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Introduction
    It has been said that attempting to produce change in higher education is “harder than tying to move a graveyard” (Fife, 1982, p. xv). In particular, faculty resistance to change can be so intense that it once prompted the former president of the University of Chicago to caustically claim that, “Every advance in education is made over the dead bodies of 10,000 resisting professors” (Robert Hutchins, quoted in Seymour, 1988). More recently, the term “herding cats” has been used as a metaphor for the task of attempting to get faculty to work together on any new initiative. 

    This article will focus on strategies targeted at faculty to promote change or buy-in with respect to first-year experience (FYE) programs and initiatives. It rests on the assumption that there are faculty who may be intrinsically interested and willing to become involved in FYE programming if they knew exactly what roles they could play and why they should play them.  
The Why of It: The Case for Faculty Involvement with First-Year Experience Programs 

    While it is deplorable that many faculty do not become involved with first-year students outside the classroom, it is understandable why faculty do not get involved because their graduate education provides them with no preparation for (or mention of) this role, and upon entering the professoriate, new-faculty orientation and professional development often do not encourage it. 

    The research evidence supporting faculty involvement with students outside the classroom is formidable and the positive outcomes empirically associated with it are multiple. One would be hard-pressed to find any other college-experience variable with as much empirical support for as many positive educational outcomes. In short, research indicates that faculty-student contact outside the classroom is empirically associated with multiple, positive student outcomes, which include the following:

(1) retention/persistence to graduation 

(2) academic achievement/performance 

(3) critical thinking
(4) personal and intellectual development 

(5) educational aspirations 

(6) satisfaction with faculty  

(7) college satisfaction 
(8) perceptions of college quality (Astin, 1977, 1993; Kuh, 1991, 1995; Kuh et al., 1991, 

     1994; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991, 2005; Tinto, 1993)
Furthermore, the positive effects of faculty-student contact outside of class have been found to have a direct effect on educational outcomes that is independent of other college experiences and student characteristics. Thus, its association with positive outcomes cannot be simply dismissed as being caused by the tendency of already high-achieving students to engage in more frequent out-of-class contact with faculty.

The What of It: Varieties of Meaningful Faculty-Student in FYE Programming
    The wider the range of options offered to faculty for contributing to the FYE, the greater will be their sense of control or ownership of the process and the greater the likelihood they will find an activity that represents a “good fit.” Listed below is a range of activities that may be already available, or could be made available, to faculty for involvement with FYE initiatives.
- Faculty participate in new-student orientation by leading small-group discussions relating to summer reading or short reading given during orientation.

- Faculty interact with students at a reception following new-student convocation to provide students with information about their disciplines and careers related to their disciplines.

- Faculty, particularly those not involved in academic advising first-year students, serve as mentors or coaches for first-year students. 
- Faculty sponsor or moderate student clubs or organizations for activities that reflect the faculty members’ avocational interests (e.g., cycling, chess, theatre)
- Faculty sponsor departmental clubs for new students interested in or majoring in their field.
- Faculty members visit student residences to conduct small-group discussions relating to course content, test-review sessions, tutoring, or academic advising. 

- Faculty make themselves available as interviewees for new students. For example, students interview a faculty member in their major or a potential field of interest as an assignment in their FYE course.
- Faculty sponsor service-learning experiences for students in areas relating to their academic discipline.
- Faculty join students on college committees, taskforces, or councils (e.g., student retention committee, FYE advisory council, or student involvement task force).
- Faculty utilize student research teams, enabling talented first-year students to gain experience as research assistants and a potential product for use as a senior honors thesis, joint conference presentation with a faculty member, or professional publication co-authored with a faculty member.

The wide range of strategies cited in the foregoing list suggests that meaningful faculty involvement in first-year program initiatives may occur in multiple and varied contexts.

Given the plethora of positive outcomes that are empirically associated with faculty-student interaction outside the classroom, a multi-faceted approach to stimulating such interaction is likely to promote synergistic effects on first-year student success. 

The How of It: Avenues for Delivering the Involvement Message to Faculty
   Two key routes for informing and enlisting faculty involvement in FYE initiatives and their options for involvement are new-faculty orientation program and faculty development programming. In addition to presenting information in person to faculty in these settings, information may be made available to faculty in print (e.g., a brochure detailing the variety of opportunities for faculty involvement with first-year students).

