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A Culture of Teaching: 

Policy, Perception, and Practice in Higher Education 

 

 

Abstract 

In an effort to identify policies that foster an institutional “culture of teaching,” or 

encourage use of effective pedagogies, this study uses data from 5,612 faculty members at 45 

institutions to examine connections between institutional policies and faculty members’ 

perceptions and practices related to teaching and learning. A series of multi-level models 

suggests that academic policy variables have small and generally insignificant relationships to 

such faculty perceptions or practices. Instead, conventional institutional characteristics, such as 

selectivity and Carnegie classification, appear to be more influential factors. 

 

Keywords:  College Faculty; Culture; Institutional Policy; Instructional Practices
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A CULTURE OF TEACHING: POLICY, PERCEPTION, AND PRACTICE IN HIGHER EDUCATION 

The research literature on college faculty members’ teaching practices and educational 

effectiveness is as extensive as any in the study of higher education. Indeed, Pascarella and 

Terenzini (1991) suggested that “it may well merit a book-length synthesis in and of itself” (p. 

87). The past two decades have witnessed a major increase in the number and variety of 

instructional approaches available to faculty members, and most of those additions are more 

student- or learning-centered than traditional pedagogies (Lindholm, Szelenyi, Hurtado, & Korn, 

2005). Although largely absent from the literature prior to 1990, recent empirical evidence 

indicates that teaching approaches such as “active learning,” “collaborative learning,” 

“cooperative learning,” “small-group learning,” “constructivist-oriented approaches” (e.g., 

problem-based learning), or “learning communities” yield statistically significant and positive 

effect sizes (ranging from a quarter to half a standard deviation) when contrasted with traditional 

pedagogies (Pascarella and Terenzini, 2005). 

Nonetheless, lecturing remains the dominant, if less effective, teaching practice in use in 

America’s colleges and universities (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). The durability of lecture as 

the pedagogy-of-choice for teaching undergraduates presents a non-trivial administrative 

problem. Many institutions and their academic leadership have made special efforts to increase 

the effectiveness of their academic programs by promoting pedagogical innovations summarized 

above and establishing “learning-centered” policies that involve peer-review of teaching, peer-

coaching programs, teaching portfolios, and larger and better-resourced centers for teaching and 

learning (Dockery et al., 1994; Ewing & Sorcinelli, 2008). Significant human and financial 

resources are being invested in pedagogical reform efforts, but little evidence exists to indicate 

their widespread adoption. This circumstance suggests that scholars may be relying on 
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anecdotes, personal experience, and beliefs when it comes to deciding whether to respond to 

their campus's appeals for changes in how they teach their students (Aitken & Sorcinelli, 1994). 

These administrators seek, but also sometimes struggle, to foster learning-centered 

practices or a “culture of teaching.” Such a culture – involving a shared campus commitment to 

teaching excellence and meaningful assessment of teaching (Paulsen & Feldman, 1995) – has 

been suggested as one means for promoting faculty members' use of effective teaching practices 

(Spencer, et al., 1989). Indeed, the literature on internal organizational characteristics and their 

effects focuses largely on organizational environments and cultures  (see, for example, Astin & 

Scherrei, 1980; Berger, 2000; Braxton & Brier, 1989; Smart & Hamm, 1993;  Berger & Milem, 

2000, provide a thorough review of this literature). But while these constructs and studies are 

theoretically interesting, their broad conceptual nature provides academic administrators with 

little useful guidance on how to change the instructional attitudes and behaviors of their faculty 

members and to promote a “culture of teaching.” 

Thus, this study was initiated to determine whether institutional policies might be 

leveraged to create campus-wide cultures of teaching, and whether such a culture might 

encourage faculty members' use of effective pedagogical practices. In doing so, we address three 

specific questions: 1) Is the strength of an institution’s “culture of teaching” or policy support for 

teaching and learning reflected in faculty members’ pedagogical practices? 2) Are “cultures of 

teaching” more prevalent at institutions with “learning-centered” policies?, and 3) Do the 

relationships between institutional policies, faculty cultures, and teaching practices differ across 

institutional types? 

Guiding this study is a straightforward framework suggesting that college and university 

leaders attempt to use administrative policies to shape the institution’s faculty culture in a way 
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that increases the use of effective instructional practices (Institutional Policy �  Faculty Culture  

�  Instructional Practice). Central to this framework is the role of a faculty culture – faculty 

members’ shared beliefs, values, understandings, and underlying assumptions (Davis, 1984; Kuh 

& Whitt, 1988; Schein 2004) about both the institution, specifically, and their roles as professors, 

more generally. Though somewhat difficult to measure, “a strong organizational culture can 

control organizational behavior” (Shafritz, Ott, & Jang, 2005, p. 353), thereby shaping the 

activities of those individuals who are a part of that culture. Applied to this study, cultural 

theories of organizational behavior suggest that professors’ behaviors will reflect the shared 

beliefs and assumptions embedded in the faculty culture. Thus, a faculty culture that values 

excellence in teaching will encourage instructors’ use of effective teaching practices that, in turn, 

will influence student experiences and outcomes.  

Hoping to shape such a faculty culture, leaders at the “strategic apex” (Mintzberg, 1979) 

of the institution establish policies – both formal and informal, both purposeful and unintentional 

(Codd, 1988) – supporting faculty behaviors aligned with the administration’s goals and values. 

Reshaping a faculty culture, however, requires complex, interdependent actions that “together 

reflect a new pattern of values, norms, and expectations” (Kimberly & Quinn, 1984, p. 196). No 

single administrative policy will be sufficient to shape a faculty culture. Instead, Shein (2004) 

outlines six “primary embedding mechanisms” by which “leaders embed their beliefs, values, 

and assumptions” (p. 246) into an organization’s culture: 

1. What leaders pay attention to, measure, and control on a regular basis 

2. How leaders react to critical incidents and organizational crises 

3. How leaders allocate resources 

4. Deliberate role modeling, teaching, and coaching 
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5. How leaders allocate rewards and status 

6. How leaders recruit, select, promote, and excommunicate (p. 246). 

The ability of university leaders to leverage these mechanisms to influence faculty culture 

and behavior, however, remains in doubt. The stereotypical faculty culture is one of fierce 

independence (e.g., academic and intellectual freedom) and competing loyalties (e.g., scholarly 

disciplines, academic departments/units, and the institution), two traits that may undermine any 

administrative efforts to affect cultural change. Therefore, this study examines organizational 

culture as a theoretical and practical conduit through which college and university leaders may 

use institutional policy to influence faculty teaching practices.  

Methods 

Faculty perceptions and practices were identified for 5,612 faculty members who 

typically teach undergraduate courses at one of a diverse group of 45 colleges and universities. 

An institutional policy variable, reflecting four of Shein’s (2004) administrative mechanisms to 

influence organizational culture, is derived from a survey of the chief academic affairs officer at 

each institution. Analysis involved the fitting of a series of multilevel models predicting faculty 

member perceptions and practices. The remainder of this section provides details about data 

collection, variables used in the analysis, and statistical procedures undertaken for the study.  

