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In this study, the authors assessed the need for faculty development among faculty in one dental school by determining their highest
priorities in teaching, scholarship, and administrative and leadership skills; the relationships among their knowledge and priorities
for additional training; their satisfaction with current faculty development programs and level of participation; their perceptions of
mentoring received; and what needs they believed might advance their career. Using survey research methods the findings showed
a significant difference between knowledge areas and priorities, that faculty reported needing additional knowledge in teaching and
assessment, scholarship, and in leadership skills that might fulfill career advancement. They also reported having had a lack quality
mentoring, and low levels of participation in previous faculty development initiative, which they rated as poor to fair. Assessing faculty
needs prior to developing a program aimed at fostering professional growth is essential to ensuring the congruence between services and
needs. Although dental education is different from general undergraduate education (or graduate education in non-professional fields),
the survey method we described might be relevant to other disciplines and venues.

C

hange theorists provide considerable evidence
of the reasons why change initiatives tend fail in
higher education (Fullan, 1992). Among the reasons are
a lack of rationale to support the change and a lack of
support for faculty to initiate the change. They advise
researchers and practitioners to offer resources and
infrastructure support that can ease the transitions and
the potential anxiety that result from change processes.
When change is specifically directed at curriculum revision, researchers stress the importance of ensuring that
the faculty development services, which are provided,
are aligned with faculty needs. Rather than assume
what faculty needs are, researchers and practitioners
are advised to assess faculty members’ needs prior to
developing a program aimed at fostering professional
growth. The goal of this type of assessment is to ensure
congruence between services and needs.
The aim of faculty development is to impart
skills and knowledge that promote growth in regard
to institutional and individual vitality, to foster
understanding of the science of learning, and to build
capacity towards providing state of the art instructional
practices. Health sciences education recognizes the
important role that faculty development plays in
sustaining and vitalizing faculty (Steinert, 2000). To
respond to faculty need, a range of activities can be

offered including online and on campus courses, and
regional and national seminars. As Steinert reminds
us, a planned program, grounded by the explicit
needs of faculty, is considered to be most effective in
strengthening faculty skills for their assigned roles,
in improving individuals’ knowledge, teaching skills,
leadership capacity, and in conducting research.

Most schools of professional education
are diligent in ensuring students’ technical and
procedural skills, but they do not provide training
in teaching or in conducting educational research
for students who seek to become prospective
faculty. Prospective faculties are left relatively
unprepared to navigate university cultures or to
meet the university's expectations for academic
faculty success. This practice raises the following questions: With regard to promoting faculty
success, what is the institution's responsibility in
ensuring that faculty can and do teach effectively?
What is the institution’s responsibility in helping
faculty develop an educational research trajectory?
Further, should the university have a role in training faculty in educational theory and practice? Isn’t
alignment in developing the components of faculty
development programs just as important as it is
curriculum revision?
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Faculty development is bound to be more effective
if based on the real or perceived needs of the faculty.
Moreover, the strategy of including faculty priorities
in the survey is important. Most needs assessment
studies simply ask faculty about their needs, but since
all faculty development programs are constrained by
limited resources, it is also useful to know which of the
perceived needs of the faculty were considered by them
to be high priority. Addressing skills that are both high
priority and clearly needed would be the best use of
limited resources.
The specific purpose of this study was to measure
a dental school’s faculty members’ needs for faculty
development by determining: 1) their highest priorities
in teaching, scholarship, and administrative and leadership skills that might fulfill career advancement; 2) the
relationships among level of knowledge and priorities
for additional training on teaching, scholarship and
administrative and leadership skills that might fulfill
career advancement;); 3) the relationship of satisfaction
with current faculty development programs and level
of participation; 4) their perceptions of the mentoring
they have received; and 5) the top three needs that they
believed would advance their career. Using the findings
from the assessment, we plan to develop and implement
a faculty development initiative that was funded by
federal faculty development grant.

