perceive [the 
Teaching and Learning Institute] to have impacted your teaching beliefs (if at all) and 
your overall value for teaching. Then, I’ll be asking questions regarding any actions you 
take or strategies you use (if at all) to promote a teaching culture in your [department or 
college].   
  
Confidentiality  
The data that you will provide today will be recorded anonymously. Your participation 
and anything you say during this interview will be held in the strictest confidence. I plan 
to record this interview, but the recording will be locked in my office. I will keep the 
transcript in a password protected folder on dropbox. In order to further protect 
anonymity, transcripts will be filed separately from research codes. That said, I cannot 
guarantee your anonymity, as this is a small study with very specific selection criteria.   
  
Do you have any additional concerns about confidentiality that you would like to discuss 
at this time?   
  
How I plan to use this data  
As you know, I am currently collecting this data for my dissertation. The data will be 
transcribed and analyzed and copies of each will be available to my dissertation 
committee upon request. 
  
Do you have any questions for me before we get started?  
[At this point, ask participant to sign the IRB Permission Form.]  
  
Background and Demographics 
In order to save time for questions, I will provide you with a short background and 
demographic survey for you to complete online. This information will help me determine 
at what point you participated in [the Teaching and Learning Institute] and your role at 
the time. The demographic information is not directly relevant to the study itself, 
however, I need to disclose this information as possible limitations of this study. For 
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example, if each of the academic leaders in this study are white, or if you attended this 
may be a limitation of this particular study.  
  
Interview Questions:  

  
1.     Briefly describe your experience in [Teaching and Learning Institute].  

Follow-up: 

· If at all, how did this experience impact your beliefs about teaching?   

· If at all, how did this experience impact your value for teaching? 
  
2.     Briefly describe your current position.  
Follow-up: 

· In what ways do you oversee faculty teaching responsibilities? 

· If at all, how are you supporting a culture of teaching among faculty 

within your [department or college]? 

§ Can you provide 1-2 specific actions you’ve taken? 

§ Can you provide 1-2 specific strategies you’ve used? 

§ How have faculty responded? 
  
3.     Is there anything else you would like me to know about your teaching beliefs, value  
for teaching, or the strategies you use to promote a culture of teaching?  
  
[Closing remarks about what I’m hearing.]  
  
Thank you again for participating. Once I have an opportunity to review the transcripts 
and begin analysis of the data, would it be okay if I follow-up with you through email 
regarding any clarifications I might need? Also, once I have completed the analysis of the 
data, I would love to perform what is called a participant check. This essentially means 
that I share the initial findings with you and you tell me if that is congruent with your 
experience. Would that be okay with you? Would you prefer to do this through email or a 
phone call? 
 
Document Collection 
Lastly, could you share with me (or point me to) any documents that may pertain to the 
development of teaching culture within the college or department? These may include 
documents such as policy statements, syllabus templates, documents related to the 
evaluation of teaching, or other correspondence sent to faculty regarding teaching. 
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APPENDIX B  
 

FACULTY SURVEY 

  

A culture of teaching is defined as an organizational culture with a shared value for 
teaching or an organizational commitment to promoting research-based teaching 
practices.  
 
Please indicate how descriptive the following statement is to your experience. 

1. [Department name] promotes a culture of teaching. 
• strongly disagree 
• disagree 
• somewhat disagree 
• somewhat agree 
• agree 
• strongly agree 

 
2. Please provide examples to help explain your answer. (For example: How is 

teaching evaluated and/or rewarded? What types of teaching discussions and/or 
workshops are provided? What do leaders and/or colleagues say in informal 
conversations?) 
 

3. Please select any of the following that has been encouraged by [department name] 
in the past year. 

• read articles about teaching 
• discuss teaching with colleagues 
• engage in reflection about teaching 
• apply for teaching awards 
• ask a colleague to observe your teaching 
• adopt research-based teaching approaches 
• write about your teaching 
• conduct research about your teaching 
• attend external events about teaching (e.g. conferences) 
• attend programs at the [teaching center]  
• use other services provided by the [teaching center] 

 

A culture of teaching is defined as an organizational culture with a shared value for 
teaching or an organizational commitment to promoting research-based teaching 
practices.  
 
Please indicate how descriptive the following statement is to your experience. 
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4. [College name] promotes a culture of teaching. 
• strongly disagree 
• disagree 
• somewhat disagree 
• somewhat agree 
• agree 
• strongly agree 

 
5. Please provide examples to help explain your answer. (For example: How is 

teaching evaluated and/or rewarded? What types of teaching discussions and/or 
workshops are provided? What do leaders and/or colleagues say in informal 
conversations?) 
 

6. Please select any of the following that has been encouraged by [college name] in 
the past year. 

• read articles about teaching 
• discuss teaching with colleagues 
• engage in reflection about teaching 
• apply for teaching awards 
• ask a colleague to observe your teaching 
• adopt research-based teaching approaches 
• write about your teaching 
• conduct research about your teaching 
• attend external events about teaching (e.g. conferences) 
• attend programs at the [teaching center]  
• use other services provided by the [teaching center] 

 
A culture of teaching is defined as an organizational culture with a shared value for 
teaching or an organizational commitment to promoting research-based teaching 
practices.  
 
Please indicate how descriptive the following statement is to your experience. 

7. [University name] promotes a culture of teaching. 
• strongly disagree 
• disagree 
• somewhat disagree 
• somewhat agree 
• agree 
• strongly agree 

 
8. Please provide examples to help explain your answer. (For example: How is 

teaching evaluated and/or rewarded? What types of teaching discussions and/or 
workshops are provided? What do leaders and/or colleagues say in informal 
conversations?) 
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9. Please select any of the following that has been encouraged by [university name] 
in the past year. 

