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Vitalityto IncludeProductivebut
DisengagedSeniorFaculty

Faculty Member#1
I came to the university excited about the prospect of working with a cohort of young
colleagues who had impressed me when I interviewed. I liked the departmenthead very
much. He not only recruited me enthusiastically,but he was incredibly supportive. He
was fair in distributingresources and made sure thatjunior faculty got high-qualitygraduate students. He provided a clear assessment of my progress each year prior to tenure
and set a tone indicating that it was normalfor junior faculty to seek help and mentoring.
But the year I was grantedtenure a new head entered the picture and life changed drastically. He rapidly alienated several senior colleagues I admiredas well as some of my junior colleagues, many of whom ended up leaving the department.The new head played
favorites, ignored establishedprocesses, and didn't supportthe promotionof several outstanding young faculty hired under the former head. He also reneged on several
promises that the former head had made to me. It's been years since he became the department head, but I am still disillusioned and disappointed. I find myself advising
newly hired colleagues to build their CVs and keep an eye open for otherjobs; I tell them
"outstandingwork does not assure success in this department."
Faculty Member#2
When I first came to the university,one of the things that gave me the most satisfaction
was working closely with two of my senior colleagues: Ed and Jon. I truly valued their
collaboration on grants, research, and publications, and had always believed that we
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worked well togetherand respected one another.That's why I was so taken aback, on the
eve of my tenure decision, to learn from others in the departmentthat Ed and Jon had
voiced concerns to the tenure committee about my performance.Neither Ed nor Jon had
ever sharedthese concerns with me, and I felt disconcertedand hurt.Although I eventually did receive tenure,the experience left a bad taste in my mouth. Now, when I hear Ed
and Jon speak in faculty meetings, I wonder what their words are hiding. I see the
glances they exchange when I'm speaking, and I resent their implication. Because I find
it uncomfortableto be with these two colleagues, I avoid them whenever possible. I have
extricated myself from joint research ventures and purposely avoid Ed and Jon in other
venues of departmentallife.

Introduction:WhatOur Research Revealed
What do the two stories above have in common?
First, they portraysenior (defined in this study as tenured)faculty members who are dissatisfied with their respective experiences at their institution. Second, in both cases, negative or disillusioning experiences at
key times in their professional lives have colored the lens throughwhich
these individuals view their colleagues and experience life in their departments.They have respondedto these events in ways that are counter
to fostering collegiality and a sense of community-two primary
sources of satisfaction in academic life (Barnes, Agago, & Coombs,
1998; Manger & Eikeland, 1990; Matier, 1990; Weiler, 1985).
Although dissatisfied senior faculty members are hardly rarein academia (Amey & VanDerLinden, 2002; Boice, 1993; Hamrick, 2003;
Karpiak, 1997; Mills, 2000), what is interesting about these particular
stories is that they describe faculty who are not stagnantprofessionally
but who continue to be remarkably productive: They publish extensively, secure prestigious grants, and succeed in a variety of other areas,
as described below. In other words, these senior faculty members are at
the top of their game. Nevertheless, they remain withdrawnin important
ways at their own university,a problem we believe is not unique to this
institution.
What characterizesthe experiences of faculty such as these, and what
is the impact on their institutions?To what extent does the literaturehelp
us to understandthe sources of their dissatisfaction and their responses
to it? Finally, what can institutions do to re-engage them? These are the
questions we set out to answer in this article.
This study grew out of a larger research project we conducted from
2001 to 2003 at a midsized privateresearchuniversity.(A full discussion
of research methodology and results can be found in Ambrose, Huston,
& Norman, 2005.) The purpose of the larger study was to identify factors that positively or negatively affected faculty satisfaction and retention. Towardthis end, we designed a matched cohort study and inter-
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viewed 124 facultymembers(8.9%of the total faculty),half of whom
had left the institutionbetween1991 and 2000 and half of whomhad
stayed. Seventy-sevenformerfacultymemberswere asked to particisampleof colleges and departpate, selectedto form a representative
of these77 agreedto be intermentswithintheuniversity.Seventy-three
viewed.Of them,62 were availablefor interviewsduringthe necessary
period,and one of the participantswithdrewlaterin the study,leaving
61 formerfacultymembers,17 of whomweretenuredbeforeleavingthe
university.'Currentfacultywere then matchedwith formerfacultyby
rank,tenurestatus,year of appointment,department,
and,when possinot
and
race
this
was
ble, gender
(although
alwayspossiblein smalldepartmentsor for yearswith fewernew hires).2Seventycurrentfaculty
memberswere asked to participateand 62 agreed.Of them, 42 were
tenured.These42 senior,tenuredfacultymemberswho haveremained
at the universityarethe focus of this article.
