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Study Purpose:
In this study, I am seeking to gain an understanding of what will be needed in T&L centers for the 21st century in higher education at 4-year institutions based on the thoughts and experiences of key stakeholders on campuses. I am interviewing a variety of higher education professionals from a cross-section of faculty, administration, information technology professionals and T&L center staff.
Poster Information:
Introduction
With the explosion of instructional technologies and new teaching methodologies in recent years, supporting the faculty on our campuses has become a much more complex task in the 21st century. Campus leadership has responded in varying ways ranging from creating sophisticated technology support centers to modifying traditional teaching & learning centers to simply leaving faculty to their own devices. All of these have succeeded in varying ways. The purpose of this study is to build on the knowledge gained from these experimentations and explore new models of campus-level support that will better serve faculty in a rapidly evolving world..

Research questions related to this study include:
1. What  issues are most relevant to key stakeholder groups (faculty, T&L professionals, academic & technical leadership, etc.) relative to T&L centers?

2. What are some of the organizational models currently in place on campuses?

3. How effective are these models at meeting current needs? Future needs? As seen by the different stakeholder groups?

4. How is campus executive support for T&L needs of faculty perceived by different stakeholder groups? 

Methods:
Developed a survey instrument with open-ended questions designed to elicit baseline thoughts from key institutional stakeholders.
Indentified and invited specific individuals known to the researcher to participate in the study. 21 individuals from 6 different institutions in differing roles.
Distributed the survey instrument via email and received responses from 13 of 21 invited participants (62% response rate).
Analysis:
Non-exhaustive analysis of text submissions received including baseline coding, field notes, and personal reflections.
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# Participant Profiles

Institutional Types Interviewees

- Online University (1) - T&L Professionals (3)
- Public R1 Institutions (2) - IT Leadership (3)

- Public Comp (1) - Acad Leadership (3)

- Private Liberal Arts (2) - Faculty (4)

Total = 6 institutions Total = 13 participants
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“The edges between the library,
instructional technology and the
teaching & learning center would
blur so that you could barely tell
where one stopped and the other
began.” (CIO, liberal arts college)

On the future idealized
T&L organizational
models

“It’s not enough to acknowledge this and
do nothing about it. Imagine going to the
doctor and being told ‘Well today s
medical journals state that I could treat
vyou with this new method, but that takes

On accepting the y . )
shifting nature of too much time so I am just going to
students and the continue doing what I've always been
growing prominence of doing.”
technology skills for (T&L center professional)

faculty in teaching

“The chasm between the students’
of reference for legitimate...modes
channels of communication and
knowledge transfer and the faculty
members’ frame of reference is growing.”
(CIO. liberal arts college)

“...the reality is that the preparation On how traditional

that goes into teaching is [now] more
of a 7/24/365 kind of effort...I think

walk-in center model is
not adequate for the
future

this will only increase as teaching
methods become more virtual.”
(Tenured faculty member)

On the
lukewarm
perception of
executive
direction on
T&L centers
today

“Mark Hopkins (Williams College, 1824) noted
that ‘the ideal college is Mark Hopkins on one
end of a log and a student on the other.” Our
institution seems to be supportive of teaching &
learning within this cultural miliew.”

(CIO liberal arts college)

“In terms of...support...executive enthusiasm
appears to be ‘e truly do wish you well. Make
the best of what you 've got.””

(T&L center professional)
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1. Executive support of T&L needs is seen as lukewarm to
good (certainly not “bad”). But the general perception is
“yes, we have a center” not well thought through, properlly
funded, or strategically designed.

2. Faculty participation is limited to a small percentage of the
overall campus academic community. (Same people over
and over.)

3. Models are generally centralized, but varied in nature from
highly coordinated and consolidated to traditional silos
models that are fragmented under different areas.

4. Service models are mostly traditional inbound to a “center”
but there is a growing interest in more decentralized,
outbound models that are closer to the faculty and their
teaching work.

5. Faculty do not perceive that they have a real “voice” in
what and how services are delivered. There is a perceived
disconnect between what is delivered and what the faculty
believe their needs to be.

6. Instructional technology skills are central to any model
offered.

7. There is an emerging interest to include students in the
overall T&L service delivery model. (Teaching and learning)

Next steps:

+ In-depth quantitative funding study
« Exploration of “ideal” model / reporting structure

 In-depth understanding of faculty
needs/expectations/perceptions

+ Pursuit of a multi-year national study and ‘best practices’
dissemination