New-Faculty Orientation

   This may be a timely opportunity to deliver a short presentation to newly hired faculty, at which time a case may be made for their involvement with first-year students. New-faculty orientation might also be a propitious time to “educate” faculty about what student affairs professionals do, why they can do it better by collaborating with faculty, and how working together works in the best interest of students at the college. New faculty may be especially good candidates for involvement in FYE programming because they may be eager to make a good impression and have yet to fall into any professional habits that might interfere with their involvement.
Faculty Development Programming
    Periodic workshops, seminars, or brown-bag lunch discussions may be offered that outline ways in which faculty may become involved with students outside the classroom, and why this involvement is so important to first-year student success. Many college faculty do not realize how much impact they have on student retention, nor are they aware of what specific things they can do inside and outside the classroom to reduce student attrition. 

    Faculty development efforts orchestrated by FYE professionals may be offered in conjunction with, or as a component of, the college’s faculty development program. If your campus does have such a faculty development program, it is likely that the faculty member running that program will be willing to collaborate because faculty development often involves promoting faculty behavior that contributes to student learning and student success. 

Conclusion

    Thus far, the focus has been on strategies aimed at increasing faculty member’s intrinsic motivation to become involved in FYE programming by appealing to evidence and student-centeredness. What follows is a discussion of the role of administration in providing extrinsic motivation via faculty-centered rewards and incentives that appeal to their professional advancement and self-interest.
Role of Administration
Faculty involvement in FYE initiatives may be promoted by means of (1) intrinsic motivators, such as appeals to logic, altruism, and the creation of opportunities for faculty input or sense of ownership, and (2) extrinsic motivators, such as public recognition, monetary compensation, or release time. The previous issue of this column focused on intrinsic motivational strategies for stimulating faculty involvement in FYE programming by appeals to empirical evidence and faculty altruism. This issue turns to extrinsic motivational strategies that target faculty self-interest and professional advancement. The importance of extrinsic motivators is underscored by research indicating that one key to negotiating effective change is addressing the question, “What’s in it for me?” (Engelkemeyer & Landry, 2001, p. 10)

Traditional faculty recognition-and-reward practices serve as disincentives for faculty involvement in FYE programs; they reinforce research-oriented activities, usually involving upper-class and graduate students, which support their own professional advancement. Milem, Berger, and Day (cited in Braxton, 2000) found that faculty in virtually all types of baccalaureate-granting institutions are spending less time interacting with students outside the classroom. These findings reinforce those of Kuh, Schuh, Whitt, and Associates (1991), who report that faculty are spending more of their non-teaching time pursuing research and publication, leaving out-of-class contact with undergraduates to student affairs staff. In fact, at many postsecondary institutions, faculty who decide to become involved in FYE programs do so at the risk of retarding their prospects for conventional professional advancement. FYE professionals may need to initiate dialogue with academic administrators and encourage them to intentionally restructure faculty reward systems in a fashion that supports and validates faculty involvement with student-success initiatives. 

Strategies for Encouraging Administrative Support
Inform administrators of the research that points to the critical role that faculty play in promoting student persistence and success.  Research indicates that most academic administrators do not make decisions that are fully informed by research, simply because they do not have time to retrieve and review the relevant literature (Eckel, Kezar, & Lieberman, 1999). FYE professionals may be able to assist by supplying academic leaders with reader-friendly research summaries that demonstrate the power of faculty involvement with students. 
Encourage high-level administrators to demonstrate visible support for faculty involvement with FYE programming. There are two ways in which administrators can do this without investing large amounts of time or money: (a) by calling attention to FYE events in their formal addresses and written messages to the college community (e.g., kickoff events that inaugurate a new academic year, state-of-the-college reports, position statements, and strategic plans) and (b) by their presence at FYE events (e.g., providing welcoming or closing messages). Research on first-year student advocates reveals that the factor they most often cite for their ability to successfully promote change is support from the president or other chief administrator (Anttonen & Chaskes, 2002). 

Lobby for establishment of a standing college committee whose explicit charge is to oversee and promote faculty involvement with students. Ideally, this committee should be built into the college’s operational structure or organizational chart, thereby ensuring that attention to this issue becomes institutionalized and enduring (rather episodic).