We used a semistructured
interviewprotocol(Chilcott,1987;Fetterman, 1990;Maxwell,1996;Merriam,1998)in whichrespondentswere
askedto describetheirexperienceat the institutionandany significant
factorsor criticalincidentsthat affectedtheirexperience.3They were
encouragedto tell theirown "stories"in theirown style. We chose this
methodbecausewe wanteddetailed,context-richdatato clarifythe subtletiesandcomplexitiesof facultymembers'experiences,thuscapitalizing on whatMaxwellhas identifiedas the principlebenefitsof qualitative research(Lecompte& Preissle,2003; Maxwell,1996;Merriam&
Associates,2002). Thesebenefitsincludeits capacityto clarify(a) the
meaningfor participants(in this case, facultymembers)of the events,
consituations,andactionsin whichtheyareinvolved;(b) theparticular
text withinwhichparticipantsact andthe influencethis contexthas on
their actions; (c) unanticipatedphenomenaand influences, which
emergespontaneouslyin open-endedinterviewsin ways thatcannotin
structuredsurveys;(d) the process by which events and actions take
place;and(e) complexcausalrelationships,in this case the varyingand
interactingcauses of facultysatisfactionand dissatisfaction(Maxwell,
1996,pp.17-20).
This nondirective,qualitativeapproachyielded datathatwe believe
accurately reflect the priorities and concerns of the faculty themselves.
However, there were limitations to this approachas well. Because faculty participantstold their own stories, they did not necessarily all raise
the same issues, and thus some comparabilityacross interviews was lost.
Furthermore,because interviews were conducted with faculty members
only, we cannot provide the department or university perspective. In
fact, it would have been impossible to get triangulationby talking with

This content downloaded from 128.6.29.105 on Mon, 27 Oct 2014 12:58:18 PM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

496

The Journal of Higher Education

others in the departmentwithout revealing the identity of participants.
While this constrains the reader's ability to make objective sense of the
events described or to see them in a fuller departmentaland historical
context-and must be acknowledged as a limitation to the study-the
anonymitywe were able to assureresulted in surprising,sometimes even
shockingly frank, accounts. Since faculty perceptions and emotions, regardless of objective reality, are at the heart of the satisfaction issue, it
seemed appropriateto focus on faculty interpretationsof their own experiences, if only as a first stage of investigation.
Of the many results from the largerresearchprojectmentioned above,
two are of particularrelevance to this paper.The first is predictable,the
second less so. First, our researchcorroboratedthe results of other studies by indicating a powerful-and often unmet-need on the part of the
junior faculty to experience effective mentoringand a sense of collegiality (Ambrose et al., 2005; Bilimoria, Perry, Liang, Stoller, Higgins, &
Taylor,2006; Boice, 1992; Menges & Associates, 1999; Zachary,2000).
Specifically, junior faculty members stressed the importance of having
senior colleagues who were interested in and willing to take the time to
give them professional advice and who were engaged in the life of the
department.
This need for active, engaged senior colleagues brings us to a second,
more surprisingfinding. Of the 42 current senior faculty members we
interviewed, 12-almost a third-indicated significant levels of dissatisfaction and disengagement, recounting stories like the two at the beginning of this article. All 12 "disengaged"currentsenior faculty members
had outstandingreputations.In addition to their continued success with
publications and grants, they also served on national and international
professional panels and boards, and they were respected as effective
teachers, earning high scores on their students' course evaluations. Yet
despite their professional productivity, they had become disengaged
from their departmentsand sometimes the institutionas a whole. We define "disengagement"here as: (a) withdrawalfrom intellectual exchange
and collaboration with colleagues, (b) disengagement from decisionmaking processes, (c) deliberate withdrawal from departmentalsocial
activity, and (d) disengagement from mentoringrelationships (or giving
cynical advice to junior faculty).4
We were not only surprisedbut also worriedby the level of discontent
among these faculty members. Because the disengaged senior faculty
did not cluster in any particulardiscipline but ratherrepresentedsix of
the seven colleges at the university,their dissatisfaction suggests a university-wide phenomenon. If their numbers are representative of the
larger population, moreover,their impact is potentially very significant.
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In a small institution,and particularlyin small departments,even a small
number of disengaged senior faculty can have a disproportionately
harmful effect, especially for junior faculty whose status in the institution is most tenuous and whose need for mentoring and collegiality is
greatest. As we analyzed the narrativesfrom dissatisfied senior faculty,
two themes emerged. First, several respondentsdiscussed an "ideal"situation into which they were hired that, for a numberof differentreasons,
changed over time (illustratedin the first vignette). Second, a numberof
respondents described one particularly painful incident, often taking
place during a key transition, that negatively colored their subsequent
experiences in their department(illustratedin the second vignette).
