






and learning, it severely retards the cumulative faculty develop­
ment expertise in the CSU system.

The next greatest departure destination, at 25 percent, was to
retirement. This indicates that directors tend to take the center
directorship toward the end of their careers. Many report that
the directorship is a vehicle for giving back to the university by
sharing one's accumulated wisdom with newer faculty. Next, of
the 13 percent who left the center director position in order to
take a similar job in another state, their reasons included the
desire to move closer to family or to leave an unhealthy work
environment. And finally, the 10 percent who returned to teach­
ing have tended to be midcareer faculty who reported that they
missed teaching and discipline-based research. There are no
doubt other reasons for leaving the center director position that
are personal and have gone unreported, such as being ineffective
or not enjoying the work.

Underdeveloped Expertise

How does a novice center director become an expert? Bransford,
Brown, and Cocking (2000), presenting research from the cogni­
tive sciences, caution that expertise falls on a continuum, from
novice to expert, and is field-dependent; hence, it typically does
not transfer directly from one field to another. Moreover, the
nature of expertise is such that experts in a field have developed
a well-organized knowledge base that they thoroughly under­
stand, can easily calion and use, and often adapt to fit different
conditions. Given the requirements needed for a center director
to develop expertise in this role, and given the long-running per­
formance of the "Center Director Disappearing Acts," the CSU
system needs to address factors that may increase center director
retention in the position so that directors attain an operational
level of expertise, leading to that systemwide preeminence, as
envisioned by CSU visionaries in 1994.

Historically, our center directors have been recruited from the
ranks of campus tenured faculty with outstanding teaching records
and interest in faculty development; however, few have experience
in directing a center and even fewer a well-organized knowledge
base in designing curriculum, instruction, and assessments for a

variety of disciplines. In the 2006 survey of center directors, of the
nineteen responding, one came from the field of education, three
from educational technology, and one from educational administra­
tion. The other disciplines represented include computer science.
communication studies, sociology, English. history. political science,
plant science, nursing. and business law. Hence, with expertise in a
wide range of disciplines not directly related to faculty professional
development, new center directors get on-the-job training in order
to develop expertise in learning theory. instructional strategies.
course design, assessment, working with faculty and administrators,
and managing a center. Nancy Chism (2006) made this comment
in a POD session: ''For the School of Medicine. we don't say, 'You're
healthy; let's make you dean of the school.' However, in faculty
development we often say, 'You teach well; let's make you head of
our center," Perhaps the CSU is guilty of doing this, as currently
only one campus out of twenty-three employs a director who was

hired as an experienced faculty developer through a nationwide
search. Might this practice of selecting inexperienced faculty devel­
opers contribute to our revolving door of center directors? Would
director longevity improve if experienced faculty development pro­
fessionals were hired to fill the CSU center director positions?
Would these individuals need to hold tenured faculty positions to
be perceived as credible by our disciplinary faculty?

Mullinix (2008) is exploring the perceived impact of center
director faculty status on director credibility with discipline-based
faculty, and she finds that a significant majority of experienced
faculty development professionals "perceived faculty status to be
an important contributor to their credibility. effectiveness. and
interactions with faculty colleagues" (p. 190). This may lead us to
conclude that if experienced faculty development professionals
are hired by the CSU in the future, it is important that they be
tenure-track in order to increase center director retention rates
without compromising center director effectiveness with faculty.

Magicians on Overload
The responsibilities of our center directors are numerous and
varied. Surveys conducted in 1996, 2002, and 2006 confirm a
high level of center productivity. In the most recent 2006 survey.



with nineteen center directors responding, the majority of center
directors (50 to 100 percent) reported the following activities as
"major responsibilities" of their centers:

• Providing pedagogical workshops
• Establishing faculty learning communities
• Conducting individual faculty consultations
• Providing academic technology workshops
• Organizing fall-term new-faculty orientations
• Providing new-faculty programs throughout the year
• Administering mini-grants and follow-up
• Supporting Retention, Tenure, and Promotion portfolio

development
• Promoting scholarship of teaching and learning projects

(Faculty Development Council Survey, 2006)

Moreover, 42 percent report major responsibility for providing
service learning support and 32 percent for coordinating pro­
gram assessment. In addition, 37 percent report having a peer­
review or peer coaching program, and 32 percent run book
groups. In order to provide these faculty deve1<:~pment programs,
80 percent of our centers have at least one dedicated room; how­
ever, the other 20 percent have no room dedicated to their. use.

