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1
W H O  A R E  W E ?

In this chapter, we describe the design of the study. We then offer a portrait 
of current faculty developers, including a detailed demographic profi le of 
faculty developers as an overall group and of faculty development direc-

tors specifi cally. To gain a deeper perspective on the pathways into faculty 
development positions, we also explore developers’ educational backgrounds 
and immediate prior positions. 

Study Design and Methodology

To update our understanding of the fi eld, we returned to the same colleagues 
we studied for  Sorcinelli, Austin, Eddy, and Beach (2006)—faculty and edu-
cational developers in the United States and Canada who are members of 
the POD Network, the largest professional association of faculty develop-
ment scholars and practitioners in higher education. The original survey was 
mailed with postage-paid return envelopes to the 999 members of the POD 
Network in three waves over six weeks in 2001 and 2002. Four hundred 
ninety-four people returned completed surveys, yielding a 50% response 
rate. The survey contained 18 multipart questions regarding participant and 
program information, goals and purposes of faculty development programs, 
infl uences on programs and practice, current practices, and future directions. 
Analysis and discussion of the survey results were augmented by a review of 
the history of faculty development and an analysis of initiatives that won the 
prestigious Hesburgh Award for exceptional faculty development programs 
and served as examples of the services currently offered. 

The new data we report here were collected in two stages. The fi rst 
stage was a Web-based survey, “Creating the Future of Faculty Develop-
ment: Charting Changes in the Field,” which consisted of 48 questions 
in 10  sections. To ensure that institutional program information was pro-
vided consistently by one participant per institution, only participants who 
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WHO ARE WE?  17

identifi ed themselves as directors or coordinators of their programs com-
pleted the following four sections: Institutional Classifi cation and Infor-
mation, Program Structures and Finances, Program Goals and Purposes, 
and Collaborative Efforts. The other six sections administered to all survey 
participants were Faculty Developer Experience and Demographics, Audi-
ence, Program Foci, Program Approaches, Assessment of Programs, and The 
Future of Faculty Development. Two open-ended questions at the end of the 
survey asked faculty developers about their views concerning potential new 
directions for the fi eld (see Appendix A).

The survey was e-mailed to the full POD Network mailing list for 2012. 
We also included the members of the Historically Black Colleges and Uni-
versities (HBCU) Faculty Development Network as well as the members of 
the Society for Teaching and Learning in Higher Education (STLHE), an 
organization that serves faculty developers in Canada. The survey invitations 
were sent in three waves to 1,382 individuals. We received completed surveys 
from a total of 385 individuals for an overall response rate of 28%, which 
was slightly higher than the 24% response rate to the latest POD Network 
membership survey (Winkelmes, 2011) but not quite as robust as that of our 
prior survey’s 50% response rate. 

The second stage of the current study consisted of follow-up phone 
interviews exploring details of participants’ signature programs, which are 
those programs they believed were of the highest quality or were the most 
recognized on their campuses. As part of the survey, we asked participants to 
provide us with contact information on a separate form if they were willing to 
discuss their signature programs. Of the 385 respondents, 120 provided con-
tact information (31%). We conducted phone interviews with participants 
of about 30 minutes each. The interviews followed a structured protocol that 
focused on the audience for the program, topic and approach used, maturity 
of the program, champions and challenges, and assessment of impact. We 
took notes throughout the interviews, rather than recording and transcribing 
them, so we could focus on the details of the programs. We created narrative 
profi les from the interview responses and asked our participants to review 
the narratives so the nature of the programs would be accurately portrayed.