We found that the literatureon faculty vitality was only marginally
helpful in explaining these patterns and determined that new models
were needed. In this essay, we begin by examining and challenging the
way in which faculty vitality has been operationalizedin the past, arguing for the value of institution-specific analysis of the faculty vitality
issue. We then propose alternativemodels for understandingpreviously
unexplored aspects of faculty vitality, drawing on research in organizational behavior and adult development. Finally, we discuss the institutional implications of vital but disengaged senior faculty members and
suggest steps to prevent or address this problem. We end with a call for
future research that broadens the definition of faculty vitality and that
addresses the distinctive cultures of particularinstitutions.
The group we have identified as disengaged senior faculty represents
almost 30% of the total number of current senior faculty interviewed,
and their disengagement, as we will argue below, has ripple effects
throughoutthe university community. However, this group does not in
itself constitute a large enough sample for a systematic empirical exploration of the issue. Thus, this study should be understoodas exploratory
and speculative as opposed to definitive. Following Talburt,our general
intention is to open "new paths of thought"(2004, p. 81) ratherthan verify a particularphenomenon throughthe use of hard data. Our specific
intention is to propose alternativemodels for understandingpreviously
neglected aspects of faculty vitality and to launch furtherinvestigation
into this unexploredterrain.
Faculty VitalityReexamined
Research on faculty vitality was sparkedby concerns about what Kanter (1979) dubbed "stuck"professors-that is, faculty members whose
productivityor teaching performancefalls off in mid- to late career.The
faculty vitality literature draws on theories in organizational behavior
and developmental psychology to chart academic career stages and
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identify how the needs of senior faculty differ from those of theirjunior
colleagues (Baldwin & Blackburn, 1981); it attempts to distinguish
characteristicsof vital faculty members from those of their "stagnant"
colleagues (Baldwin, 1990); and it offers strategies for fostering professional development and renewal at all career stages (Bland & Bergquist,
1997; Bland & Schmitz, 1988).
The literatureon senior faculty vitality has provided a numberof importantinsights, among them the need to examine the interactionof individual and institutional factors that contributeto professional stagnation or vitality (Bland & Bergquist, 1997; Bland, Risbey, Berberet, &
Brown, 2004; Clark, Corcoran& Lewis, 1986). However, there are two
shortcomingsin the literatureon faculty vitality. First, while the existing
literaturehas examined vitality in the settings of both researchuniversities (Clark et al., 1986) and teaching colleges (Baldwin, 1990; Baldwin
& Blackburn,1981; Palmer, 1998), it often makes generalizationsbased
on national data sets that do not help individual institutions assess the
complex interplay of local factors that enhance or detract from faculty
vitality. Second, the existing literature defines faculty vitality broadly
but operationalizes the concept narrowlyin ways that may conceal importantphenomena.We explore these two issues below.
The Valueof Institution-SpecificAnalysis
A numberof scholars have questioned the usefulness of national-level
researchfor illuminatingthe local conditions that shape faculty and student experiences at particular institutions (Bensimon, Polkinghorne,
Bauman, & Vallejo, 2004; Johnsrud & Rosser, 2002). As Bensimon,
Polkinghorne,Bauman and Vallejo point out:
Collegesanduniversitiescannotbe treatedas if theywereall identical.They
differin mission,structures,studentbodies,fundingsources,resources,etc.
Theyalso changeovertimeso thatwhatwastrueof an institutionin the past
about
may not necessarilybe so in the present.Neitherare generalizations
institutionsandinterventions
(2004,
124)
p.
alwaysapplicable.
By focusing on patternscommon to all institutions (or to all institutions
of a certain type, e.g., research universities or teaching-oriented colleges), the faculty vitality literatureoften overlooks the unique attributes
of individual institutions that impact faculty lives in key ways (Clark et
al., 1986). Such local factors are particularlyinfluential for midcareeror
senior faculty who have been at the institutionlonger thanjunior faculty
and have enjoyed (or regrettably endured) the prevailing culture for
many years (Wood & Johnsrud,2005). Fortunately,there is a growing
emphasis on assessing the local factors that enhance or detract from
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faculty vitality (Bland, Seaquist, Pacala, Center,& Finstad, 2002), as reflected by the fact that recipients of certainNational Science Foundation
and National Institutes of Health grants have administered "climate"
surveys that assess local factors affecting women faculty (e.g., Malley,
Rainwater,& Stewart,2005).