Needs Assessment
Needs assessment is a common and necessary
element of faculty development programs, though the
process of collecting data may not be as easy or as effective as we might like it to be. The literature is also
relatively weak in this mportant area of responsibility.
Such a problem, no doubt, is due in part to the individual
environment of each institution. Sorenson and Bothell
(2004) reported that findings from the needs assesssment
bolstered the college’s current services and developed
new ones to support the assessment of student learning. Needs assessment can be seen as a valuable tool to
help university teaching centers focus efforts to meet the
most salient needs relevant to the institutional mission
(Milloy & Brooke, 2004). Patricia Hanrahan Valley (2004)
found that the data provided by the needs assessment
were instrumental in developing programs for part-time
faculty development. Encouraging and getting faculty to
respond to a needs assessment is not an easy task. Professors tend to be fiercely protective of their professional
responsibilities. They may perceive that assessment is a
tool in which the information that is garnered could be
used to prove that they’re not doing a good job.
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Theoretical Framework
Both societal demand and accreditation mandates
require that dentistry broaden its educational mission
to focus on the needs of underserved, un-served, and
increasingly culturally diverse populations. There is
also an emphasis on critical thinking, lifelong learning
and the implementation of teaching and assessment
methodologies that are effective with adult learners.
To provide resources that support the change process,
our work began with assessing faculty knowledge and
their priorities in order to create a faculty development program that would address their professional
needs. We obtained data about faculty needs relevant
to teaching, scholarship and leadership skills that might
fulfill career advancement. Using the findings from
the assessment help to ensure that a planned program
will be responsive to faculty and assist in the change
process (Hall & Hord, 2006). Pascaris, Shield and
Wolf (2008) support self-assessment, with or without
external consultation, because it can support and
vindicate internal claims while providing transparency
of assessment. Our intentional efforts were influenced
by educational change research, which suggests that
among other factors, faculty members' involvement
is key to its success (Fullan, 2008; Hall & Hord, 2006;
Pascaris, Shield & Wolf, 2008). Involving faculty in the
creation of a faculty development program occurred
at two points. The initial step was to invite faculty to
take the survey and describe their professional needs
and priorities relevant to receiving services. The next
step was to share the aggregate findings and provide
an overview of what respondents reported. In this way,
non-respondents could contemplate how nearly or not
the aggregate findings were similar to their own tacitly
held needs. As the faculty development program began,
respondents and non-respondents were able to sample
among the variety of offerings. To be clear, we are not
referring to involvement as a single event, in which
faculty attend one program at one point in time and
then do not participate again.

Method
Data Collection

A faculty needs assessment, adapted from a University of Florida (UF) Health Science Faculty Needs
Survey (unpublished manuscript) was administered to
all fulltime faculty at the University of Florida College
of Dentistry (n =125). This survey, among several assessments, was administered with the support of a faculty
development initiative funded by the Human Resources
and Services Administration (Award # 1D86HP24477-

01-00). Prior to the study, the University's IRB granted
approval. A database of fulltime faculty members was
built. Surveys were sent out to all participants using
a secured link on the Professional version of Survey
Monkey. One week before the survey was sent, participants received a pre-notification invitation and letter
of informed consent. During the survey, participants
gave permission for their data to be included in an aggregate report.

Instrument

A College of Medicine located in the southeastern
portion of the United Stated originally developed
the survey instrument (see Appendix 1). The UF task
force members selected the items and placed them
into categories based on their knowledge of faculty
development topics in general and at other institutions.
The survey consisted of 37 items and took no longer
than 10 minutes to complete (See Table 1). Participants
were asked to rate: 1) their knowledge of topics using a
five-point Likert scale where [1] = none, [2] = very little,
[3] = some, [4] = approaching, and [5] = mastery, could
teach others; and, 2) the priority of this topic within
their own professional development where [1] = low,
[2] = medium, and [3] = high. Faculty were also asked
to respond to an open-ended question that asked them
to list the top three current needs that they believed
could advance their career. The purpose of the survey
was to determine faculty's knowledge of teaching,
scholarship and leadership skills that might fulfill career advancement, their previous experience and level
of participation in faculty development initiatives, and
perceptions of mentoring they had received. The survey
was administered to solicit participants' beliefs about
faculty development needs relative to the same topics.
Participation in the surveys was voluntary.
A total of 73 out of the 125 full-time faculty participated in the survey yielding a 58.4% response rate.
Of the 73 responders, 61 completed all survey items
and 12 did not complete items related to rating skills
or priorities.