Do our center directors feel overloaded? And if so, does this over­
load lead to stress, and ultimately, director burnout in early stages of
careers, accounting for some of the CSU center director turnover?
The systemwide study provides answers to these questions. .

Job burnout starts with stress, which is often the result of~emg
faced with too many demands, a lack of rewards, and a feelmg of
powerlessness (Potter, 1998). Eventually, an individu~l's co~ing

skills are strained, and she may burn out and quit the JOb.
Merriam-Webster's Online Dictionary defines burnout as "exhaustion
of physical or emotional strength or motivation usually as a .result of
prolonged stress or frustration." Recalling the cent~r dlre~tors'

meeting where Center Director Burnout was the tOpIC, ke~ Ideas
from this discussion appear in Table 5.1 and suggest why SIXteen
of the seventeen center directors in attendance have since left
the position.

Table 5.1. Themes and Suggestions for Avoiding
Center Director Burnout

Theme I. Network with colleagues.

1. Attend dean and associate dean meetings with your provost. z
2. Become a member of campus committees and the faculty senate.
3. Recruit good advisory board members and promise not to

overload them with excessive demands.

Theme II. Just say no.

1. Have a clear view of your mission and only accept responsibilities
and opportunities consistent with it.

2. Tie new initiatives to resources (only agree to support an effort
with additional staff or budget).

3. Don't stretch so far that you undermine the quality of what you
are already doing.

4. Negotiate your role with your supervisor. If you have multiple roles,
negotiate less than full-time expectations with each supervisor.
Invite your supervisors to meet with you all together. so they have a
better understanding of their joint expectations of you.

5. Set deadlines and limits (for example, do not provide last-minute
assistance to grant writers).

Theme III. Get the human resources you need to do your job well.

1. Know the tasks performed by other units on campus and refer
appropriate inquiries to them.

2. Develop skills in others (for example. recruit faculty who will
assume responsibility for some programs).

3. Recruit workshop leaders. Don't try to do everything yourself.
4. Delegate some responsibilities to student assistants.

Theme IV. Take care of yourself.

1. Make hard decisions about your continued role in your
discipline. Don't try to be a full-time expert in your
discipline and a full-time faculty developer.

2. Find an intersection between your discipline and faculty
development (for example, become active in teaching-related
aspects of your discipline).

3. Make hard decisions about your continued role as a teacher.
Don't try to teach more than you can cope with in addition to
your faculty development role.

4. Protect your health with appropriate exercise and diet.
5. Recognize that you can't do everything.

(Continued)



Table 5.1. Themes and Suggestions for Avoiding Center
Director Burnout (Continued)

Theme V. Advocate for your center.

1. Advocate for yourself through periodic reports to the right people.
2. Advocate for yourself through a flashy brochure and a newsletter

or Web site.
3. Get others to advocate on your behalf. When people express

gratitude for your work, suggest that they let those above you
know about it, too.

4. Schmooze your provost. What initiatives are important to him or her?
What resources can he or she provide you to make them happen?

5. Walk about campus with an administrator; let him or her see your
connections to the faculty.

Theme VI. Replace yourself.

1. Mentor your own replacement to ensure continuity when you take
a sabbatical or leave the position.

2. Develop skills in other faculty so you can delegate responsibilities
to them.

3. Get resources for an associate director, program coordinator, or
graduate student intern.

These suggestions for combating burnout imply that these
hard-working center directors created self-protective radar
screens in order to identify and eliminate tasks that placed exces­
sive demands on their time and well-being; moreover, they
resorted to myriad informal social connections and marketing
tactics in order to earn administrative approval and gain
resources to run their centers. Where are the clear position
descriptions and sufficient, predictable budgets that might allevi­
ate some of the stress associated with directing these centers?
Perhaps part of the reason they are lacking lies in our history, as
many of the CSU Teaching and Learning Centers sprang up vir­
tually overnight in the early to mid-1990s. At that time, many
director position descriptions were merely one-paragraph blurbs
defining general duties, such as "to support faculty in their multi­
ple roles, " with a modest budget allocation to match. These limi­
tations aside, the development of Teaching and Learning Centers
on each CSU campus signaled an interest in faculty professional

development and student learning, and many of us were excited
to be a part of this new teaching and learning focus in higher
education.