Data 

Sampling of institutions. Invitations to participate in this study’s parent project, called 

Parsing the First Year of College, were distributed via email, website, listservs, and at several 

conferences related to higher education.  Fifty-one institutions applied to participate in the 

Parsing Project, from which an initial group of 34 was selected to participate. To increase the 
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potential sampling pool we incorporated data from 11 institutions participating in the Wabash 

National Study of Liberal Arts Education, yielding a sample of 45 institutions participating in the 

final analyses: 19 liberal arts colleges (bachelor’s degree granting), 14 comprehensive (master’s 

degree granting), and 12 research (doctorate granting) institutions. During the year of this study, 

participating schools enrolled between 150 and 4,500 first-year students and had median ACT 

Composite scores ranging from 16 to 30. Although including a wide range of types, sizes, levels 

of selectivity, and sources of control/funding, the sampled institutions were not selected at 

random. Moreover, simply by applying to become part of this study, participating institutions 

have expressed a commitment to assessing and improving students’ first-year experiences and 

outcomes. Thus, the institutions analyzed for this study are not necessarily fully representative of 

the nation’s colleges and universities. 

Sampling of faculty. Faculty members at participating institutions were defined as all 

tenured, tenure-track, and non-tenure track instructional staff of all ranks (i.e., professor, 

associate professor, assistant professor, instructor, or lecturer), regardless of their full- or part-

time status. In most cases, the entire faculty population (as defined) on a campus was invited to 

participate. At institutions where the size of the faculty prohibited a census, a simple random 

sample of 500 faculty members was drawn. Of the 12,822 faculty members contacted, usable 

responses for this analysis were received from 5,612 (43.7%) of them (see Table 1).  

Survey instruments. Project researchers developed survey instruments tapping faculty 

members’ perceptions and practices. Questionnaires gathered information on respondents' 

personal characteristics, pedagogical preferences, professional activities, and perceptions of their 

campus’s approach to the first year of college. In addition, surveys of the chief academic officer 
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(CAO; e.g., the provost) at each participating institution asked questions about the institution’s 

formal and informal organizational structures, policies, and programs.  

Data preparation. Like most studies involving surveys, the initial dataset included some 

missing responses. To maintain adequate sample sizes while minimizing bias due to incomplete 

responses, we cut those cases with 20 percent or more of their data missing. For the remaining 

cases, we imputed missing data using the EM algorithm procedures in SPSS17. This procedure is 

known to produce accurate parameter estimates (e.g., means, covariance matrix) but 

underestimate standard errors (Allison, 2002; Graham, 2009; Johnson & Young, 2008; Schafer 

& Graham, 2002), thereby increasing the likelihood of making a Type I error.  

To address possible response bias, weights were applied separately at each level of 

analysis. Level 1 was weighted such that respondents from a given institution would be 

representative of that institution’s faculty population with regard to race, sex, rank, and field. 

Level 2 data were weighted to account for different response rates across campuses. Thus, at 

both levels, the analyses conducted here are representative of the faculty members at the 45 

institutions participating in the study. Finally, following the advice of Raudenbush and Bryk 

(2002) we used grand-mean centering for each Level 1 control variable. Doing so allowed Level-

2 predictors to explain differences relative to the average faculty member in our sample.  

Level 1 control variables: Individual faculty characteristics. All analytical models 

include Level-1 controls for faculty members’ gender, race/ethnicity, tenure status, years of 

experience, and field of study. Table 2 provides detailed specifications of all variables.  

Level 2 control variables: Traditional institutional characteristics. “Traditional” or 

“structural” institutional variables, those largely outside of the immediate control of an 

institution’s administrators, include school size, selectivity, and Carnegie classification. Carnegie 
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class reflects the institutions’ 2000 classification; size was indicated by the total number of first-

time, full-time, degree-seeking students in fall 2006, and selectivity was represented by the 

median ACT score of those students.  

Independent variable of interest: Academic policies supporting teaching and 

learning. Although initial analyses employed numerous policy variables
1
, the results presented 

here are based on an 18-item scale (alpha = 0.746) representing the extent to which an institution 

has established policies that demonstrate its commitment to effective teaching and learning. 

Collected via surveys of Chief Academic Officers, the items comprising this scale address 

policies related to the types of teaching evaluations conducted, the manner in which assessment 

data are used, the level of support for faculty development related to teaching, the teaching 

requirements for senior faculty members, and the types of institutional programs designed to 

support first-year student learning.   

Criterion variables.  Because an institution’s culture is defined by the shared values and 

beliefs of the organization’s members (Peterson & Spencer, 1990), an institutional culture of 

teaching requires faculty members who not only value the teaching function themselves, but who 

also believe that such values are shared by the rest of the organization. Therefore, the first 

criterion variable in this study, representing the extent to which an institution has a culture of 

teaching, is based on two items reflecting faculty member perceptions of the institution’s 

emphasis on teaching (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.868).  

A learning-centered institution, of course, involves more than just perceptions – it 

requires actions that support student learning. Thus, a second set of models were developed to 

                                                 
1
 Initial analyses considered several variations of the “institutional policies” variable(s), including 

alternately defined scales, collections of individual items, and individual items added one at a time. Regardless of 

the manner in which we specified the institutional policy variables, the results of the analysis remained remarkably 

consistent. The variable specification used for the analysis presented here was selected because it provided 

substantial variation across institutions while maintaining logical construct validity and statistical reliability. 
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predict faculty-member activities in three areas that have generally been found to positively 

influence student learning and development (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005): promoting 

encounters with difference (alpha = 0.902), casual faculty-student interaction outside of class 

(alpha = 0 .905), and substantive faculty-student interaction outside of class (alpha = 0.789). 

Analytical/Statistical Procedures 

Initial efforts to understand the relationships between institutional policies, cultures of 

teaching, and faculty teaching practices involved examination of a series of scatter plots. 

Collectively, these charts suggested the need to proceed with detailed statistical analyses that 

addressed relationships at both the individual and institutional levels.  

Accordingly, and because the predictor variables of interest (i.e., institutional cultures 

and policies) occur at the institutional level, but the outcomes of interest (e.g., faculty member 

perceptions and practices) occur at the individual level, multilevel modeling procedures were 

adopted. Multilevel modeling, conducted using the software package HLM version 6.02 

(Raudenbush, Bryk, & Congdon, 2006), uses maximum likelihood estimation to provide accurate 

and robust standard errors for variables at both individual and institutional levels.  