Given the importance of local factors, we will first describe the university that is the subject of this research. Located in a mid-Atlantic
state, the university sits centrally in a city of approximately335,000 (2.4
million in the metropolitanarea), with a low cost of living and yet many
"big city amenities."It is a private institution with approximately5,400
undergraduates,4,000 graduate students, and 1,400 faculty members.
The university has a strong research emphasis, with $280 million in
sponsoredresearchin 2004. It also has these characteristics:(a) an institutional emphasis on collaborativeand interdisciplinaryresearch and innovation; (b) an exceptionally "nimble"bureaucraticstructurethat allows faculty to pursue new research trajectories with relatively few
bureaucraticobstacles and delays; (c) an extraordinarilyhigh-visibility
faculty, deeply engaged in applied research and consulting work with
governmentagencies and industryin the United States and abroad;(d) a
decentralized administrativestructurein which departmentheads possess considerable power and authority;(e) a particularcombination of
financial realities, including a small endowment, an exceptionally strong
track record in attractingsoft money, and high graduate student costs;
(f) a 9-year tenure clock; (g) a scientific/technological orientation;and
(h) relatively small departments(in comparison to the kinds of institutions with which the university competes for students and funding).
Each of these features has particularimplications for senior faculty
satisfaction and, by extension, vitality. For example, because there is an
emphasis on collaborationand innovation-two behaviorscharacteristic
of vital faculty, according to Baldwin (1990)-the university might appear to provide its senior faculty with opportunitiesto expand their research into new areas, thus preventingstagnationand promotingvitality.
But is that the whole story?
Here we must look more closely at institutionalcharacteristics.Interdisciplinarity, for instance, can involve faculty from different, yet still
traditionally defined, disciplines working together to solve a common
problem, or it can involve the creation of new research areas that do not
fit comfortably within disciplinary boundaries and thus do not lend
themselves easily to traditionalperformancecriteria. While the university in question subscribes to the first definition of "interdisciplinary,"
its hiring often implies a commitmentto the second. Some faculty members in our study, however, felt that this commitment was not met.
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Several had been actively recruited for their work at the intersection
between or among disciplines. However, they found that their work was
misunderstoodor underrecognizedwithin departmentsthat continued to
assess the quality of research according to traditionaldisciplinary criteria (a common problem in interdisciplinary research; e.g., Campbell,
2005). In such cases, the institutional emphasis on collaboration, innovation, and interdisciplinaritydid not lead to greaterfaculty vitality and
engagement, as might be expected, but ratherto a sense of isolation and
bitterness.
Thus, we must look closely not only at the features of particularinstitutions but also at how these features operate on the ground. Furthermore, their implications for faculty cannot be assumed a priori. A quick
review of some of the other institutionalcharacteristicsin the list above
illustrates this point. On one hand, the university's decentralized and
"nimble"bureaucraticstructureallows faculty to respond quickly to political, economic, and disciplinary shifts, but it also means that departments change rapidly, shifting focus and reprioritizing in ways that
might leave previously supportedsenior faculty feeling unsupportedand
isolated. Moreover,the high visibility of the faculty at this particularinstitution can create incongruitiesbetween the recognition that highly regarded researchersreceive outside their institution, and the recognition
they receive (or do not receive) on their home campus. Because of the
university's scientific and technological focus, moreover, teamwork
among colleagues is critical for research productivity. Thus, interpersonal issues may have a greaterimpact on faculty success and satisfaction than at some other institutions. Additionally, the 9-year tenure
clock, although intended to relieve pressureby giving new faculty more
time before they face a tenuredecision, also prolongs the anxiety for junior faculty, which has implications as well for satisfaction and retention. Finally, the small size of many departments(relative to those of
other competing research institutions) means that the satisfaction of a
single senior faculty member can have a profound impact on the rest of
the department. This last point underscores why institution-specific
analysis is so critically important:Since even small numbers of disengaged senior faculty members can have a disproportionatelydamaging
effect, administratorscannot afford to rely solely on the faculty vitality
researchdone at other institutionsbut must find ways to identify the particular issues faculty members encounterat their own institutions.
Reconsidering How VitalityIs Operationalized
If lack of institutionalspecificity is one shortcomingin the faculty vitality literature, another limitation is how vitality itself is operationalized. Bland and Bergquist acknowledge that vitality is an elusive, if
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useful, concept: "a term that holds the potential of defining (without
oversimplifying) a complex and multidimensionalphenomenon"(1997,
p. 2). However, despite a widespread acknowledgment of the issue's
complexity, there is a tendency in much of the faculty vitality literature
to reduce vitality to an issue of teaching performanceand/or research
productivity,whetherdefined in terms of quality or quantity.