To ensure we had a representative group of respondents, we investigated 
the makeup of the response set. Overall, the participants had a demographic 
profi le almost parallel to that of the prior survey and very comparable to the 
most recent POD Network member survey (Winkelmes, 2011). Respon-
dents’ institutions were predominantly public and nonprofi t (65%), with the 
exception of liberal arts colleges, which were 74% private and nonprofi t. The 
Canadian institutions were all public. Of the institutions involved, 13% also 
were identifi ed by respondents as minority-serving institutions or HBCUs. 
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18  FACULTY DEVELOPMENT IN THE AGE OF EVIDENCE

Demographic Profile of Faculty Developers

The changing demographics of students in North American colleges and uni-
versities are well documented, as are the conversations regarding the need for 
the faculty and staff in these institutions to match the demographics of the 
student body. We were interested to see not only how diverse faculty devel-
opers are but also what their academic and professional backgrounds are and 
how long they have been in the fi eld. Taken together, these characteristics can 
help those in the fi eld as a whole understand its members and predict areas 
in need of attention to support a continually growing and thriving future.

Gender 

Efforts to diversify the student bodies of higher education institutions have 
led to dramatic gains for women among undergraduate students and increases 
in the percentage of women faculty as well. Of all full- and part-time faculty 
in 1997, women constituted 41%. In 2013 that percentage had increased to 
49% (U.S. Department of Education, 2014). Our two studies indicate gains 
in the number of women faculty developers as well. In our prior study, 61% of 
respondents were women, and 39% were men. In the current survey, as indi-
cated in Table 1.1, 73% of respondents reported their gender as female, and 
26% as male, percentages similar to those of the latest POD Network mem-
bership survey (Winkelmes, 2011). This overall pattern held across all insti-
tutional types. Comparison with data from our 2006 study also suggests that 
women have been entering the fi eld at a greater rate than men over the past 
decade. Among the women respondents, 65% have been in the fi eld fewer 
than 10 years, compared with only 55% of the male respondents. In contrast, 
44% of the men have been in the fi eld longer than 10 years, compared with 
only 34% of the women, which may suggest that women did not have as 
many opportunities to enter the fi eld 10 or 20 years ago as they do now, or 
that men remain longer in faculty development. It may also refl ect the reality 
that there were simply fewer women faculty to make a transition into faculty 
development.

TABLE 1.1

Gender of Respondents by Institutional Type

Gender All R/D Comp LA CC Can Directors

Female 73% 73% 75% 74% 66% 66% 68%

Male 26% 26% 24% 26% 34% 34% 32%

Note. N = 329; unreported = 6. Because of rounding, some columns may not total 100%. R/D = research/
doctoral institutions; Comp = comprehensive institutions; LA = liberal arts colleges; CC = community 
colleges; Can = Canadian institutions. 
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WHO ARE WE?  19

In the current survey, we were also able to look closely at the issue of 
gender in terms of who holds leadership positions in the fi eld. We found that 
among directors, 68% were female and 32% were male. Interestingly, men 
hold director positions at a level somewhat higher than their proportion in 
the overall population of developers would suggest. 

Race and Ethnicity

Through the POD Network, those in the fi eld of faculty development 
have made concerted efforts to actively pursue a more diverse membership, 
including the establishment of a diversity committee, diversity grants, and 
joint meetings such as a conference in 2011 with members of the POD Net-
work and the HBCU Faculty Development Network. The outcomes of these 
efforts are yet to be realized. The data suggest that Native American/American 
Indians, Asian/Pacifi c Islanders, and Black or African Americans remain but 
a fraction of faculty developers in the POD Network (see Table 1.2). 

Among all respondents, almost 90% were White/Caucasian, a profi le 
identical to the POD Network membership survey of 2010 (Winkelmes, 
2011). Those respondents who identifi ed themselves as Black or African 
American were clustered in HBCUs (12 of 16). Across primary roles and 
positions, we found that developers who identifi ed themselves primarily as 
faculty members were more likely to identify themselves in categories other 
than White (see Table 1.2). However, in analyzing the race and ethnicity 
of faculty developers by age ranges and years in the fi eld, we do not see an 
increase in diversity among newer and younger colleagues. Faculty develop-
ment is a predominantly White profession, in which minorities are signifi -
cantly underrepresented now and potentially into the future.