Analysis of the first research question (asking if effective pedagogies are more common 

at institutions with strong cultures of teaching) followed a five-step procedure. First, we 

estimated an unconditional model. This procedure effectively mimics an ANOVA, allowing 

determination of how much of the variance in the criterion measure occurs at the individual level 

and how much occurs at the institutional level. Second, to control for the influence of individual 

faculty member’s characteristics we added variables representing individuals’ race, gender, years 
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of teaching experience, tenure status, and disciplinary field.
2
 The resulting models are labeled as 

our “baseline” models for comparison to subsequent models. Third, we added to that baseline 

model the variable representing each campus’ culture of teaching, allowing us to model the 

maximum total effect of culture on individuals’ practice. Fourth, we added four measures of 

traditional institutional traits – size, control, selectivity, and Carnegie classification – that are 

largely static and outside of administrators’ immediate control. In doing so, we are able to test 

the unique contribution of the culture variable net of other, potentially confounding, institutional 

characteristics. Fifth, for comparative purposes, we returned to our baseline model but added a 

variable indicating an institution’s policies.  

Similarly, to answer the second question (asking if strong cultures of teaching are more 

prevalent at institutions with learning-centered policies), we modeled the effects of institutional 

policies on the average faculty perception of the institution’s emphasis on teaching. The 

unconditional and baseline models were specified as they were in the analysis for question one, 

but with the faculty members’ perceptions as the criterion variable. Next we added the 

institutional policy variable. Finally, we added the traditional institutional variables to test the 

robustness of any policy effects. 

Regardless of the findings from the first two questions, there remains a common 

perception in the public (and the academy) that research universities are somehow special or 

unique. Accordingly, we ran a third set of models to account for the possibility that these 

institutions, which are relatively few in number but large in size, were obscuring the 

relationships occurring at bachelors- and masters-granting institutions.  Essentially, we re-ran the 

                                                 
2
 When modeling faculty teaching practices, we also controlled for individual faculty members’ perceptions 

of their institution’s emphasis on teaching. Accordingly, the coefficient for the faculty culture variable, an 

institution’s average of its’ individual faculty member’s perceptions, represent unique compositional/contextual 

effects of that culture on the criterion variables (see Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). 
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previous series of models but excluded institutions that offered doctorates. Thus, analyses 

conducted to address question three – whether the observed relationships differ across 

institutional type – are based on a sub-sample of 33 institutions and their 3,360 responding 

faculty members.  

Limitations 

Though we have made several efforts to ensure the validity of our results, there remain 

four limitations that should be kept in mind when interpreting results. First, despite using weights 

to ensure that responding faculty members are representative of their respective institutions, we 

can make no claims about the representativeness of those institutions or their faculty members 

(in the aggregate). The design of the larger Parsing Project required that we select institutions 

that use the ACT test as their primary entrance exam, which concentrated our institutional 

sample in the midwest and southeast United States. Moreover, the collaboration with the Wabash 

National Study of Liberal Arts Education, which added 11 institutions to our original sample of 

34, meant bachelor’s degree-granting institutions were overrepresented in our final sample. 

Second, the definitions and measures we employed to reflect the constructs of interest in 

this study represent just one of several ways in which such constructs can be measured. For 

example, we assume that faculty members’ perceptions of institutional emphasis reflect deeply 

embedded cultural values or norms. If these perceptions are, instead, more fluid, they may be 

more aptly described as reflecting an institution’s climate for teaching and learning. Regardless, 

a culture of teaching, defined here in terms of faculty members’ perceptions of their institution’s 

emphasis on teaching versus research, might also be defined in terms (among others) of 

pedagogical practices, courses taught, or contact hours with students. We also could have 

examined different teaching practices or operationalized our pedagogy and policy variables in 
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other ways. Nevertheless, supplemental analyses (see footnotes 1 & 3) give us confidence that 

the pattern of results described here is robust to alternate variable specifications.  

Third, due to data limitations and concerns about interpretive clarity, we make two 

assumptions that might deserve scrutiny in future studies. Specifically, we assume that our 

measured teaching practices (i.e., faculty interaction with students and promoting encounters 

with difference) represent universally effective pedagogies. Although the literature broadly 

supports this assumption (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005), disciplinary differences in students, 

faculty members, and desired outcomes likely contribute to corresponding differences in what 

constitutes “effective teaching” for each discipline. We also assume that faculty perceptions are 

affected by institution-level policies. Our available data do not allow investigation of the manner 

or extent to which such policies are implemented by academic units more proximal to individual 

faculty members (e.g., college deans or department chairs). 

Finally, our data are cross-sectional in nature. Accordingly, we can speak only to 

currently-existing relationships between policies, cultures/perceptions, and teaching practices. 

We can make no claims regarding the efficacy of institution-specific, long-term efforts to initiate 

policy, change culture, or improve teaching practices on a campus.  

Results 

Question 1: Is the strength of an institution’s “culture of teaching” or policy support for 

teaching and learning reflected in faculty members’ pedagogical practices? 

This question essentially asked whether a “culture of teaching” was a construct with 

meaningful practical implications. Scatter plots at level of individual faculty members
3
 suggest 

that the answer is “Perhaps not.” Faculty members vary dramatically in the frequency of their 

                                                 
3
 Individual-level plots are available from the first author. 
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efforts to promote student encounters with difference or to interact with students outside of class. 

Moreover, no clear patterns are apparent between faculty members’ perceptions of the 

institutional emphasis and their teaching practices.  

Recall, however, that our definition of a “culture of teaching” involves not just an 

individual’s perception but the shared faculty perception of the institution’s emphasis on 

teaching. We thus aggregated (for each institution) the variables reflecting faculty members’ 

teaching practices and their perceptions of their institution’s emphasis on teaching. When this 

measure is used, clear patterns emerge in the resulting plots. There appears to be little or no 

relationship between institutional cultures and the extent to which faculty members promote 

encounters with difference (Figure 1). However, there appear to be strong and positive 

relationships between institutional cultures of teaching and the levels of out-of-class interaction 

on a given campus (Figure 2). Although not conclusive, the results from our multi-level models 

largely corroborate the general patterns observed in the scatter plots.  

INSERT FIGURES 1 & 2 ABOUT HERE 

Promoting encounters with difference. As indicated in the first column of Table 3, the 

variable representing an institutional culture of teaching has no statistically significant 

relationship with the extent to which an institution’s faculty members promote student 

encounters with difference (see Models A and B). Inclusion of the culture variable did little to 

reduce unknown variance at level 2 (tau). Moreover, results suggest no direct relationship 

between an institution’s instructional policies and the extent to which its faculty promote 

encounters with difference. In addition to being statistically non-significant (p > .50), the policy 

variable (see Model C) actually produced an increase in unexplained variance. Such a 
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phenomenon, peculiar to maximum-likelihood statistical approaches, occurs when a “truly 

nonsignificant predictor is entered into the equation” (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002, p. 150).  