Statistical Analysis

Summary statistics were computed for all items.
To investigate the relationship of knowledge and priority at an item level, we dichotomized knowledge scores
(lower: knowledge=1, 2, 3 versus high: knowledge=4,
5) and priority scores (lower: priority=1, 2 versus high:
priority=3) for the items. The agreement of knowledge
need and indicated priority was tested using McNemar’s
test for paired binary data. A significant p-value from the
McNemar’s test gave evidence of disconnect, namely,
that the identified lack of knowledge in an area was

not prioritized for future training. To investigate the
relationship of rating of the current state of the faculty
development program and the level of participation,
Fisher’s exact test was used for analysis. A level of significance set at .05 was used for all hypotheses testing to
ascertain statistical significance. A level of .10 was used
to ascertain statistical significance at a trend level. SAS
version 9.3 (Cary, N.C.) was used for all data analysis. Of
the 73 respondents, 54 listed up to three current needs.
Overall a total of 62 needs were listed. The items were
open coded and categorized by the first and last author
independently. They met, compared their analyses and
found that categories coalesced into six themes: faculty
development, time, publishing/conducting research,
mentoring, grant proposal writing and leadership. Conceptual definitions were developed for each theme and
data was extracted to exemplify each of the themes.

Results
What are the faculty's highest priorities in teaching,
scholarship, and administrative and leadership skills
that might fulfill career advancement?
As shown in Table 1, nearly three-fifths to nearly
all (73.3% to 91.8%) of the participating faculty rated
their teaching knowledge as low on the items of: providing constructive feedback to learners, using effective
assessment, enhancing small group teaching, using
emerging technology in the classroom, selecting appropriate teaching methods, enhancing classroom teaching, designing courses, and developing an educational
portfolio. Faculty who identified these activities, as high
priority needs ranged from less than one-third to less
than one-half (26.2% to 47.5%). The findings showed
that faculty have the need for these skills but don’t think
they are high priority.
With respect to scholarship, more than two-thirds
of the faculty rated their knowledge as low on the following items: grant proposal writing in discipline research, documenting education outcomes, and writing
an education manuscript. Less than one third (18.0% to
32.8%) of the faculty, however identified these activities
as a high priority need.
With respect to acquiring leadership skills that
might fulfill career advancement nearly three-fourths to
nearly all (73.8% to 91.8%) of the participants rated their
knowledge as low on items related to: balancing work
and personal responsibilities, managing stress, managing time, managing conflict, preparing for promotion
and/or tenure review, creating a teaching portfolio,
mentoring peers, and peer observation of teaching with
feedback). About one-fifth of the faculty to slightly
over one-half (20.0% to 55.7%) rated these activities as
a high priority.
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What are the relationships among faculty’s level good rating, 19.2% gave a very good rating, and 8.2%
of knowledge and priorities for additional training on gave a rating of excellent. Participants pointed to a need
teaching, scholarship and leadership skills that might for explicit, mentoring processes that were a structured
fulfill career advancement?
component of the department which featured assigning
Any item with a percentage of more that 40% in mentors to mentees, goal-setting for faculty tenure as
both the Knowledge and Priority columns was rated a central focus and training for mentors. Additionally,
as a high need and high priority (See Table 2). Faculty allotting time for mentoring activities—as reflected in
identified twelve items that were both high needs and a workload—was requested.
high priority. Seven items in Teaching and five LeaderWhat unmet needs do faculty most frequently
ship Skills that Might Fulfill Career Advancement were report are essential to advancing their career?
identified. In this table, there are no scholarship items.
In rank order, participants reported the following
What is the relationship between faculty’s rating of unmet needs that they believed were essential to advancand their level of participation in faculty development ing their career: Faculty Development (26), Time (23)
programs?
Of the 73 respondents, Table 1. Relationship between Participants’ Knowledge and Priority
slightly over half had low (N=27) for Training
or no (N=10) participation in existing faculty development pro- Item
% Lower
% High
p-value(1)
Knowledge
Priority
grams. With regard to program
quality, 38.4% gave a poor or fair Teaching
rating, 46.6% gave a rating of Teaching effectively
62.3%
57.4%
.6015
good, and 15.1% gave a rating of Providing constructive feedback to learners
73.8%
47.5%
.0061*
very good. There was a tendency
Using effective assessments
86.9%
45.9%
<.0001*
of faculty who participated less
Enhancing small group teaching
74.6%
45.8%
.0041*
to rate the current state of the
88.5%
44.3%
<.0001*
faculty development program Using emerging technology in the classroom
83.6%
41.0%
<.0001*
as less than very good. Of those Selecting appropriate teaching methods
who participated often, 36.8% Enhancing my classroom teaching
73.3%
40.0%
.0016*
gave a poor/fair rating, 36.8% Designing courses
70.5%
27.9%
<.0001*
gave a good rating, and 26.3% Developing an educational portfolio
91.8%
26.2%
<.0001*
gave a very good rating. We did
Scholarship
not find a statistically significant
70.0%
32.8%
.0007*
relationship between rating and Grant proposal writing in discipline research
36.1%
32.8%
.7150
level of participation (p-value = Conducting literature searches
61.7%
31.7%
.0055*
.1167). We conducted a sensitiv- Developing research designs
ity analysis by analyzing this Documenting education outcomes
91.7%
26.7%
<.0001*
relationship without those who Writing an education manuscript
72.1%
18.0%
<.0001*
reported never participating
Leadership Skills that Might Fulfill Career Advancement
with the result that a significant
74.4%
55.7%
.0233*
relationship existed at a trend Balancing work and personal responsibilities
Managing stress
73.8%
55.7%
.0630
level (p-value = .0982).
80.3%
55.7%
.0053*
What are faculty’s percep- Managing time
tions of the current mentoring Demonstrating leadership skills
72.1%
52.5%
.0516
that they have received?
Sustaining passion for teaching
65.0%
46.7%
. 0630
Of the respondents, almost Managing conflict
67.2%
39.3%
.0079*
half rated their mentoring qualiUtilizing negotiation skills
78.7%
37.7%
.0001*
ty as poor (19.2%) to fair (26.0%).
Preparing
for
promotion
and/or
tenure
review
82.0%
34.4%
<.0001*
Of those who rated mentoring
91.8%
26.2%
<.0001*
quality positively, 27.4% gave a Creating a teaching portfolio
Mentoring peers