Age

In the current survey compared to the earlier one, we were able to analyze 
more precisely the ages of the respondents as well as their ages as related to 
the time they have been in their current positions. As indicated in Table 1.3, 
the faculty developers who responded to the survey span a wide range of 
ages; 23% are between 25 and 44, 31% between 45 and 54, and 41% are 
55 or older. This spread across the age spectrum suggests that many develop-
ers may need to fi nd ways to stay engaged after many years of work, while 
another sizable group may need mentoring to learn the ropes. Of particular 
note, 48% of directors are 55 or older, indicating that noteworthy leader-
ship shifts at the institutional level and within the fi eld are likely to occur in 
the next 10 to 15 years. With 72% of associate/assistant directors between 
ages 35 and 54, a substantial group may be functioning essentially as leaders 
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20  FACULTY DEVELOPMENT IN THE AGE OF EVIDENCE

in training, presumably gaining the experience and knowledge that will ena-
ble them to be ready to step into director roles. Given the likely large number 
of retirements among faculty developers in the next decade, the career path 
into faculty development and the pathway to career advancement may need 
to be considered thoughtfully, with attention to expanding the diversity of 
the group that will be moving into senior leadership roles over the coming 
decade. 

Institutional Type

We asked individuals to indicate the type of institution they work in 
because we found in our prior research that there were distinct differences 
in responses to many questions based on respondents’ institutional type. 
The largest percentage of respondents (47%) comes from research or doc-
toral universities, a slightly greater percentage than in the earlier survey 
(44%; Sorcinelli et al., 2006); however, the proportion of respondents from 

TABLE 1.2

Race of Respondents by Primary Role

Primary Role American 
Indian 
or Alaska 
Native

Asian/ 
Pacifi c 
Islander

Black or 
African 
American

White/ 
Caucasian

Prefer Not 
to Answer

All positions 0% 4% 5% 89% 2%

Director 1% 3% 3% 93% 1%

Program 
coordinator

0% 0% 0% 100% 0%

Senior-level 
administrator

0% 2% 5% 88% 5%

Faculty member 0% 4% 18% 76% 2%

Associate/assistant 
director

0% 8% 2% 88% 2%

Technology 
consultant

0% 0% 0% 100% 0%

Instructional 
consultant

0% 7% 0.0% 90% 3%

Chairperson 0% 0% 25% 75% 0%

Educational 
developer

0% 33% 0% 67% 0%

Note. N = 365; unreported = 20. Because of rounding, some rows may not total 100%.
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WHO ARE WE?  21

this group accurately refl ects the membership in the POD Network from 
research and doctoral universities, institutions that have long tended to have 
well-established faculty development programs. The pattern of responses 
from other institutional types is also comparable with the data from the 
earlier study (comprehensive universities, with 19% of the respondents now 
as compared to 23% earlier; liberal arts colleges, with 10% as compared to 
11%; community  colleges, with 10% of the respondents as compared to 9%; 
and Canadian institutions, with 9% of the respondents as compared to 8%). 
Table 1.4 presents the classifi cations of the institutions where the survey 
participants are located. 

Primary Role

We asked participants to indicate the title they consider to be their primary 
title and all the other titles they hold at their institution to better under-
stand the scope of work that faculty developers undertake (see Table 1.5). 
The position of director was represented most frequently across respondents, 
with 42% holding that title. When the roles of respondents were analyzed 

TABLE 1.3

Age of Respondents by Primary Role

Primary Role 25–34 
Years 
Old

35–44 
Years 
Old

45–54 
Years 
Old

55–64 
Years 
Old

65 Years 
and 
Older

Prefer 
Not to 
Answer

All 7% 21% 31% 35% 6% 1%

Director 4% 17% 31% 41% 7% 0%

Program 
coordinator

15% 20% 25% 30% 10% 0%

Senior-level 
administrator

0% 15% 39% 37% 5% 5%

Faculty member 6% 17% 31% 41% 6% 0%

Associate/
assistant director

8% 39% 33% 16% 4% 0%

Instructional 
consultant/
designer/
coordinator

15% 33% 21% 27% 3% 0%

Other 18% 18% 35% 24% 0% 0%

Note. N = 365; unreported = 20. Because of rounding, some rows may not total 100%.
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22  FACULTY DEVELOPMENT IN THE AGE OF EVIDENCE