INSERT TABLE 3ABOUT HERE 

Casual and substantive interaction outside of class. Columns 2 and 3 of Table 3 

indicate that an institution’s culture of teaching does have a statistically significant relationship 

with the levels of faculty-student interaction on that campus. Significant (p < .001) in both cases, 

the addition of the culture variable explained 63.4 and 71.3 percent of the institutional variance 

in casual and substantive interaction, respectively (see Model A). Moreover, the predictive 

power of the culture variable remains positive and significant even in the presence of statistical 

controls for institution type, size, control, and selectivity (Model B); note that in moving from 

Model A to B, the parameter estimate for the culture variable decreases from 2.693 to 2.435 for 

casual interaction and from 1.091 to 1.058 for substantive interaction – a reduction of only 9.5% 

and 3.0%, respectively. Thus, an institution’s culture of teaching makes a positive contribution to 

the frequency of faculty-student interaction, above and beyond the effects attributable to 

traditional institutional characteristics.  

As occurred when promoting encounters with difference was modeled, the influence of 

institutional policy appears negligible in the case of casual student-faculty interaction outside of 

the classroom. Unexpectedly, however, the policy scale has a marginally significant, but negative 

relationship to the frequency of substantive faculty-student interaction (see column 3 of Model C 

in Table 3). Nonsignificant, but also negative, policy effects appear also for the other two 

teaching practices considered (see columns 1 and 2 in Table 3). Although this curious result may 

warrant closer scrutiny elsewhere, we believe these estimates are statistical anomalies and not an 

indication of a real negative policy effect. The relatively small amounts of level-2 variance 
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explained by the policy variable in Model C, compared to that explained by Models A or B, 

coupled with the statistically non-significant policy effect in the sub-sample analysis conducted 

to address our third research question (discussed below), lend support to this conclusion. 

Regardless, scant evidence suggests that institutional policies in support of teaching and learning 

are directly related to faculty members’ teaching practices. 

Question 2: Are “cultures of teaching” more prevalent at institutions with “learning-

centered” policies? 

The evidence relating to Question 1 led us to conclude that institutional policies had no 

direct relationship to faculty teaching practices, but that an institution’s “culture of teaching” 

may encourage the use of effective pedagogical practices. Our second question asks if 

institutional policies may have indirect effects on teaching practices, but that such influence 

occurs as institutional policies shape the faculty’s common perception of an institution’s 

emphasis on teaching. Put more practically, can policies shape the faculty culture that, in turn, 

may affect faculty teaching practices? 

The plot in Figure 3 indicates that faculty perceptions of an institution’s emphasis on 

teaching vary across the entire scale of measurement, regardless of the extent of that institution’s 

policy support for teaching and learning. There appears no clear pattern indicating a relationship 

between institutional policy and faculty perceptions.  

INSERT FIGURE 3 ABOUT HERE 

Statistical analyses largely confirm the conclusion drawn from the scatterplot
4
. The multi-

level model of faculty members’ perceptions of their institution’s emphasis on teaching indicates 

that the policy variable has a marginally-significant negative relationship with faculty culture. As 

                                                 
4
 In the interest of space and clarity, we present only summaries of the analyses for 

questions 2 and 3; complete statistical results are available from the first author. 
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before, we believe this apparent negative policy effect to be a statistical anomaly. Regardless, the 

negative policy effect disappears when traditional institutional characteristics (e.g., size, 

Carnegie class) are added to the equation. Indeed, these relatively static institutional 

characteristics are responsible for more than 80% of the variance in institutional cultures of 

teaching and learning.  

Question 3: Do the relationships between institutional policies, faculty cultures/perceptions, 

and teaching practices differ across institutional types? 

The fact that the doctoral institutions bunched together in each of the graphs (see Figures 

1, 2, and 3) raised the question of whether doctoral institutions are a distinct class that might be 

exerting undue influence on our statistical results. To explore this possibility, we re-ran our 

analyses on a subsample including only those institutions that did not offer doctorates. On the 

whole, these analyses yielded three findings: 1) obvious differences in policies, 

cultures/perceptions, and practices exist between doctoral and other types of institutions, 2) the 

relationships between these constructs follow similar patterns on all types of institutions, but 3) 

the magnitude of those relationships appear smaller for the sub-sample analyses than the full-

sample analyses.  

These sub-sample analyses add considerable complexity to the study. Thus, our third 

question is broken into three parts to clarify presentation of the results. With Question 3a we ask 

if institutions of different types/levels/missions (i.e., doctoral research vs. masters vs. bachelors) 

exhibit any general differences in policies, cultures/perceptions, or practices. Question 3b asks if 

the relationship between institutional culture and faculty teaching practices differs for institutions 

of different types. In Question 3c, we explore institutional-type differences in the relationship 

between institutional polices and their cultures. 
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Question 3a: Do institutions exhibit any general differences in policies, 

cultures/perceptions, or practices? 

The graphs in Figures 1 and 2 provide some clear evidence of meaningful institutional 

differences in all variables of interest in this study: policies, cultures/perceptions, and practices. 

The results from the unconditional models confirm this apparent institution-level variability. For 

all three teaching practices, statistically-significant and practically meaningful (if still somewhat 

small) variation is apparent between institutions accounting for between 7.5 and 13.2 percent of 

the total variance in these teaching measures. Even more dramatic are the institutional 

differences related to faculty culture. Nearly forty-five percent (44.8%) of the total variance in 

faculty member perceptions of an institutional emphasis on teaching occurs between intuitions. 

In sum, there appear to be dramatic differences in institutional cultures, but somewhat smaller 

institutional variation in faculty teaching practices. 

Question 3b: Does the relationship between institutional culture and faculty 

teaching practices differ across institutions of different types? 

When our models of teaching practices were re-run including only those at bachelors or 

masters institutions, the results largely followed the same pattern displayed in the full-sample 

analyses, but at smaller magnitudes. As before, the culture of teaching variable was a 

statistically-significant predictor of both casual and substantive student-faculty interaction, 

explaining 21.0 and 37.3 percent, respectively, of the institutional variance. Also like before, the 

culture variable retained most of its predictive power in the presence of controls for traditional 

institutional characteristics, while the policy variable did not reach statistical significance or 

explain much of the institutional variance. However, the statistical power of the culture variable, 
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as indicated both by levels of significance and percent of level-2 variance explained, is roughly 

one-third to one-half of its power in the full-sample model.  

A notable exception to our same-pattern-but-different-magnitude conclusion appears in 

the model for the teaching practice of promoting student encounters with difference. Although 

neither the culture nor policy variables have statistically significant effects (a potential side-

effect of reduced sample size), their inclusion in the models helped explain approximately 25 

percent of the institutional variance. These percent-variance-explained results stand in stark 

contrast to the results from the full-sample models in which the culture and teaching variables 

explained only 2.4 and negative 2.2 percent of the variance (see column 1 for Models A and C in 

Table 3). Together, the results suggest that, while considerable variability in teaching practices 

remains even among schools that do not offer doctorates, there is also a considerable difference 

between doctorate-granting institutions (collectively) and their non-doctoral counterparts.  

Question 3c: Do institutional-type differences exist in the relationship between 

institutional polices and faculty culture/perceptions? 