In one influentialstudy,for example, vital faculty memberswere those
identifiedas "highlyactive"-that is, "theycontinuallypublish,teach, and
perform administrativeand/orprofessional services at highly productive
levels" (Clarket al., 1986, p. 182). In anotherstudy,the criterionfor inclusion in the "vital"group was that the faculty membersin question be
"starperformersin those areas that [the] institutionmost prizes" (Baldwin, 1990, p. 163). The focus on performanceand productivityis understandable;afterall, both individualsuccess and institutionalreputationdepend on these qualities. However, by using this narrow operational
definitionof vitality,we neglect othercriticalaspects of faculty work life.
Other researchershave also called for broader definitions of faculty
vitality. Productivefaculty have been defined as individuals who share a
clear, common vision with their colleagues (Bland et al., 2002), whereas
faculty who express profound dissatisfaction with their jobs (Woods,
Reid, Arndt, Curtis, & Stritter,1997) or stop participatingin campus affairs (Brown, 1996) are seen as having low vitality. These expanded
views of vitality underline,among other things, the importanceof effective departmentalleaders who create collegial climates where faculty invest in and communicatewith their peers (Bland et al., 2002).
Building on this notion of participationand sharedvision, this article
seeks to add a new, easily overlooked dimension to the discussion of vitality.As the stories that introducedthis article illustrate,there is a group
of senior faculty members who would be classified as "starperformers"
according to Baldwin's criteriafor vitality but who are profoundly disillusioned and disengaged. Although their disengagement does not manifest itself as low researchproductivityor lacklusterteaching, it does appear in behaviors (discussed below) that can be harmful to the
institution. It is our contention that by examining aspects of faculty vitality that are not tied to performanceand productivity,we illuminate an
influential category of faculty who might otherwise be invisible to researchersand administratorstrying to improve faculty life.
TwoNew Perspectives on Faculty Vitality
Recall that there were 42 current senior faculty members in our
original study, 12 of whom were disengaged and 30 of whom were
both satisfied and engaged. At this point, it is germane to ask how the
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experiencesof these two categoriesof facultydiffered.Theirnarratives
were,in fact, strikinglydifferent.Membersof the "engaged"groupsimply did not mentiondisillusioningor painfulexperiences,focusinginsteadon constructivementoringrelationships,successfulnegotiationof
the promotionandtenureprocess,andsatisfyingprofessionalandsocial
relationshipswith colleagues.Whilesome of thembroughtup negative
experiencesthathadaffectedcolleagues,theiraccountsof theirown experienceswere,predictably,far morepositivethanthose of the "disengaged"group.Butdoesthismeanthattheirexperienceswereobjectively
morepositive,or does it meansimplythatnegativeexperiencesdid not
remainin theirmemories,shapetheirnarratives,or affecttheiroverall
perceptionsin the sameway?
Wedo not discountthepossibilitythataspectsof personality(e.g., resilience versus rigidity,optimismversuspessimism)played a role in
shapingfacultyresponsesto positiveandnegativeprofessionalexperiences, andthey mighthelp to explainthe patternswe observed.While
we acknowledgethe relevanceof personalityresearchto the phenomenonof disengagedseniorfacultyandwelcomefurtherinvestigationinto
thesequestions,it is outsidethe scopeof this studyto compareengaged
anddisengagedfacultyon the basis of personality.Instead,we optedto
thathavean exfocus on thosefeaturesof seniorfacultydisengagement
We
theories
that
would offer
institutional
plicitly
component. sought
clues to the sourcesof seniorfacultydisengagement,illuminateits impact, and suggestpossibleinstitutionalresponses(one approachis discussed in Norman,Ambrose,& Huston,2006). Researchin organizationalbehaviorprovidedone fruitfulexplanatorymodel,andresearchin
socialanddevelopmental
psychologyprovidedanother.
Violationof Psychological Contracts

beThe firstbodyof literaturecomesfromresearchin organizational
havior(also knownas industrialpsychology),a branchof appliedpsyThe
organizations.
chologythatstudieshow peoplebehavein structured
to
individual
behaviorresearchseeks explain
majorityof organizational
but
and groupbehaviorswithinindustrialand corporateenvironments,
the basicprinciplescanbe appliedto academicorganizations.
