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TEACHING	  AND	  LEARNING	  CENTERS’	  EVOLVING	  TRANSFORMATION	  ROLE:	  NATIONAL	  SURVEY	  RESULTS	  
	  

Increasing	   numbers	   of	   higher	   educaKon	   insKtuKons	   are	   reconsKtuKng	   their	   Centers	   for	   Teaching	   and	  
Learning	   to	   help	   their	   organizaKons	   advance	   student	   success	   through	   academic	   innovaKon	   and	   improved	  
support	  for	  students	  and	  faculty.	  However,	  liRle	  is	  known	  about	  how	  these	  changes	  are	  being	  implemented.	  	  
In	   January	   2015	  we	   distributed	   the	  first	   known	   naKonal	   survey	   of	   campus	   teaching	   and	   learning	   centers.	  	  
Survey	  items	  were	  validated	  by	  experts.	  Employed	  “snowball	  sampling”	  approach.	  Total	  of	  163	  respondents,	  
fairly	  evenly	  distributed	  among	  public/private,	  4-‐	  and	  2-‐year,	  research	  and	  comprehensive.	  

Centers	  for	  teaching	  and	  learning	  are	  clearly	  evolving,	  o`en	  providing	  the	  underlying	  structure	  necessary	  to	  
support	   academic	   change	   more	   broadly.	   	   These	   centers’	   missions	   are	   shi`ing	   from	   a	   reacKve	   “faculty	  
development”	  focus	  to	  a	  more	  proacKve	  “teaching	  and	  learning	  transformaKon”	  focus.	  	  Student	  success,	  not	  
just	  faculty	  success,	  is	  now	  a	  priority	  for	  most.	  	  As	  part	  of	  this	  mission	  shi`,	  these	  centers’	  responsibiliKes	  are	  
expanding	   to	   include	   program	   and	   curricular	   redesign,	   “next	   generaKon	   digital	   learning,”	   assessment	   and	  
analyKcs,	  faciliKes	  and	  use	  of	  instrucKonal	  space,	  as	  well	  as	  advising	  and	  other	  student	  success	  iniKaKves.	  

Director	  Background	  and	  Status:	  	  
Three-‐fi`hs	  (58%)	  of	  the	  center	  directors	  who	  responded	  have	  experience	  as	  teaching	  
faculty	   and	   two-‐thirds	   (64%)	   are	   holding	   some	   type	   of	   academic	   appointment	  while	  
also	  serving	  as	  center	  director.	  
	  
Center	  Leadership:	  	  
Most	   center	   directors	   have	   academic	   backgrounds	   and	  many	   also	   sKll	   retain	   faculty	  
status	  (full-‐Kme	  or	  part-‐Kme).	  	  Three-‐fi`hs	  (58%)	  of	  the	  respondents	  have	  backgrounds	  
as	  teaching	  faculty	  and	  two	  thirds	  (64%)	  have	  some	  type	  of	  academic	  appointment.	  
	  
Center	  Repor8ng	  Func8on:	  	  
Most	   centers	   (81%)	   report	   up	   through	   the	   Provost	   or	   Academic	   Affairs	   Office.	   	   The	  
remainder	   report	   to	   the	  CIO	   (6%),	   the	   library	   (2%)	  or	   “other”	  units	   such	  as	   a	   special	  
learning	  or	  innovaKon	  office	  (10%).	  	  
	  

Changing	  Mission	  and	  Repor8ng	  Func8ons:	  	  
Most	  of	  the	  centers	  have	  recently	  experienced	  a	  change	  in	  mission,	  with	  almost	  60%	  of	  
the	   center	   director	   respondents	   reporKng	   either	   that	   their	   center’s	   mission	   has	  
changed	   in	   the	  past	  2	  years	  or	   is	   likely	   to	  change	  within	   the	  next	  2	  years.	   	   Similarly,	  
more	   than	   one-‐third	   of	   the	   responding	   centers	   have	   either	   recently	   undergone	   a	  
reporKng	  funcKon	  change	  or	  anKcipate	  one	  within	  the	  next	  two	  years.	  	  
	  
Number	  of	  Centers	  on	  Campus:	  	  
Nearly	   half	   of	   all	   respondents	   reported	   their	   campuses	   have	   two	   or	   more	   similar	  
centers	  supporKng	  the	  insKtuKon’s	  instrucKonal	  mission.	  
	  