82.0%

26.2%

Peer observation of teaching with feedback

90.0%

20.0%

p-value from McNemar’s test
* denotes significant difference between level of knowledge and priority given.
(1)
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<.0001*
<.0001*

and Publishing/Conducting Research (21), Mentoring
(17), Grant Proposal Writing (16) and Leadership (16).
To make sense of the data, operational definitions were
created from the free responses by paying special attention to the way the responses overlapped/conflicted and
the overarching concept they illustrated.
Faculty Development. Responses in this category
included requests for development in teaching skills
within clinical settings, with teaching residents and
pre-doctoral students. Faculty requested assistance with
the various approaches associated with teaching such
as incorporating new teaching and assessment methods
in skill sets, teaching technology, teaching for newer

generation of students, teaching online, and gaining
more experience with teaching. Additionally, faculty
requested aid with problem-based teaching and creating
teaching portfolios.
Time. The majority of the requests were general time
requests. The second most frequently cited issue related
to time referred specifically to time management and/
or finding time to work on publications. Responses related to time included requests for development time,
help in managing time, i.e., finding time: 1) for research
and publications, and 2) to achieve balance in academic
pursuits and in personal life.
Publishing/Conducting Research. Participants requested information about the
publication processes, such
Table 2. Summary of Items that Participants Indirectly Idenitify
as how to: maintain scholarly
as High Need and Priority
activity, conduct research, find
(1)
opportunities for research and
Item
% Lower
% High
p-value
Knowledge Priority
publication, manage research,
find time to do research, conTeaching
duct clinical and educational
Teaching effectively
62.3%
57.4%
.6015
research and create and deProviding constructive feedback to learners
73.8%
47.5%
.0061*
velop a manuscript.
Using effective assessments
86.9%
45.9%
<.0001*
Mentoring. Responses formEnhancing small group teaching
74.6%
45.8%
.0041*
ing this category included
Using emerging technology in the classroom
88.5%
44.3%
<.0001*
requests for mentoring in:
Selecting appropriate teaching methods
83.6%
41.0%
<.0001*
1) navigating academia post
tenure, 2) curriculum design,
Enhancing my classroom teaching
73.3%
40.0%
.0016*
3) securing tenure, 4) peer
Leadership Skills that Might Fulfill Career Advancement
mentoring, and 5) general
Balancing work and personal responsibilities
74.4%
55.7%
.0233*
mentoring training.
Managing stress
73.8%
55.7%
.0630
Grant Writing. Participants reManaging time
80.3%
55.7%
.0053*
quested information on how to
Demonstrating leadership skills
72.1%
52.5%
.0516
secure external funding, write
successful grants, how grants
Sustaining passion for teaching
65.0%
46.7%
. 0630
(1)
p-value from McNemar’s test
can be used to fund research
* denotes significant difference between level of knowledge and priority given.
and general information on
grants and grant writing.
Table 3. Perceptions of Faculty Development by Level of Participation Leadership. Participants
requested opportunities to
Level of participation
Current State of Faculty Development Program
expand leadership skills, to
Poor/Fair
Good
Very Good(1)
Overall
acquire additional administra% (N)
tion experience, to learn how
Never
40.0%
60.0%
0.0%
13.7% (10)
to resolve conflicts and build
leadership competencies, to
Low (1-2 per year)
48.2%
48.2%
3.7%
37.0% (27)
lead a team, and to attain auSome (3-4 per year)
23.5%
47.1%
29.4%
23.3% (17)