When we modeled non-doctoral institutions’ cultures of teaching against their related 

policies, the results closely mirrored those from the full-sample models – but at smaller 

magnitudes. With this institutional sub-sample, the unconditional model, for example, showed 

that 20.9 percent of the variance in faculty teaching culture occurs between institutions. When 

compared to the level-2 variance in the full sample (44.8%), our sub-sample’s unconditional 

model suggests that much of the apparent cultural variability among campuses can be attributed 

to differences between doctorate-granting and non-doctoral institutions. Nonetheless, even in our 

subsample, policies supporting teaching and learning appear to have little relationship to the 

perceptions of faculty members.  Instead, the faculty-teaching culture is strongly related to an 
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institution’s size, selectivity, control, and Carnegie classification, as these variables collectively 

explain 43.6 percent more variance than the policy variable alone. 

Discussion 

Summary of Salient Findings and Broad Conclusions 

Perhaps the most salient and consistent finding from this analysis is that institution-level 

policies have no more than a trivial relationship, either directly or indirectly through their 

influence on faculty culture, with the teaching practices employed by an institution’s faculty. 

Instead, traditional institutional descriptors, including size, selectivity, and control – but 

especially Carnegie classification, are consistent predictors of both faculty practices and culture. 

An institutional culture of teaching, in which the faculty perceives the institution to emphasize 

teaching over research, is related to at least two effective educational practices: both casual and 

substantive faculty-student interaction outside the classroom. The contribution of culture to these 

two outcomes occurs in addition to the influences of an individual’s personal perception of the 

institution and retains its statistical significance even amid controls for differences in institutional 

size, control, selectivity, and Carnegie classification.  

Institutional Variation Amid Academic Isomorphism 

In both their 1991 and 2005 summaries of the literature in How College Affects Students, 

Pascarella and Terenzini suggest that traditional “structural” differences between institutions 

may be too remote from the student experience to exert much influence on student outcomes. 

But, consistent with Milem, Berger, and Dey’s (2000) conclusions about faculty time allocations, 

the evidence from this study suggests that such distant structural differences may still shape the 

perceptions and practices of an institution’s faculty. Each of the twelve doctorate-granting 



A CULTURE OF TEACHING  21 

institutions in this study scored lower than any of the 33 non-doctoral institutions in terms of the 

extent to which their faculties perceive their institution to emphasize teaching. In particular, it 

seems that doctoral institutions have clear institutional identities that emphasize research over 

teaching. Moreover, the doctoral institutions clustered together at the low end of the faculty-

student interaction scales. This consistent clustering, indicating clear research cultures and 

limited faculty-student interaction at these doctorate-granting institutions, occurs despite these 

campuses collectively having above-average levels of policy support for teaching and learning. 

The consistency of research-based cultures at doctoral universities observed in this study 

also runs contrary to the findings of some other research. In particular, Fairweather and Beach 

(2002) argued that institutions qualifying as Research I in the 2000 version of the Carnegie 

classification system demonstrate considerable variation in their size, admissions selectivity, the 

extent to which teaching is emphasized, and the manner in which faculty spend their time. This 

apparent variability, however, disappeared when they examined the rewards faculty received for 

their research and teaching. Indeed, at each of the three Research I institutions examined in their 

case study, “rewards seemed devoted first and foremost to research and scholarship” 

(Fairweather & Beach, 2002, p. 112). Thus, while variability may exist among doctoral 

institutions in many respects, their reward structures and faculty cultures are consistent in their 

privileging research over teaching.  

The consistent cultures and practices employed at doctoral institutions stand in contrast to 

the relative variability displayed among non-doctoral colleges and universities. While all of the 

non-doctorate-granting institutions have stronger cultures of teaching than do doctoral 

institutions, they also display considerably greater variability in their campus cultures and 

policies related to teaching and learning. In contrast to the commonplace assumption, individual 
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faculty members at these masters and bachelors institutions employ a wide variety of teaching 

practices and hold a wide variety of perceptions regarding their institutions’ emphasis on 

teaching. What might account for the consistent cultural identity of doctoral institutions but the 

relatively inconsistent cultural identity of non-doctoral institutions, those that have traditionally 

had clear missions emphasizing teaching over research?  

Perhaps the answer lies in the current trajectory of the academy at large. If, as suggested 

by Dey, Milem, and Berger (1997), American colleges and universities are experiencing 

isomorphic tendencies toward the embrace of research as the most prominent professorial 

activity, doctoral and research institutions would feel little need to adjust their foci. Instead, these 

institutions could embrace their formal designations and historical missions to claim a head start 

in the race to become the idealized American university. These institutions may remain clear in 

their purpose and secure in their identity during a time when other institutions, those masters- 

and bachelors-granting institutions that have historically emphasized undergraduate teaching, 

struggle to reconcile their historical teaching roles with the growing pressure to look more like a 

research university. These isomorphic pressures to embrace research over teaching may explain 

why faculty reward structures consistently privilege research over teaching, regardless of 

institutional type (Fairweather, 1993a, 1993b). Such pressures may also explain, at least in part, 

the apparent non-significance of policies that might serve to promote a campus culture focused 

on teaching and learning. If these pressures permeate all disciplines and institutional types 

(Fairweather, 1993b), it will remain difficult for any institution or its policies to counteract the 

strong current that has apparently engulfed the whole of academe.  
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Different Causes for Different Interactions 

Just as our results suggest some differences between institutional types, they also suggest 

some underlying distinctions between the two broad pedagogical practices under investigation. 

Though a strong culture of teaching is associated with increased levels of faculty-student 

interaction outside of class, there appears to be no such link between institutional culture and 

instructors’ efforts to promote student encounters with difference. At least two explanations for 

this phenomenon are possible.  

First, the notion that promoting student encounters with difference constitutes an 

effective pedagogical practice is somewhat controversial, politically charged, and associated with 

issues of both race and gender. Thus, it may be that the institution-level variation in the use of 

this practice is driven primarily by personal factors or the demographic composition of a 

particular institution’s faculty.
5
 

Second, it may be that promoting student encounters with difference (a practice of having 

students interact with populations and ideas that differ from their own) is viewed by faculty 

members as something distinct from pedagogical practices or out-of-class interaction. If faculty 

members do not see promoting encounters with difference as a form of pedagogy – but rather a 

political or public-image issue – one would not expect their use of the practice to be related to 

intuitional policies or cultures that emphasize teaching. Nor would their use of the practice have 

much in common with their use of other teaching activities. Regardless, findings appear to 

indicate that institutional policies or cultures supporting teaching excellence do not encourage 

faculty to promote student encounters with difference. 