Organizationalbehavior's powerful concept of "psychological contracts" (Robinson & Rousseau, 1994; Rousseau, 1995; Schein, 1978;
and in the higher education literature,see Bess, 1998) helps to explain
why some senior faculty are so enduringlydissatisfied and why they respond to their dissatisfaction in different ways. Like theories of organizational "fit" (Holland, 1966, 1985), the concept of psychological contracts concerns the match between the individual and the organization,
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but the latter concept focuses on the expectations that an institution
meets or fails to meet. In this section, we will define psychological contracts, apply this concept to faculty life, and explain what happens when
psychological contractsare violated.
When an institution hires a new faculty member, both the new hire
and the employer develop expectations of the other. These expectations
constitute psychological contracts (Rousseau, 1995). Unlike a written
contract,which explicitly states concrete, negotiateditems such as one's
salary,title, and so on, a psychological contractinvolves unwritten(and
often unverbalized)expectations about less concrete issues such as work
environment, frequency and types of communication, allocation of resources, and the like. For some institutions, faculty members may have
these expectations of the college or university in general. In a decentralized institution such as the one we studied, however, where department
heads directly negotiate salary and other terms, the faculty memberusually holds the departmentaccountablefor meeting both written and unwritten expectations. Psychological contracts might include, among
other things, expectations regardinghow physical and human resources
will be allocated, what kinds of collaborationand collegiality there will
be in a department,what sorts of effort will be rewarded,and how promotion and tenure decisions will be made.
Because such expectations are often not verbalized, uncertainties
abound.A mismatchcan develop between what a new hire expects of the
departmentand what the departmentor institution delivers (Bess, 1998;
Watson, 1995). In our research,for example, one junior faculty member
described enjoying a very collegial departmentalatmosphere when he
came for his interview. He found his would-be colleagues energetically
debating their research over dinner, and he got the strong impression
that the departmentfunctioned as a close and cohesive group. Once he
took the job and arrivedon campus, however, he discovered a different
reality: His colleagues were too busy to socialize or discuss their work
on a regularbasis; their doors were closed most of the day; and departmental functions had low faculty attendance.Although no one had explicitly promised him collegiality or a high level of intellectual exchange, the discrepancy between what his colleagues' behavior had led
him to expect and the reality he encountered left the faculty member
feeling disillusioned, the psychological contractbroken.
Even when expectations are verbalizedbeforehand,there can still be a
subsequentdisagreementin interpretation.Take,for example, a situation
in which the departmenthead promises a new hire that she will have at
least one graduate student by her second year. In her second year, the
faculty member is offered the department's least capable graduate
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student, one who has been unsuccessful with several previous advisors.
Here, despite the fact that the departmenthead has technically delivered
on his promise, the faculty member feels let down, perhaps even deceived, and potentially less motivated (Bess, 1998).
When an institution fails to keep a perceived commitment (as in the
collegiality example) or when the commitment is fulfilled in an unsatisfactory way (as in the graduatestudentexample), a professor is likely to
experience a violation of her psychological contract. Faculty members
may not call it a contractviolation, but the sense that an implied promise
has been broken can be as frustratingas failing to meet the terms of a
written contract(Rousseau, 1995).
In some cases, the experience of contract violation comes early in a
faculty member's careerat the institution.In other cases, the disillusionment emerges more slowly, as it becomes clear that importantexpectations will not be met. Of the 12 disengaged senior faculty we interviewed, 7 experienced contract violations as we have defined them,
summarizedbelow.
Loss of key colleagues. Two of these faculty members came to the institutionwith the express intention of working with a particulargroup of
colleagues. These desirable colleagues, however, left the institution, either because they did not receive tenure or because they were unhappy
with departmental leadership. In each case, losing these valued colleagues and collaborators left the interviewed faculty member feeling
isolated and disillusioned and thinking that the departmentwas not the
one he had initially joined.
Gap betweenpolicy and practice. In two other cases, there was a critical discrepancy between the university's or department'spolicies (as
understood by the faculty member in question) and its actions. In the
first case, a faculty memberrecalled an incident in which his department
hired someone with tenure from outside the university, despite the fact
that the new hire lacked the accomplishmentshe would have needed for
tenure if he had "come up throughthe ranks"within the university.For
the faculty member interviewed (who was himself untenuredwhen this
seemingly less rigorous person was hired with tenure), this inconsistent
application of tenure criteria was galling. Even many years later, long
after he received tenure, this incident colored his feelings about the department. It combined with another incident-in which he had been
promised a raise only to have the raise rescinded-to convince him that
"nothingis guaranteedaroundhere,"a perspective that he conveys to junior faculty whom he mentors.