Retention Motivators for Center Directors

Having just returned from a POD conference excursion to
Fallingwater-Frank Lloyd Wright's acclaimed architectural
masterpiece in Pennsylvania-I cannot help but reflect on the
degree to which pre-planning resulted in a magnificent concrete
home cantilevered above a roaring waterfall among huge rocks.
Similarly, can our faculty development centers become attractive
and stable units if we plan now by surveying the landscape, situat­
ing ourselves on a strong foundation, and avoiding large over­
hanging boulders? The current reality of having many novice
center directors in the CSU presents not only a challenge to
mentor them but also a critical point for change if we can iden­
tify and implement institutional conditions that might foster
retention of directors.

To better understand what factors might motivate a center
director to remain in this position for five more years, a short
anonymous survey was conducted at a systemwide center direc­
tors' semi-annual meeting in late fall, 2007. Fifteen of the nine­
teen permanent center directors, representing 80 percent of the
permanent-director group, responded to the following question:

What would motivate you personally to stay in the Center director
position for five more years versus moving to a new position? Think
in terms of anything your university could realistically do for youl
your Center as being possible. List five motivators, if possible.

Most directors were able to list five motivators, resulting in a
total of fifty-eight items. In analyzing these items, those listed by
only one center director were removed from the sample.
Subsequently, items were categorized, and percentages of the
total remaining were calculated. yielding the following results, as
shown in Table 5.2. Moreover, these responses were analyzed
according to the years of experience as a center director. Of
those responding, 30 percent were considered "experienced" fac­
ulty developers (five years or more experience), whereas the



Table 5.2. Motivators for Center Directors to Stay
in This Position for Five More Years

other 70 percent were combined, representing either "novice"
(up to two years experience) or "moderately experienced" (from
two to five years experience).

Experienced faculty developers' motivators to remain in the
position differed from those of the less experienced developers in
that they had an institutional focus. For example, experienced fac­
ulty developers listed motivators such as the following: a stable
administration, an institutional decision-making role, administra­
tive support, and higher-level reporting lines. The novice and
moderately experienced faculty developers' motivators were more
center-focused. For example, these newer developers typically listed
the following: staff support, released time, increased budget.
more faculty associates, and dedicated center space. This indicates
a developmental path toward the desire for greater institutional
involvement and impact as individuals mature in the center direc­
tor position. Also of interest was that none of our center directors

Motivator Percentage

More resources 40%
(half responded
increased lmdget)

Enacted institutional 30%
mission that values
faculty development
(FD)

Enhanced 15%
decision-making
responsibility in the
university

Center physical 15%
space

Examples

Increased budget,
released-time, staff
time, and faculty
associate time

Institutional actions
that show support and
commitment for FD
(such as encouraging
facul ty participation) ,
as well as growth of FD

Report to provost;
value center director
input and expertise,
not just a midwife for
campus initiatives

Provide a permanent
physical space; better
location

listed what might be termed self-serving motivators, such as
greater salary compensation, elevated rank, or high-status title.

Potential Solutions
How can the picture I have described here-The Case of =the
CSU Center Directors' Disappearing Acts-be interpreted and
what possible solutions can be otTere~? General job satis~action
reports, organizational development hterature, and expenenced
educational developers provide insights.

The Society of Human Resource Management (SH~) ann~­
ally interviews employees and human resource professlOnals i~
order to publish aJob Satisfaction Survey ~epor.t. Its purpos~ is
to identify factors that contribute to job satlsfactlon so orgalllza­
tions can implement measures to retain skilled employees. The
SHRM 2007 Report lists the top five "very important" job satisfaction
aspects, in order of importance, as the following: compen.sati?n,
benefits, job security, work-life balance, and commumcanon
between employees and senior management (Meisinger, 2007).
This list demonstrates how unique higher education employment
opportunities and faculties are, in that only the last one on the
top-five list-"communication with se~ior management"~appears
comparable to a motivational need Cited by our cente~ directors,
identified as "institutional support." That our center directors do
not mention the other top-three satisfaction aspects may indicate
that either they are well compensated, with benefits and securitr.
or that these are not their top-priority job-satisfaction needs. It is
less clear that work-life balance goes unnoticed by center direc­
tors, as this area was not investigated directly; however, directors
do report a need for more human resources in order to provide
center services. Moreover, center directors typically come to cam­
pus five days per week, whereas their previous teaching schedules
often permitted an on-campus schedule of three to four days per
week. And recalling that all of our center directors are discipline­
based faculty, directors with five~ays-per-week center-director
schedules must relegate disciplinary-scholarship projects to the
weekends, which by most definitions constitutes a work-life

imbalance.
Nelson (1988) states that the goal of organizational develop-

ment is to improve the functioning of the entire organizational
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system. For colleges and universities, this means students, faculty,
administrators, and staff. Moreover, organizational development
is based on the assumption that an organization is most effective
when both individual goals and organizational goals are inte­
grated (Nelson, 1998). This suggests that if greater student learn­
ing and talent development are a high priority for the university,
the Teaching and Learning Center director holds a pivotal role
in this goal's attainment.