                                                 
5
 In supplemental analyses we used a variety of institutional compositional demographics (e.g., percent of 

faculty who are female or non-white) as level-2 predictors of the extent to which faculty members promote student 

encounters with difference. Across all these variations, neither the racial nor gender composition of the institution 

reached statistical significance. 
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Difficulties Shaping Faculty Culture 

That an institution and its students would derive benefits from a “culture of teaching” 

comes as no surprise. For at least the past twenty years, issues of academic culture have gained 

increasing prominence in the higher education literature (e.g., Kuh & Whitt, 1988; Tierney, 

1988; Peterson & Spencer, 1990; Paulsen & Feldman, 1995). Despite the widespread 

acknowledgement of culture’s role within intuitions of higher education, considerable 

uncertainty remains about how leaders may actively and purposefully shape their institutions’ 

cultures. What levers might campus administrators pull in an effort to develop such a culture of 

teaching? 

This study began with the hypothesis that institutional-level policies and their related 

programs could affect faculty cultures by sending clear messages about how much an institution 

values teaching versus research. Our results, however, suggest otherwise. Whatever the signals, 

an institution’s policy gestures may be getting drowned out by the signals sent from other 

sources. It may be difficult for a relative handful of policies to overcome the powerful influences 

of an institution’s history, static institutional features like size and selectivity, or the unique 

experiences of individual faculty members.  

It is also likely that these policy efforts are undermined by long-held, underlying beliefs 

about the very nature of teaching. For centuries, the academy has considered teaching to be an 

instructor-centered phenomenon. Barr and Tagg’s (1995) seminal article, which fostered the 

perceptual shift from “teaching as delivery of instruction” to “teaching as student learning,” 

appeared barely 15 years ago. The current generation of college administrators and faculty 

members, largely baby-boomers who have spent decades in the academy, developed their beliefs 

about teaching before Barr and Tagg’s article was published and before the Washington Center 

for Improving the Quality of Undergraduate Education was established, during a period when 
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“research on instructional approaches... was largely absent, or in its embryonic form” (Pascarella 

and Terenzini, 2005, p. 3). In the decades since, however, wide-ranging studies of instructional 

practices have become “quite evident in the literature” (Pascarella and Terenzini, 2005, p. 3). 

Yet, many faculty members remain unaware of, or unconvinced by, the mounting empirical 

evidence that recent teaching “innovations” improve student outcomes. Thus, institutional 

policies may simply be easier to change than are individuals’ core beliefs – especially the long-

held beliefs of a population notorious for its resistance to administrative directives.  

It is also possible that the policies considered in this study (or their operational forms) 

were too broad or distant from the everyday experience of faculty members to influence their 

perceptions or practices. Institution-wide policies may not “trickle down” through the layers of 

administrative bureaucracy to reach individual faculty members. Instead, as suggested by 

Colbeck (2002), efforts to improve teaching and learning may need to be tailored to specific 

academic departments. It is within one’s local department that a faculty member works most 

closely with colleagues, has his/her teaching evaluated, and faces the first hurdles of tenure and 

promotion. Thus, if institutions wish to leverage policies to encourage a culture of teaching, they 

might be wise to ensure that such policies are embraced and implemented at the level of 

individual departments. For, as McLaughlin (1987) suggests, beneficial outcomes are as much 

the result of effective policy implementation as they are the result of insightful policy design. Of 

course, verification of this policy approach would require new research that explicitly models the 

complex and compounding effects of institutional and departmental policy implementation. 

Nevertheless, some research suggests that even when department chairs purport to place high 

value on faculty teaching, the quality of a faculty member’s “teaching is at best a neutral factor 

in pay. Research and publishing are the most valued activities” (Fairweather, 1993a, p. 64). 
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Regardless, our study, on the whole,  finds little evidence to support the common assumption that 

an institution’s teaching-related policies serve as clear indicators of an institution’s culture or 

that such policies shape the teaching practices employed by its instructors.  

Potential Mechanisms for Cultural Change 

If not through formal policies or departmental support, how might administrators foster a 

campus-wide culture of teaching? Results from the Fairweather (1993a, 1993b) studies lead us to 

consider the old adage: if you want to find out what an institution values, follow the money. For 

faculty members, this axiom leads them to keep a close eye on who is getting hired, tenured, and 

promoted, and why (Fairweather & Beach, 2002). As such, faculty members make judgments 

about how much their institution values teaching, not by reading policy manuals, but by 

observing the extent to which teaching appears to factor into personnel decisions. Recruitment 

and promotion practices serve as Schein’s (2004) sixth major mechanism for cultural change, 

one of two such mechanisms absent from our measure of an institution’s policy support for 

teaching and learning. 

Although faculty reward structures and policies are sometimes cited as key benchmarks 

by which faculty members allocate their time (Milem, et al., 2000), the influence of faculty 

members’ teaching on salary, tenure, and promotion decisions remain unclear. For example, 

Fairweather (1993a) argues that, despite the claims of department chairs, who list teaching 

quality as more important to the tenure and promotion process than the number of publications or 

the ability to obtain outside funds, “the talk about the increased importance placed by 

administrators on teaching is unconvincing when we see the relationship between teaching and 

faculty pay” (p. 65). Findings from Perna (2001) likewise indicate that the likelihood of tenure or 

promotion “decline with the percent of time spent on teaching” (p. 563). Moreover, because 
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tenure and promotion are central to the relationship between an institution and its faculty, 

changes to relevant policies can be difficult to implement. Changes to institutions’ formal tenure 

and promotion policies will draw attention (and, likely, criticism) from a variety of competing 

stakeholders: current faculty members, administrators, governing boards, and, in the case of 

publicly funded institutions, the state government and the public at large. Changes to informal 

tenure and promotion policies – likely to be viewed by faculty members as the real indicators of 

an institution’s emphasis – might avoid such widespread scrutiny. But informal policies, lacking 

the legal clarity and “official” mandate that accompanies formal institutional policies, are 

particularly vulnerable to inconsistent interpretation and implementation – phenomena more 

likely to cause confusion than to clarify an institution’s valuation of teaching and learning. 

Regardless, when using tenure and promotion policies (whether formal, informal, or both), 

institutions are likely to find it easier to shape the initial perceptions of new employees than to 

reshape the long-held perceptions of longer-standing employees. 

Therefore, a promising way to foster a culture of teaching may also be the most 

(deceptively) obvious: hire good teachers. As one provost (whose identify has been lost to 

history) advised: “It’s a whole lot easier to hire a good teacher than to retrain a poor one.” 

Research indicates that certain faculty members are more likely than others to both value good 

teaching and practice effective pedagogies (Kuh, Nelson Laird, & Umbach, 2004). The benefits 

of hiring faculty members who share these values and practices, however, extend well beyond 

the obvious. The direct benefits of hiring good teachers are manifest in the new faculty members’ 

interactions with students. But the indirect benefits operate through the more subtle influences of 

a faculty culture. Not only will new hires enter with a clear personal impression of the 
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institution’s culture, but their appointment will send signals to other members of the faculty that 

the institution values and rewards excellence in teaching. 