tonomy and agency in problem
Often (≥ 5 per year)(2)
36.8%
36.8%
26.3%
26.0% (19)
solving.
Overall %(N)

38.4% (28)

46.6% (34)

15.1% (11)

(1)

One respondent rated the FDP as “Excellent”, this response was combined into the “Very
Good” category.

(2)

The Frequently (8+/yr) (N=2) and Often (5-7/yr) (N=17) responses were combined into the
“Often (≥ 5 per year)” category.
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Relating Needs Assessment to Faculty
Development

the six scholarship items and eight of the twelve items
relevant to leadership skills that might fulfill career advancement items suggesting that these were areas where
faculty had indirectly indicated that the item was indeed
priority for faculty development. These findings imply
that even when faculty have the need for specific skills
they don’t think they are high priority. The data also
show that the majority of faculty did not have quality
mentoring. We found that over half of clinical faculty
who participated in the study had low levels of participation in faculty development programs. In addition, a
significant portion of the sample gave poor or fair rating
for previous faculty development programs. Perhaps the
rather high level of dissatisfaction with previous faculty
development efforts relate to the method rather than the
content. Since the early 1960’s, research on behavioral
change has shown that the most effective methods are
face-to-face and hands-on. We’ve known this principle

We used the study’s findings to create a program of
faculty development that was responsive to participants’
needs. The program opportunities focused on building
faculty capacity in teaching, scholarship and administrative and in attaining leadership skills that might fulfill
career advancement (Salsburg, Seller, Shea, & Macaulay,
2012). Table 4 depicts the faculty development learning
components and their alignment with the explicit and
implicit faculty priorities. Overall, we have developed
services that respond to 14 of the 20 needs expressed by
participants. Currently we are documenting faculty participation and recording products such as manuscripts,
proposals and presentations that result from faculty
participation in these initiatives. Critical to our response
is the variety of opportunities and platforms in which
faculty development services
are provided. For example, we Table 4. Faculty Needs and Faculty Development Components
provide online and on campus
Faculty Development Components
courses as well as continuing Faculty Needs
Online asynchronous courses with student and
education credits. Learning
faculty dialogue, in curriculum development, teachactivities are designed to: 1)
ing effectiveness and assessment.
improve teaching effectiveness,
2) provide preparatory steps for •
Designing courses
Course 1- Fundamentals of Teaching
and Learning provides participants
instruction, 3) promote critical
with the tools necessary to create and
thinking skills, 4) foster active
modify their courses through a combination of selflearning, 5) expand faculty
awareness and information drawn
members’ use of varied and
from the field of curriculum that informs teaching
across content areas.
appropriate instructional
strategies, 6) encourage faculty
•
Selecting appropriate teaching methods Course 2- Best Practices in Learning and Teachreflection and imagination •
Enhancing classroom teaching
ing assists participants by building self-awareness
about representing concepts •
Enhancing small group teaching
about their teaching style and helps expand
their use of teaching models and critical thinking
in alternative ways, and, 7)
skills.
persuade faculty to use varied
assessment formats.
•
Using effective assessments
Course 3 - Assessing Outcomes and Teaching
•