• read articles about teaching 
• discuss teaching with colleagues 
• engage in reflection about teaching 
• apply for teaching awards 
• ask a colleague to observe your teaching 
• adopt research-based teaching approaches 
• write about your teaching 
• conduct research about your teaching 
• attend external events about teaching (e.g. conferences) 
• attend programs at the [teaching center]  
• use other services provided by the [teaching center] 
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APPENDIX C 

CONSENT FORM 

Promoting a Culture of Teaching within a Public Research University: A case study 

Investigator and Department: 

• James Earl Davis, Ph.D., Principle Investigator, Urban Education, College of 
Education 

• Johanna Inman, M.F.A., (Ed.D. candidate), Student Investigator, Higher 
Education, College of Education 

Why am I being invited to take part in this research? 
This study explores how faculty development might impact a culture of teaching at a 
public, research university. You have been invited for an interview in this qualitative 
study because you are an academic leader at a public research university and have 
previously participated in the Provost’s Teaching Academy. 

What should I know about this research? 
·       Someone will explain this research to you. 
·       Whether or not you take part is up to you. 
·       You can choose not to take part. 
·       You can agree to take part and later change your mind. 
·       Your decision will not be held against you. 
·       You can ask all the questions you want before you decide. 

Who can I talk to about this research? 
If you have questions, concerns, or complaints, or think the research has hurt you, contact 
the investigators using the information below: 

James Earl Davis, PhD 
College of Education 
1301 Cecil B. Moore Ave 
Philadelphia, PA 19122 
jdavis21@temple.edu 
215-204-3005 

Johanna Inman 
7 E. Haddon Ave 
Oaklyn, NJ 08107 
jinman@temple.edu 
215-514-2594 

This research has been reviewed and approved by an Institutional Review Board. You 
may talk to them at (215) 707-3390 or e-mail them at: irb@temple.edu for any of the 
following: 
·       Your questions, concerns, or complaints are not being answered by the  

research team. 
·       You cannot reach the research team. 
·       You want to talk to someone besides the research team. 
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·       You have questions about your rights as a research subject. 
·       You want to get information or provide input about this research. 

Why is this research being done? 

This multiple case study will explore how academic leaders perceive their experiences in 
faculty development to have impacted their beliefs about teaching, as well as the 
strategies they may or may not use to foster a culture of teaching within the units they 
oversee. The study is designed to address a gap in the literature exploring the potential for 
faculty development to impact a culture of teaching within the context of a public 
research university through the development of academic leaders who support teaching. 
This investigation may help other teaching centers identify the need for programs and 
initiatives targeting academic leaders in order to develop a positive culture of teaching on 
their campus. 

How long will I be in this research? 

The interview should take no longer than one hour. Data in this study will be conducted 
in the Summer and Fall of 2019 and should be completed by November 2019. 

How many people will be studied? 

A total of eight interviews with academic leaders will be conducted. A four-question 
survey will be sent to faculty within your college to help triangulate the data collected in 
this interview. It is not known how many faculty will complete the survey. 

What happens if I agree to be in this research? 
I will ask you questions pertaining to your experience in [Teaching and Learning 
Institute], your leadership role as it relates to supporting the teaching responsibilities of 
faculty, and strategies you use (if any) to promote a culture of teaching. You can skip any 
questions that you do not want to answer. The interviews will be approximately 45-60 
minutes each. This interview will be recorded and transcribed verbatim. Before and 
during data analysis, I may contact you through email or a phone call in order to confirm 
that I understand your comments. To make better use of the interview time, you will be 
sent a short follow-up electronic survey regarding demographic information. This 
information will only be used to explain possible limitations of this study. 

What happens if I agree to be in this research, but I change my mind later? 

You may decide to withdraw your participation in this study at any time up to January 
2020.  If you decide to leave this study, contact the investigator immediately and your 
interview data will not be included in the final report. 

Is there any way being in this research could be bad for me? 

Measures will be taken to protect confidentiality in this study, but due to the small scale 
and specific criteria for this study, it is possible that your identity could be deduced. 
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Will being in this research help me in any way? 

There are no direct benefits to you from your taking part in this research. We cannot 
promise any benefits to others from taking part in this research. However, this study may 
help inform other teaching and learning centers to consider ways they might promote a 
culture of teaching within the context of a public research university. 

What happens to the information collected for this research? 

Transcriptions of recorded interviews will be labeled with pseudonyms and will not 
include identifiable information. All collected data will be stored in a password protected 
online folder on a Temple-secured system (Owlbox), which only investigators have 
access to. We may publish the results of this research. However, we will keep your name 
and other identifying information confidential. 

What will I be paid for taking part in this research?  
Participation is completely voluntary. There are no incentives or rewards for your 
participation.  

Your signature documents your permission to take part in this research. 

      

Signature of subject   Date 

    

Printed name of subject 

      

Signature of person obtaining consent   Date 

      

Printed name of person obtaining consent     
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APPENDIX D 

DEMOGRAPHICS QUESTIONNAIRE 

 
 
Please provide the following demographic information you would like me to use to 

describe you. 

Race/Ethnicity:  

Gender/Pronouns:  

Year started at Middle Atlantic University:  

Title (at the time of Teaching and Learning Institute if other than current title):  
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APPENDIX E  

COMPARISON OF FACULTY-PARTICIPANTS’ PERCEPTIONS 

 

Graph comparing faculty-participants’ perceptions of a culture of teaching within their 

department, college, and institution.  
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APPENDIX F 

COMPARISON OF ACTIVITIES SELECTED BY FACULTY-PARTICIPANTS 

 

Graph comparing activities that faculty-participants identified as being encouraged by 

their department, college, and institution.  

 

 

 