Encourage administrators to create incentives and provide rewards for faculty involvement with students outside the classroom. Faculty incentives, recognition, and reward structures that FYE professionals may suggest to administrators include the following: 

· Student-service awards or certificates of recognition to outstanding faculty, which publicly recognize their out-of-class contributions to students at well-attended college functions (e.g., graduation or convocation)

· Letters of commendation for inclusion in faculty’s personnel file or professional portfolio 

· Faculty release time or workload reduction for their involvement in student activities (e.g., club sponsorship)

· Travel funds targeted for faculty participation in conferences that focus on student development and student success

· Stipends for faculty contact with students outside the classroom (e.g., funds for taking students to lunch/dinner or cultural/athletic events)

· Incentive grants for faculty to involve undergraduates as partners in teaching, research, or professional service

· Merit pay or meritorious performance awards for exemplary forms of faculty involvement with students outside the classroom

· Serious consideration of faculty involvement with students in decisions about faculty rank, promotion, and tenure.

A good illustration of bold administrative action taken to intentionally reward faculty for student-centered activities is the creation of faculty positions titled “professors of practice” (POP) at research institutions. For example, at Duke University, POPs are full-time faculty members who are not hired for tenure-track positions, but are given regularly renewable contracts ranging from 3 to 10 years (average minimum contract is 5 years).  Their salaries are comparable to those of tenure-track faculty, and they receive the same fringe benefits, with the exception that they are not guaranteed sabbaticals, but must apply for them. These professors are evaluated primarily on teaching and are not expected to generate multiple publications of highly specialized, discipline-based research. Instead, research expectations are more modest and scholarship is more broadly defined to include research that has an applied focus. POP programs similar to Duke’s have been established at Emory University and New York University (Fogg, 2004).
Lobby for restructuring or redefining faculty roles and responsibilities to make “service” to students a normal or regular faculty responsibility, which is routinely expected and rewarded. For example, lobby to broaden the definition of “service to the college” so that faculty may fulfill this professional responsibility not only through academic committee work, but also through faculty involvement with students outside the classroom. 
Seek support from middle managers (e.g., college deans and department chairs).  At many colleges and universities, power is decentralized and resides heavily in autonomous departments that operate by their own rules and reward systems. The higher educational reform movement has “lacked any plan for transforming middle-level university structures, most notably the academic department. Yet the department is arguably the definitive locus of faculty culture” (Edwards, 1999, p. 18). Survey findings gathered from colleges that have received and implemented Achieving the Dream grants indicate that the extent to which faculty actually use campus data collected  on student success depends more on the policies and practices of their individual department than the college as a whole (Jenkins & Kerrigan, 2009). 

    These findings strongly suggest that in addition to seeking support from high-level administrators to promote faculty involvement, support should also be sought from mid-level administrators because they may exert significant influence on faculty attitudes and behavior. Listed below are recommended strategies for enlisting the support of middle-level leadership. 

· Ask deans and department chairs to encourage their faculty members’ involvement with students, publicly recognize their involvement, or reward it in faculty promotion-and-tenure decisions. 

· Request that deans and department chairs consider faculty candidates’ history of involvement with students as one criterion in new-faculty recruitment and hiring decisions. More specifically, encourage faculty search committees to adopt some or all of the following practices:

· Review candidates’ application materials for evidence of involvement with students outside the classroom (e.g., experiences listed on the applicant’s vita; references to student-centered experiences mentioned in the applicant’s cover letter, statement of educational philosophy, or letters of recommendation).

· Incorporate questions in the interview process that call for information about faculty candidates’ attitudes toward student development and retention (e.g., their attitudes about teaching under-prepared students, co-curricular programming, and advising or mentoring students outside the classroom).

· Include students and student affairs professionals in the faculty-selection process; for example, ask them to meet faculty candidates who are brought to campus and allow them the opportunity for input into new-faculty hiring decisions.

Conclusion

    Intentional reform of faculty-reward and faculty-recruitment practices lies at the heart of any systemic, permanent solution to the long-standing problem of faculty indifference and resistance to student-success initiatives. Efforts made by FYE professionals to get faculty involved in student-centered programming do not take place in a vacuum, but as part of an intricate system that typically includes countervailing forces, which pull faculty away from student-centered activities. Organizational research indicates that promote successful change requires the use of “systems thinking” (Schroeder, 2005; Senge, 1990). Individual efforts on the part of well-intended FYE advocates to enlist faculty involvement will never be fully realized until such micro-level efforts are augmented by macro-level support from high-level and mid-level campus leaders. This will require bold and visionary leadership to reform faculty reward practices so as to ensure that faculty who invest time and effort in the retention and advancement of first-year students do not do so at the risk of jeopardizing their own professional retention and advancement. Until the issue of faculty rewards is honestly acknowledged and vigorously addressed by high- and mid-level administrators, laments about lack of faculty involvement in the FYE will continue unabated, as will the perennial question: “Got faculty?” 
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