In the second case, the discrepancybetween policy and practice concerned interdisciplinarywork. The senior faculty member in question
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had created an interdisciplinaryprogram that was nationally respected
and that had successfully attracted strong students from a variety of
fields. Nonetheless, he reporteda high degree of frustrationwith his departmentwhere, he said, disciplinary prejudices were such that junior
faculty were discouragedfrom doing interdisciplinarywork, only graduate students with traditionaldisciplinary interests were accepted to the
department, and students who did develop interdisciplinary interests
were "given such conflicting advice, they can't make it throughthe program."Under these circumstances,the faculty memberfound it difficult
to do the collaborative work he valued. The wider university,moreover,
had promised to strengthen its faculty in certain disciplines that were
critical to his interdisciplinaryprogrambut had failed to deliver on that
promise. He felt increasingly discouraged and detached from a department he considered "narrow-minded"and from a university he believed
had not fully honored its commitmentto interdisciplinarity.
This story is particularly noteworthy because, as mentioned previously, the institutionthat was the subject of this study prides itself on encouraging interdisciplinarycollaboration.Severaljunior and senior faculty membersin our study were recruitedspecifically to bring a different
disciplinary perspective to an existing programor to start an interdisciplinary program of their own. These faculty members came expecting
that interdisciplinarywork would be appreciatedand rewarded,but in a
number of cases it was not. This disjuncturebetween the university's
rhetoric and actual departmentalprocesses was a theme that emerged
fairly frequentlyin interviews with currentjunior faculty as well as with
former faculty. Such examples also underline the need for institutionspecific research to identify the particularexpectations that the college
or university creates for its faculty.
Lack of collegiality. In the remainingthree cases, the broken psychological contractconcerned an ideal of collegiality that was not met. One
faculty memberwas dumbfoundedthat, after 20 years in the department,
none of his colleagues-including those with whom he had worked
closely-asked him about his family or knew his wife's name. He said
he felt like he had two families, one at home and one at work, "andthey
don't talk to one another."He believed that this lack of community was
terribly destructive to the department."A lot of people leave because
they have no particular attachment to the place," he said. "If I left, I
don't think anyone would care." The faculty member, who is Asian
American, said he thoughthis culturalexpectations had something to do
with his sense of disillusionment. He was not used to an environmentin
which "people are reduced to social security numbers,where their work
is encouraged, but they are not given any sense that they matter as
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human beings." In this socially disconnected environment,his own research continues undeterred,but his sense of loyalty and commitmentto
the departmentand institutionhas seriously eroded over time.
This was also true in the case of two female faculty members. Given
their impressive professional accomplishments that earned them tenure
within prestigious departments,both women assumed that they had the
respect of their male colleagues. Instead, they each reported, with considerable dismay, that their male colleagues did not take their ideas seriously. The fact that their input carried little weight, despite their
high performance, was jarring and had profound implications for their
sense of attachmentto the department.As one of them said, "I would
not let my daughter accept a job here."As in all the other cases mentioned, their expectations of what their professional lives should be
clashed with the reality of their experience: A critical psychological
contract was violated, leaving them feeling disappointed, cynical, and
disengaged.
In contrast: realistic expectations. The examples above point to situations in which faculty expectations were not met. It is interestingto note,
however, that when faculty expectations were more closely aligned with
institutionalrealities, faculty were more likely to accept those realities,
even though the realities were sometimes suboptimal. Here is one illustration.The university studied has a reputationfor demandingvery high
levels of productivityfrom its faculty, yet almost none of the faculty respondents in our study, junior or senior, complained that the workload
was too heavy (in fact, only 2 of the 62 currentfaculty members interviewed cited heavy workload as a source of dissatisfaction). This stands
in stark contrast to the general literatureon faculty stress, which indicates that one of the most common complaints is a heavy workload (e.g.,
Barnes et al., 1998; Sorcinelli & Austin, 1992). We believe that the psychological contracts model helps to explain the lack of faculty dissatisfaction in this area:Throughoutour interviews, faculty members repeatedly said they knew the workload would be heavy before they arrived.
Because they came with realistic expectations, faculty members did not
perceive their heavy workload as a contract violation; thus, it was not a
source of frustrationor disillusionment.
It is when faculty expectations are out of line with institutionalrealities or when faculty feel that implied promises have been broken that
disillusionment and disengagement ensue. As we will see shortly, when
influential senior faculty members enter this state, it can have serious
ramifications for the departmentas a whole and particularlyfor junior
faculty.