Budgets	  and	  Staff:	  	  
While	  the	  majority	  of	  respondents	   indicated	  their	  budget	  has	  experienced	  liRle	  or	  no	  
change	   over	   the	   last	   2	   years,	   the	   good	  news	   is	   that	   only	   one-‐fi`h	  have	   experienced	  
budget	   cuts	   and	   a	   third	   benefited	   from	   budget	   increases.	   	   However,	   there	   are	   big	  
variaKons	  within	  sectors,	  with	  public	  insKtuKons’	  centers	  generally	  seeing	  less	  modest	  
budget	   growth	   than	   their	   private	   counterparts.	   	   Perhaps	   not	   surprisingly,	   larger	  
universiKes	   have	   larger	   compliments	   of	   center	   staff	   than	   smaller	   insKtuKons	  
(approximately	  10	  as	  compared	  to	  3-‐5)	  and	  also	  make	  greater	  use	  of	  student	  workers.	  

Center	  Priori8es:	  	  	  
Center	   directors	   indicated	   that	   their	   primary	   foci	   are	   on	   faculty	   engagement	  with	  
students,	   course	   design/redesign	   (online/hybrid	   and	   face-‐to-‐face),	   and	   leveraging	  
instrucKonal/learning	  plakorms	  for	  instrucKon.	   	  Other	  technologies	  and	  approaches	  
such	   as	   adapKve,	   analyKcs,	   open	   educaKonal	   resources,	   courseware,	   e-‐porkolios,	  
competency-‐based	  learning,	  and	  badging	  were	  all	  rated	  as	  far	  lower	  prioriKes.	   	  This	  
finding	   may	   also	   be	   reflected	   in	   the	   responding	   center	   directors’	   surprisingly	   low	  
awareness	  or	  familiarity	  with	  third-‐party	  digital	  content	  providers.	  
	  
Key	  Obstacles:	  	  
Directors’	  reported	  key	  obstacles	  to	  academic	  innovaKon	  were:	  faculty	  factors	  (Kme,	  
workload,	   professional	   development,	   lack	   of	   reward,	   and	   outright	   resistance),	  
insKtuKonal	   leadership	  concerns,	  and	  resource	   issues	   (inadequate	  staff,	   insufficient	  
incenKves).	   	  However,	  the	  directors	  also	  cited	  a	  lack	  of	  collaboraKon	  among	  faculty,	  
lack	   of	   sound	   evidence	   supporKng	   the	   benefits	   of	   academic	   innovaKons,	   and	  
infrastructure	  issues	  among	  their	  roadblock	  as	  well.	  
	  

Usage:	  	  
Pre-‐tenured,	   full-‐Kme	   faculty	   are	   the	   primary	   users	   of	   these	   centers.	   The	   highest	  
levels	   of	   engagement	   come	   from	   the	   social	   sciences,	   STEM	   fields,	   and	   health	  
sciences.	   	  The	   least	  engaged	  disciplines	  are	  business	  and	  educaKon.	   	  Also,	   it	  seems	  
the	   primary	   uses	   that	   faculty	   are	  making	   of	   the	   center	   resources	   and	   services	   are	  
professional	  development	  for	  teaching	  and	  instrucKonal	  design	  help.	  
	  
Effec8veness	  and	  Impact:	  	  
The	  directors	  rate	  “improving	  teaching	  skills”	  and	  providing	  course	  redesign	  support	  
as	   the	  most	   effecKve	   services	   their	   centers	   offer.	   	  When	   asked	   about	   impact,	   the	  
directors	   reported	   they	   were	   having	   a	   modest	   posiKve	   impact	   on	   learning	  
transformaKon	  and	  student	  success.	   	  When	  asked	  about	  the	  one	  thing	  their	  center	  
could	   do	   beRer,	   the	   responses	   included	   engagement	   beyond	   full-‐Kme	   pretenure	  
faculty,	  communicaKon	  about	  services,	  and	  use	  of	  assessment.	  	  
	  
Outreach	  Strategies:	  	  
Directors	   use	   a	   variety	   of	   strategies	   to	   encourage	   use	   of	   center	   resources	   –from	  
financial	  and	  course	  release	  incenKves	  to	  changes	  in	  promoKon	  and	  tenure	  policies.	  	  
Among	   those	   rated	   most	   effecKve	   were	   departmental	   outreach	   and	   financial	  
incenKves.	   	   Least	   effecKve	   were	   efforts	   to	   promote	   learning	   science	   research	  
(evidence),	   funding	  to	  present	  at	  pedagogy	  conferences,	  and	  providing	  professional	  
accreditaKon	  support	  to	  the	  program.	  