according to institutional type, different patterns emerged. Research and doc-
toral institutions have a greater proportion of associate and assistant directors 
(22%) among developers who responded than other institutions, probably 
because of the need for administrative leaders to accommodate a range of 
responsibilities, which would be expected in large institutions. Liberal arts 
colleges have a greater proportion of respondents who identify primarily as 
faculty than is the case in other institutional types, which is not surprising 
in institutions where faculty are often expected to wear several different hats 
in their professional roles. In Canadian universities, 36% of the respondents 
hold positions as instructional consultants/other, a much higher proportion 

TABLE 1.4

Respondents by Institutional Type

Institutional Type All (N) All Directors (N) Directors 

Research/doctoral 174 47% 85 44%

Comprehensive 69 19% 43 22%

Liberal arts 38 10% 18 9%

Community college 35 10% 17 9%

Other 15 4% 8 4%

Canadian institution 32 9% 16 8%

Note. All N = 363; directors N = 187; unreported = 18. 

TABLE 1.5

Primary Role by Institutional Type

Primary Role All R/D Comp LA CC Other Can 

Director 42% 40% 51% 35% 37% 57% 48%

Program 
coordinator

6% 3% 4% 5% 17% 29% 3%

Senior-level 
administrator

11% 10% 16% 14% 14% 14% 3%

Faculty member 15% 11% 17% 38% 14% 0% 7%

Associate/
assistant director

13% 22% 3% 8% 6% 0% 3%

Instructional 
consultant/other 14% 15% 9% 0% 12% 14% 36%

Note. N = 376; unreported = 9. Because of rounding, some columns may not total 100%. R/D = research/
doctoral institutions; Comp = comprehensive institutions; LA = liberal arts colleges; CC = community 
colleges; Can = Canadian institutions. 
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WHO ARE WE?  23

in that category than is the case in U.S. institutions. Differences by institu-
tional type are further explored in following chapters. 

The fi ndings suggest that many faculty developers hold more than one 
position in their institution, similar to results from a decade ago. Among all 
respondents, 52% report two or more titles. Among directors, almost two-
thirds (63%) report more than one title; 45% have faculty status as one of 
their other titles. 

Previous Position

We were interested in the career progression of faculty developers because 
very little research has looked at the career paths into faculty development 
(McDonald, 2010). The current survey, therefore, asked participants to indi-
cate the position they had held immediately prior to their current role. As 
indicated in Table 1.6, the results show that more than one-third of directors 
have come to their positions directly from faculty roles (35%). Another 25% 
were associate directors immediately prior to becoming directors. Among 
program coordinators and senior administrators, 33% in each category 
were in faculty roles immediately before assuming their current positions, 
and 30% of the consultant/designer/coordinators were also faculty members 
prior to their current roles. Twenty-eight percent of senior-level administra-
tors reported being directors of faculty development prior to their senior-level 
administrator positions. Although there are some exceptions, it is clear that 
the most common pathway to leadership in faculty development is through 

TABLE 1.6

Previous Roles of Respondents by Most Prevalent Primary Roles

Current Primary Role

Previous Role

DIR PC SLA FAC AD ICD

Director 20% 9% 4% 35% 25% 6%

Program coordinator 11% 17% 6% 33% 6% 11%

Senior-level administrator 28% 5% 28% 33% 5% 0%

Faculty member 9% 6% 6% 64% 2% 4%

Associate/assistant director 9% 15% 0% 23% 17% 21%

Instructional consultant/
designer/coordinator 9% 9% 9% 30% 6% 21%

Note. Some categories in this table have been removed due to low response, resulting in cumulative per-
centages lower than 100%. DIR = director; PC = program coordinator; SLA = senior-level administrator; 
FAC = faculty; AD = associate/assistant director; ICD = instructional consultant/designer. 
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24  FACULTY DEVELOPMENT IN THE AGE OF EVIDENCE

a faculty position. This career path pattern corresponds with the number of 
faculty developers who report also holding faculty status.