Given the results in this study, some institutions apparently have already adopted this 

approach. One of the more surprising findings from this study was that an institution’s teaching-

related policies had only a trivial effect on its faculty culture. Indeed, the doctorate-granting 

institutions in our study, those whose cultures most-clearly valued research over teaching, all had 

several policies designed to support faculty teaching and student learning. And despite 

displaying greater variability in their policies, non-doctoral institutions tended to have relatively 

strong cultures of teaching regardless of their institution’s policies. How is it that these non-

doctoral institutions are able to maintain their cultures of teaching, often without many policies 

designed to that effect, while the institutions offering doctorates lack such teaching cultures 

despite extensive and intentional policy support for teaching and learning? 

Perhaps by hiring new faculty who themselves value the role of teaching, bachelors and 

masters institutions feel no need to formalize learning-centered policies. Having made sure that 

new members of the organization express and exemplify a cultural emphasis on teaching (that is 

largely already in place), the establishment of formal learning-centered policies would become 

redundant. The power of hiring practices to influence culture is not limited to bachelors or 

masters institutions. Just as bachelors and masters institutions can use hiring practices to 

maintain their cultures of teaching, doctorate-granting institutions could leverage their own 

hiring practices to develop such a culture. Indeed, Richardson (1994) argues that one of the best 

ways for administrators to change culture is to change hiring practices.  

Yet, the power of hiring practice to facilitate cultural change is not unidirectional; just as 

hiring practices can be used to foster or affirm a culture of teaching, so, too, might hiring 
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practices be used to moderate an institutional emphasis on teaching in favor of one promoting, 

say, research or outreach. It is possible that the observed variability of institutional cultures at 

bachelors and masters the result of having adopted what Powell (1998) called a ‘dual-strategy’ 

approach to hiring. By focusing some efforts on ensuring that new employees value and act in a 

manner that “fits” with current institutional norms, these institutions can facilitate organizational 

and cultural cohesion. With this approach, non-doctoral institutions may preserve their historical 

emphasis on teaching by ensuring new faculty fit well within their long-established cultures of 

teaching. At the same time, however, these institutions may adopt the isomorphic tendencies of 

the academy and focus hiring efforts on building faculty diversity (not just race and gender, but 

philosophical and behavioral as well), thus extending the range of faculty who may find an 

adequate “fit” within the institution (Powell, 1998). In doing so, non-doctoral institutions can use 

their hiring practices to slowly broaden their cultures in an attempt to become more like research 

universities. Thus, although hiring practices offer an opportunity for institutions to solidify their 

cultural identities, hiring practices can also challenge or complicate what were once clear 

cultures of teaching – a practice that may undermine institutional stability or effectiveness.  

Of course, institutions are not in complete control of the hiring process. Just as 

institutions can select which candidates to interview or offer employment, potential candidates 

select the specific institutions to which they will apply and, subsequently, whether to take a 

position offered to them. While institutions may have strategic reasons to solicit applications 

from those who would not be a good fit with the institution’s traditional culture, potential 

employees generally shy away from institutions in which they would feel out of place. Because 

person-environment fit can affect psychological satisfaction, which in turn affects job 



A CULTURE OF TEACHING  30 

commitment and performance (Greguras & Diefendorff, 2009), faculty are likely to select 

institutions with which they sense a good fit.  

This self-selection process probably plays an important, but largely hidden, role in 

shaping the findings of the current study. At doctoral institutions, at least, this self-selection 

process is largely self-perpetuating; as the academy continues to graduate new Ph.D.s socialized 

into the “publish or perish” mentality (Austin, 2002), it will continue to see its pool of applicants 

increasingly focused on research, not teaching. These candidates will fit well within the cultures 

of most doctorate-granting institutions. For, as Leslie (2002) notes, the faculty members already 

working at research institutions generally believe that promotion decisions should place a 

premium on research productivity and publication output. Accordingly, it should come as no 

surprise that faculties at doctoral institutions are able to maintain clear and consistent cultures of 

research, seemingly unaffected by their institutions’ numerous policies emphasizing teaching and 

learning. But for non-doctoral institutions, this new generation of academics may pose a 

challenge, perhaps even a threat, to the institutions’ historical cultures of teaching. With 

applicant pools filled with aspiring researchers, and facing considerable pressures to find 

alternate revenue sources, these institutions must walk a thin line between their historical 

missions and their current realities. 

Conclusion 

If learning-centered policies affect neither faculty culture nor practice, but research grants 

fund faculty salaries, graduate students, equipment, and capital improvements, it may seem 

reasonable to abandon such policies in favor of intense support for faculty research. But, caution 

is in order. Although the evidence from our study suggests teaching-related policies have but 
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trivial effects on faculty members’ perceptions or behaviors, these policies may affect the 

perceptions, behaviors, or outcomes of other important stakeholders. Perhaps students feel 

empowered when they hear that their ratings of teachers’ effectiveness are included in their 

instructors’ “permanent records,” like tenure and promotion dossiers. Might parents feel better 

about paying high tuitions if an institution promises that even the most senior professors teach 

first-year courses? Maybe elected officials and the public at large are more willing to support 

institutions with formal policies and visible programs dedicated to teaching effectiveness. Most 

importantly, we remind readers that policies supporting teaching and learning, while perhaps not 

operating efficiently through the faculty members who implement them, are intended to improve 

student outcomes. Thus, we encourage all readers to withhold final judgment of learning-

centered policies until future research evaluates the effect of such policies on the perceptions, 

behaviors, and learning outcomes for students.  
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Table 1 

Descriptive Statistics 

 

LEVEL 1 (INDIVIDUAL) VARIABLES MEAN SD

Gender (1=Female) 0.44 0.49

Race (1=White) 0.88 0.32

Years of Experience 16.6 11.03

Field: Humanities 0.31 0.46

Field: Natural/Physical Science 0.21 0.41

Field: Social Science 0.22 0.41

Field: Professional 0.17 0.38

Field: Other 0.09 0.28

Tenure Status (1=tenured) 0.58 0.49

Promoting Encounters with Difference 2.46 0.96

Perceived Institutional Emphasis on Teaching 2.64 0.93

Casual Faculty-Student Interaction 5.91 8.91

Substantive Faculty-Student Interaction 2.21 3.56

LEVEL 2 (INSTITUTIONAL) VARIABLES MEAN SD

Culture of Teaching 2.89 0.63

Selectivity (Median ACT Composite) 23.04 3.07

Size (First-Time, Full-Time, Undergrads) 1284.71 1157.99

Control (Public =1) 0.44 0.5

Policy Support for Teaching & Learning 23.27 6.51



A CULTURE OF TEACHING  38 

Table 2 

Specification of the Variables in Analytical Models 

Institutional Policy Variable 

Policies Supporting Teaching and Learning: An a-priori, 18-item scale, in which 

“points” are allocated for policies that reflect an institution’s commitment to faculty-teaching and 

student learning.  A list of the 18 items is presented below, but see also footnote #1.  

(maximum possible value = 39; alpha = .754) 

 

Question # Description Response Options Max Value
9a Position regarding "senior faculty 

(associate/full professors) teaching first-year 

seminars"

No position, We encourage it, We require it 2

9b Position regarding "senior faculty 

(associate/full professors) teaching other first-

year courses"

No position, We encourage it, We require it 2

11a Does institution "Provide faculty development 

opportunities focused on teaching or advising 

first year "students?

