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Maximizing the productivity potential of  faculty development 
requires an understanding of  the field's current condition, and the 
meaning and implications of  that condition.  The condition of  
faculty development has been anecdotally accepted as gendered; a 
scan of  the field reveals there are indeed far more women than 
men active in it. The objective of  this poster presentation is to 
explore the gender make-up of  faculty developers, and discuss 
possible meanings and implications for the field.  Measuring the 
gender make-up of  faculty developers in various institutional types 
and positions, and examining their resources and actions within 
those circumstances can yield a deeper understanding that can be 
applied to innovation in the field. 

Data were collected from professional faculty developers, using an 
online survey, and analyzed using descriptive statistics.  Preliminary 
results show that the field is indeed gendered, and that there are 
additional gender-based imbalances within the field.  Exploring the 
composition of  faculty development can lead to broader 
understanding, and innovation within the field. 
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Who has Money and Prestige?

The data used here were collected as part of  a two-stage mixed 
methods study that examined the organizational structures, 
collaborative relationships, and priorities that drive the practice of  
faculty developers across the range of  institutions of  higher 
education. The first stage of  collection was a web-based survey of  
members of  four faculty and professional development 
organizations.  This first stage is the one from which the data used 
in this paper were collected.
The survey consists of  48 questions in 10 sections, and a final 
question allowing for open comments about the survey and the 
participant's thoughts. Four of  these sections were administered 
only to participants who identified themselves as directors or 
coordinators of  their program to ensure that institutional program 
information was provided consistently by one participant per 
institution. These four areas included Institutional Classification 
and Information, Program Description, Program Goals and 
Purposes, and Interdepartmental and Collaborative Efforts. The 
six sections administered to all participants include Faculty 
Developer Experience and Demographics, Audience, Program 
Foci, Program Approaches, Assessment of  Programs and the 
Future of  Faculty Development. 
The Professional and Organizational Development (POD) 
Network in Higher Education is the preeminent organization for 
faculty developers; its membership made up the bulk of  the 
potential respondent pool for this study.  A total of  385 responses 
were received, for a response rate of  30 percent.  During data 
collection, three attempts were made to contact possible 
respondents; no further attempts were made to contact non-
respondents. Data were analyzed using descriptive statistics, 
correlations, and ANOVA and linear regression, as appropriate.

1) What is the gender make-up of  the field of  faculty 
development, and subsets of  the field?

2) What meaning, if  any, can be inferred from this   
current condition of  the field? 

3) What are the likely implications of  this gender make-
up?
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• Is 45-49 years old
• Is white/Caucasian
• Has a doctoral degree in education
• Held the previous position of  faculty 

member
• Has held a position of  responsibility in  

Faculty Development for 8.90 years at 
their current institution, and a total of  
9.30 years.

• Is working in a single, centralized unit with 
dedicated staff

• Has a budget of  $151,500
• Has a team of  6.75 Full Time Employees

• Is 55-59 years old
• Is white/Caucasian
• Has a doctoral degree in education
• Held the previous position of  faculty 

member
• Has held a position of  responsibility in 

Faculty Development for 9.53 years at 
their current institution, and a total of  
11.33 years.

• Is working in a single, centralized unit 
with dedicated staff

• Has a budget of  $168,600
• Has a team of  7.90 Full Time Employees
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Female
Male There is a notable imbalance in budget distribution.  While both 

male and female directors have budget amounts that vary from small 
to large, when we consider who is operating on a ‘small budget’ the 
imbalance emerges.  The mean budgets of  male directors are higher 
than female directors’ at research/doctoral, and comprehensive 
institutions, as well as over all. So although female directors have 
higher mean budgets than male in some situations, male directors 
are holding a disproportionate amount of  faculty development 
dollars.  

At the program level in faculty development, men in the field 
possess more than their share of  the power. Proportionally speaking, 
44.9% of  men in the field fill director positions, compared with only 
40.3 percent of  women, and 6.1% of  men in the field are program 
coordinators, compared to 5.3 percent of  women. Men hold a 
disproportionate number of  director positions in all institutional 
classifications except master's granting colleges and universities, in 
which they hold a share in equal proportion to their participation in 
the field.

The responses from this study affirm that faculty development is 
gendered. Respondents were 73 percent female, and 26.4 percent 
male, with 0.5 percent responding 'prefer not to answer' (N = 371; 
Unreported = 14). The prevalence of  women in the field holds up 
across institutional classifications, and overall, is not a phenomenon 
linked only to particular colleges and universities.