Years in Faculty Development 

As an indicator of the degree of mobility or stability in the fi eld, we were 
interested in the number of years faculty developers had held their primary 
positions (Table 1.7). In our 2006 study, we found a less mature directorship 
across the country than is reported in the current study; for example, 43% of 
directors reported having fewer than fi ve years of experience in the position, a 
group we characterized as new developers. In the present study, that percent-
age has dropped to 33%. When we look at the middle years of experience, we 
fi nd appreciably more directors with 6 to 10 years of experience (31% versus 
24%), and with 11 to 14 years of experience (14% versus 9%), and about 
the same percentage of respondents who have been directors for 15 years or 
longer (23% versus 24%). These numbers suggest that a substantial propor-
tion of directors has stayed in their positions, resulting in a somewhat more 
mature leadership group overall. Further, the fact that 23% of directors in 
both studies have been in their positions for 15 years or more, coupled with 
the previously discussed data about the age patterns among respondents, sug-
gests that the fi eld can anticipate signifi cant retirements over the next decade. 
At the same time, however, across all respondents, 39% have been in their 
positions for 5 years or fewer; among directors, as noted, 33% have been in 
their positions for that time. Taken together, these fi gures indicate that those 
in the fi eld should be considering ways to support the particular professional 

TABLE 1.7

Years in Faculty Development by Primary Title

Primary Type 5 Years or Fewer 6–10 11–14 15 Years or More

All 39% 31% 12% 19%

Director 33% 31% 14% 23%

Program 
coordinator

50% 25% 15% 10%

Senior-level 
administrator

20% 43% 15% 23%

Faculty member 59% 24% 2% 15%

Associate/assistant 
director

31% 46% 13% 10%

Other 53% 20% 10% 16%

Note. N = 371; unreported = 14. Because of rounding, some rows may not total 100%. 
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WHO ARE WE?  25

interests and needs of developers at different career stages. Some need oppor-
tunities and support as they gain initial experience, and others at midcareer 
should have professional development opportunities to prepare them to step 
into more senior leadership roles. 

Highest Degree

To enrich our understanding of the career paths and backgrounds of faculty 
developers, we asked respondents to indicate their highest degree and disci-
pline. Looking across institutional types, we found, as indicated in Table 1.8, 
that the work of faculty development is largely attracting individuals with 
substantial education; more than three-quarters (76%) of all respondents 
hold a doctorate or other terminal degree. At research and comprehensive 
universities, that percentage is closer to 90%. Only at community colleges 
and Canadian institutions are the percentages of master’s degree holders 
among the developers who responded higher than that of doctorate hold-
ers. The high proportion of developers who also hold a doctoral or terminal 
degree aligns with the high proportion of those who hold faculty status or 
whose immediate prior position was in the faculty ranks, where the doctorate 
or comparable professional degree is expected.

Disciplinary Background

A particularly interesting demographic fi nding pertains to faculty developers’ 
fi elds of their highest degree, presented in Table 1.9. Although we did not 
ask about disciplinary background in the prior study, in the current study we 
found that the profession of faculty development is highly eclectic in terms 
of drawing individuals from a wide variety of disciplines. 