No, Optional, Optional but encouraged, 

Required

3

13 Institution's "policy regarding student 

evaluations of first-year courses and 

instructors"

Student evaluations are... Not used, 

Optional, Required of some first-year 

courses, Required of all first-year courses

3

15a "Beyond student ratings of instruction, does 

your institution assess the effectiveness of 

first-year courses?"

Not at all, Rarely, Occasionally, Regularly 3

18a_1 In the past three years, has the institution 

assessed whether "classroom experiences 

(e.g., pedagogies, assignments) affect first-

year student learning"

Yes, No 1

18a_2 In the past three years, has the institution 

assessed whether "classroom experiences 

(e.g., pedagogies, assignments) affect first-

year student persistence into the second year"

Yes, No 1

18b_1 In the past three years, has the institution 

assessed whether "curriculum (e.g., major, 

course-taking patterns, Gen. Ed. reqs) affect 

first-year student learning"

Yes, No 1

18b_2 In the past three years, has the institution 

assessed whether "curriculum (e.g., major, 

course-taking patterns, Gen. Ed. reqs) affect 

first-year student persistence into the second 

year"

Yes, No 1

19a Does institution "use first-year assessment 

information for course development or 

redesign?"

Not at all, Rarely, Occasionally, Regularly 3

19b Does institution "use first-year assessment 

information for academic department/program 

evaluation"

Not at all, Rarely, Occasionally, Regularly 3

19c Does institution "use first-year assessment 

information for academic department/program 

planning or development"

Not at all, Rarely, Occasionally, Regularly 3

19d Does institution "use first-year assessment 

information for resource allocation"

Not at all, Rarely, Occasionally, Regularly 3

20 Format describing "most of the first-year 

seminars" at the institution.

Don't currently offer first-year seminars, 

Basic study skills seminar, Extended 

orientation seminar, Pre-Professional 

seminar, Seminar with academic content

2

26a Does institution offer "Learning communities... 

for first-year students"

Yes, Unsure, No 1

26b Does institution offer "Mentoring programs... 

for first-year students"

Yes, Unsure, No 1

27a Does institution "provide first-year students 

common reading programs?"

No, Yes: it's optional, Yes: it's required for 

some, Yes: it's required for all

3

27b Does institution "provide first-year students 

applied or experiential learning activities.

No, Yes: it's optional, Yes: it's required for 

some, Yes: it's required for all

3
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Table 2 (cont.) 

Faculty Culture/Perception Variable 

Institutional Emphasis on Teaching: A two-item scale, where 1=”Disagree strongly” and 

4=”Agree strongly,” indicating the faculty member’s agreement that, “At this institution, 

teaching is more important than research” and “At this institution, when hiring new faculty 

members, candidates teaching abilities are more important than their research abilities.” When 

used as an individual-level item in this analysis, we refer to this scale as an instructor’s 

perception; when aggregated at the institution level, this variable is labeled as an institution’s 

culture. (alpha=.872) 

Faculty Practice Variables 

Promoting Encounters with Difference: A four-items scale, where 1=”never” and 

4=”very often,” indicating how often the faculty members “provide opportunities for your first-

year students in your classes to learn about people who differ from them in ‘background 

characteristics (e.g., gender, race)’” or “attitudes or values (e.g., politics, religion),” how often 

they “give your first-year students assignments that require them to examine ideas/perspectives 

other than their own”, and how often they “ask first-year students in your classes to wrestle with 

ideas or points of view that differ from their own’” (alpha=.902) 

Casual Interaction: A three item scale, indicating the number of times per week a faculty 

member “discussed non-academic topics of mutual interest,” “had casual conversations,” or 

“exchanged brief greetings” with first-year students. (alpha=.905) 

Substantive Interaction: A three item scale, indicating the number of times per week a 

faculty member “discussed matters related to the student’s future career,” “discussed a student’s 

personal matters,” or “discussed intellectual or academic-related matters” with first-year 

students. (alpha=.789) 
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Table 2 (cont.) 

Faculty Characteristics: Level 1 Control Variables 

Sex: 0=male, 1=female 

Race: 0=non-white, 1=white 

Tenure Status: 0=Untenured, 1=Tenured 

Years Teaching: Self-reported years working as a professor 

Field: dummy coded humanities, social sciences, professional/other fields; reference 

category is natural/physical sciences 

Traditional Institutional Traits: Level 2 Control Variables 

Carnegie Class: Dummy-coded indication of the highest degree offered at a given 

institution. In full-sample, Doctorate is reference group; for subsample, Masters is 

reference 

Size: Total number of first-time degree/certificate-seeking undergraduate enrolled full 

time (variable “enrlft” from IPEDS) 

Control: Dummy-coded indicator of administrative oversight (0=private, 1=public) 

Selectivity: Median ACT composite score for first-year students in fall 2006 (as reported 

to researchers by institution) 
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Table 3 

Institutional Policies and Faculty Cultures related to Pedagogical Practices 

 

Notes: All p-values based on HLM 6.02 "robust standard errors"  

*** p < .001 

** p < .01 

* p < .05 

^ p < .10 

Fully Unconditional Model

Sigma Squared  (L1 Variance)

Tau (L2 Variance)

% variance @ L2

Baseline Model - Sex, Gender, Field, Experience, Tenure, & Perceptions at Level 1

Tau (L2 Variance)

(A) L2 TOTAL Contextual Effects of Average Faculty Perception

Culture of Teaching

Tau (L2 Variance)

% L2 Variance Explained

(B) L2 Contextual Effects NET of Traditional Institutional Characteristics

Culture of Teaching

Tau (L2 Variance)

% L2 Variance Explained

(C) L2 Total Policy Effects (compare to Model A)

Policies Supporting Teaching and Learning

Tau (L2 Variance)

% L2 Variance Explained -2.2% 0.2% 9.2%

0.083 4.961 0.596

-0.003 -0.061 -0.044^

4.9% 74.3% 72.6%

0.077 1.279 0.180

0.078 2.435** 1.058***

2.4% 63.4% 71.3%

0.079 1.821 0.188

0.098 2.693*** 1.091***

0.081 4.973 0.657

13.2% 9.5% 7.5%

.119 6.979 .832

.784 66.115 10.272

Promoting 

Encounters w/ 

Difference

Casual 

Interaction

Substantive 

Interaction
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Figure 1 

Institutional Culture and Average Teaching Practices: Promoting Encounters with Difference 
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Figure 2 

Institutional Culture and Teaching Practices: Casual Faculty-Student Interaction Outside of 

Class 

 

Note: A like-specified graph of substantive interaction yields a very similar picture. That graph is 

available from the first author upon request. 



A CULTURE OF TEACHING  44 

Figure 3 

Institutional Policies and Faculty Culture 
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