Enhancing my classroom teaching

provides faculty with content and hand-on experiences in broadening their repertoire of use of
assessment techniques. Participants acquire the
necessary tools related to their content knowledge
to vary their use of student assessments.

•
•
•

Developing research designs
Documenting education outcomes
Writing an education manuscript

Biweekly educational research seminars

•

Preparing for promotion and/or tenure
review
Mentoring peers
Peer observation of teaching with feedback
Managing time
Balancing work and personal responsibilities

One on one mentoring and support

Discussion
Based on our findings
there was a significant difference between knowledge areas
and priorities. In other words,
in some areas, when faculty
judged their knowledge to be
low, they judged the priority
of these items to be high. In
some areas when they judged
their knowledge to be high,
they judged the priority to be
low. Significant differences
were observed in seven of the
nine knowledge items, five of
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•
•
•
•

One on one assistance in writing, reviewing and
editing manuscripts, analyzing data, and learning
how to report data and findings in manuscripts

Peer observation in the didactic classroom and
clinical learning environments, with pre- and postconferences
One on one consultations about time management
and establishing a research agenda

since Everett Rogers (1962, 2010) first published Diffusion
of Innovations and it has been upheld consistently in the
behavioral literature.
Since fourteen of 20 of the suggestions for topics
were followed, findings from the needs assessment
greatly shaped programming. One trend we identified
was that faculty who participated less in development
programs gave a lower rating of the programs. There
are at least two ways to interpret these findings. First,
those workshops occurred prior to the development of
this new faculty development program. However, this
finding is important to recognize when trying to create
a formal faculty development program and to consider
varied venues that might engage the participants. Under
the auspices of the grant, different forums are being
offered to encourage greater faculty participation. Secondly, this trend raises the question, what are the learning interests and rationales for faculty who participate in
development programs? Do faculty neglect to identify
priority needs because they do not think that they need
increased training, or is this due to a lack of urgency to
address faculty development in the school culture?
Study limitations included response rate, missing
data, and insufficient power to detect relationships.
One of the limitations of the survey is that it did not
focus on faculty’s knowledge and prioritization about
research conceptualizations, research design and methods, or data analysis. Given the essential role of research
production towards earning tenure and promotion,
this is something that should be included in the future
iterations of the survey. Also not included was how to
work with under-represented minority students, those
for whom English is not their first language, students
with disabilities as well as indicators to assess faculty
knowledge of cultural competency in teaching.
We shared the results of the needs assessment
with the school faculty. This process of sharing and
seeking faculty input fostered professional dialogue,
which is considered to be an essential step in implementing change. Higgs and Rowland (2008) suggest the
importance of doing change ‘with’ people rather than
to people. Harvey et al. (2006) support this view and
point out that faculty buy-in is essential to ensuring the
sustainability of change. Grove et al. (2009) recognize
the importance of helping faculty acquire instructional
strategies to support change initiatives. Moreover,
faculty development is vital to ensuring faculty growth.
Beyond the implementation of faculty development
initiatives, it is critical that researchers document
their effectiveness. To confirm the effective delivery of
services aimed at identified faculty needs, future studies
should focus on the measurement of faculty members’
level of satisfaction and how services contribute to
faculty members’ professional growth.
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