Although a substantial percentage of faculty developers (42%) earned 
their highest degree in the discipline of education (which is itself a diverse 

TABLE 1.8

Highest Degree (for All Positions) Earned by Institutional Type

Highest Degree All R/D Comp LA CC Other Can

Undergraduate/bachelor’s 
degree

1% 0.6% 0% 0% 3% 0% 3%

Master’s degree 23% 13% 10% 29% 51% 63% 64%

Doctoral/terminal degree 76% 86% 90% 71% 46% 37% 30%

Other 1% 0.6% 0% 0% 0% 0% 3%

Note. N = 372; unreported = 13. Because of rounding, some columns may not total 100%. R/D = 
research/doctoral institutions; Comp = comprehensive institutions; LA = liberal arts colleges; CC = com-
munity colleges; Can = Canadian institutions.
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26  FACULTY DEVELOPMENT IN THE AGE OF EVIDENCE

and eclectic fi eld), there is a solid representation among developers from the 
social and behavioral sciences (27%), fi ne arts and humanities (17%), and 
the STEM disciplines (13%). Also of note, developers who hold a faculty 
appointment come from a greater variety of disciplines, fairly equally spread 
among the previously mentioned areas of study. As a group, directors also 
receive their highest degrees across the full range of fi elds, although the small-
est percentage (12%) hold STEM degrees. Respondents who do not hold a 
faculty appointment are more likely to have degrees in education. 

Conclusion 

The description of how the current study was conducted shows our efforts to 
parallel, to the greatest extent possible, key questions reported in our 2006 
study while also adding questions specifi cally related to important issues 
and changes over the past decade in higher education and in the fi eld of 
faculty development. The demographic, educational, and professional data 
presented in the chapter provide a portrait of the faculty development fi eld 
and suggest issues for consideration in regard to the directions and needs of 
the profession in the coming years. Several critical and interconnected ques-
tions emerge when the data as a whole are reviewed: Why is the fi eld not 
becoming more diverse, and what initiatives or strategies might contribute 
to greater diversity that refl ects changes in the composition of the professori-
ate and the student body? What are the optimal pathways into the fi eld and 
its leadership, and what factors can help shape and support such pathways? 
Who should take responsibility for shaping the pathways into the profession 
of faculty development and for the leadership of the fi eld? 

TABLE 1.9

Respondents’ Field of Highest Degree

Field

All Respondents Faculty Respondents Directors

Frequency % Frequency % Frequency %

Education 148 42 88 28 66 36

STEM 44 13 62 20 23 12

Arts and 
humanities

61 17 58 18 41 22

SBE 93 27 86 27 52 28

Professional 13 4 22 7 2 1

Note. Some respondents indicated more than one fi eld of study. STEM = science, technology, engineering, 
and math; SBE = social, behavioral, and economic sciences; Professional = medicine, health professions, 
and business. 
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WHO ARE WE?  27

Chapter Highlights

• The fi eld is heavily populated with women. Of the developers who 
responded to our current survey, 73% are women, compared with 
61% of respondents reported in our 2006 study. The predominance 
of women is a pattern across institutional types and parallels results 
from a POD Network membership study (Winkelmes, 2011).

• Diversity by race or ethnicity is not characteristic of members of 
the profession. Almost 90% of respondents are White/Caucasian, 
a profi le identical to that reported in the POD Network members 
survey (Winkelmes, 2011).

• Respondents represent a range of ages, with 41% age 55 or older and 
28% between the ages of 25 and 44. Almost half of the directors are 
55 or older, suggesting that substantial retirements are likely to occur 
in the profession in the next decade, and who is coming into the fi eld 
and who is assuming leadership roles should be considered.

• The most common pathway to academic leadership for faculty 
developers is through a faculty position. More than half of the 
respondents report holding more than one institutional position, and 
faculty positions are most frequently mentioned as the other position. 

• As a group, directors of faculty development who responded to 
our current survey have more years of experience in their roles 
than directors who responded to our prior survey. In 2006, 43% 
of directors reported having less than fi ve years of experience in the 
position, compared with 33% in this study.

• More than three-quarters of respondents hold a doctorate or other 
terminal degree. Respondents’ highest degrees span a wide range of 
fi elds, with 42% in education, 27% in social and behavioral sciences, 
17% in fi ne arts and humanities, and 13% in STEM fi elds. 
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