Chism (199R) addresses the role of center directors in promot­
ing institutional change, noting the importance of achieving the
following to be most effective in that role: alignment of center
goals with institutional priorities, development of center director
authority, as derived from credibility and respect, and develop­
ment of enabling conditions, such as access, which she defines as
"ready channels of communication with individual faculty, gover­
nance bodies, and curriculum/course design decisionmakers
and participation on task forces and committees that deal with
these issues" (p. 146) and resources.

Bolman and Deal (1992) cite many of the same factors as Chism,
listing the following as necessary characteristics for effective team­
work: "clear goals, open communication, shared leadership, and
a comfortable, informal atmosphere" (p. 35). Recalling the CSU
center director report" of desiring a meaningful decision-making
role within the university, it is critical that center directors become
integral team members on the provost's cabinet if student-learning
initiatives are a high priority of the university.

Table 5.3 provides a graphic to visually depict, organize, and
suggest outcomes for factors contributing to center director satis­
faction and retention. Nilson (2007) argues persuasively that a
well-erafted graphic enhances our ability to both comprehend
and draw inferences about information. Those are the goals of
this matrix, In developing the Center Director Retention Matrix,
I have borrowed from the business world by adapting Ambrose's
(1987) change matrix format. Moreover, this matrix draws sub­
stantively from organizational development and change principles
(Bolman & Deal. 1992; Nelson, 1988), the work of Chism, CSU
Report", and CSU center director surveys and personal interviews,



This discussion of center director disappearing acts must be
placed in the context of our goals for higher education. How
much do we value good faculty development that leads to good
teaching and good learning? Bok (2006), former president of
Harvard University, states that our colleges are underachieving
and accomplishing far less for students than they should.
Reflecting on the quality of undergraduate education, he asks,
"Has the quality of teaching improved? More important, are students
learning more than they did in lY50?" To these questions Bok
responds, "The honest answer is that we do not know" (p. 30).
Bok describes a tendency for faculties and academic leaders to
focus on subject matter and neglect pedagogy with a "studied dis­
regard of the research on student development in college" (p. 50).
Noting that chan~ng instructional methods requires a lot of effort,
Bok determines that neither university faculties nor administra­
tors are motivated to discover better ways of educatin~ students.

so business as usual continues.
Fink (2003) discusses barriers to change in teaching faced by

faculties themselves, including overcoming habitual teaching pat­
terns, receiving no encouragement to rethink their assumptions
about teaching, finding the time to learn and prepare for alter­
native ways of teaching, and being confronted by uncooperative
students who reject an innovative teaching strategy with which

they are unfamiliar.
Holding firm the belief that all faculties can change instruc-

tional methods in favor of those designed to improve student
learning and recognizing that there are many challenges to over­
come, 1 conclude that the CSU must strengthen the connection
between our CSU Teaching and Learning Centers and campus­
wide initiatives related to teaching and learning. Center directors
are the principal campuswide teachers of and advocates for
instructional innovations, encouraging others to keep a laser's
focuS on intentional teaching, curriculum and assignment design,
and outcomes assessment. It is, therefore. critical that we provide

Conclusion

resignation and, ultimately, increased center director turnover
rates and compromised faculty development pro~rams.
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our Teaching and Learning Center directors with the necessary
resources--human and financial-to effectively operate the CSU
centers and campuswide programs. In addition, we must allow
directors a respite from non-center-related university-service tasks
in order for them to become experts at center directing and ped­
agogy, leading to career-long center director roles on CSU cam­
puses. In some instances, center director impact and longevity
will increase through hiring experienced professional faculty
developers and giving them a tenured faculty position. If we
eagerly support these steps, the CSU system will edge closer to the
lofty goal expressed in 1994-that of "becoming the preeminent
system faculty development operation in the country."
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