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Negative TransformationalExperiences
Perspectivesfrom developmentaland social psychology provide a second possible explanationfor the phenomenonof disaffected but productive senior faculty. The life-span literaturein developmentalpsychology
points to the importanceof key life transitionsin shaping individualperceptions. These include both experiences in which individualsare "aware
of a state of being in transition"and those in which people are unawareof
having undergonea transitionuntil they look back and "see that they and
their lives are inexorably changed" (McAdams, Josselson, & Lieblich,
2002, p. xvi). Denzin (1989) observes that as people describe these aspects of their stories later, the experiences are broughtalive with all the
intensity of emotion originally felt. Thus, a negative transitioncan have
emotional resonance long after the fact. This was clearly the case in our
interviews, where, in several instances, faculty members became quite
emotional when recountingdifficult or disillusioning experiences.
The literaturefrom social psychology points to the fact that the longterm impact of a key life transitioncan be especially pronouncedif the
experience involved a breakdownin expected sources of social support.
Rook and Pietromonaco(1987) show thatnegative social interactionsare
often more memorable than positive social interactions and that they
might consequently affect well-being more powerfully. Experiences in
which an individual expects supportfrom friends or associates and does
not receive it, or in which an individualis intentionallyhurt, harmed,or
sabotaged, can have particularly lasting effects (Newsom, Nishishiba,
Morgan,& Rook, 2003). Many faculty in our largerstudyreportedbreakdowns in support,which may help to explain why even established and
well-regardedsenior faculty view theirprofessionallives throughthe lens
of painful events that occurredfar earlierin theircareersat the university.
Five of the 12 disillusioned senior faculty members told stories in
which it was clear that one negative and obviously traumaticexperience
colored the lens through which they viewed their colleagues, their departments, or both. Two of these experiences involved initial experiences at the university,and three others involved the tenure process; all
of these situations are described in more detail below. Although these
numbers are admittedlytoo low to generate firm conclusions, these stories do not exist in isolation. Rather,they are reinforcedby the narratives
of many junior faculty who have already reported similarly negative,
embittering experiences. If early disappointing transitions can negatively influence long-term satisfaction, then many of the university's
currentjunior faculty may be poised to become the disengaged senior
faculty of the future.
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Difficult initial transition. Two senior faculty members in our study
experienced a difficult initial transition to the university. The first recounted a series of three negative initial experiences. Before arrivingat
the university,this faculty member negotiated an extra semester to finish
his dissertation, planning to start during the spring rather than fall semester. However, he finished his dissertationearlier than expected, and
so made plans to go abroad for the fall term, figuring that he was free
until the spring. The departmenthead, however, told him that the deferment could only be used for writing his dissertation:Since his dissertation was complete, he would have to begin work in the fall. Many years
later, the faculty member interviewed recalled this incident, saying that
the departmenthead's "overly legalistic" approachhad left him with a
"badtaste" in his mouth. His negative reaction was intensified when the
same departmenthead pressuredhim to apply for a grant while he was
still working on his dissertation,before he had arrivedat the institution.
He got the grant and was happy to have the money during his first year
on the job, but he found the experience of balancing dissertationwriting
and grantwriting frustratingand overwhelming,making the transitionto
his new job difficult and taxing. If these two experiences set a negative
early tone, his initial experience on campus did not help. The faculty
memberrecalled that no one spoke to him his entire first day on campus;
he felt ignored and unwelcome. This came as a particularshock because
he had moved to academiafrom industry,where he had worked on teams
and felt a strong sense of contact and inclusion. These three negative
early experiences combined to leave him feeling vaguely resentful and
with "no initial sense of ownership"in his first years at the university.At
the time of the interview, he was contemplatingotherjob offers and advising some of his graduatestudents against careers in academia.
A second faculty member from a different departmentrecounted similar frustrationsupon his arrival.Shortly after coming to this university
from another academic institution, he found that he had to forfeit a
month's salarybecause of lack of summerfunding. The fact that his first
month's salary was contingent upon his own external funding had not
been made explicit. As the primarybreadwinnerfor a large family, he
faced a significant hardship. Second, he found that the package he had
been offered by the university and had counted on "was not real money"
and did not materialize.His sense from the beginning, thus, was that the
administrationwas "nickel and diming" faculty while playing fast and
loose with their own financial commitments.This impression came into
play later in his career as well. Although promoted to full professor, he
was not given a raise until he secured an outside job offer. While this
practice is fairly common at the university in question, the faculty mem-
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ber was particularly bothered by it because it seemed to confirm his
sense that the university conductedits financial dealings in a disrespectful, even somewhat dishonest, way. A number of other faculty interviewed (some of whom had left the university) also reportedfinding it
distasteful that administratorsexpected faculty to use outside offers to
negotiate salary and resources. Even senior faculty members who had
successfully employed this strategy nonetheless lamented that the university only seemed to value faculty members when other institutions
courtedthem. They questioned why they should feel committedto an institution that was not fully committed to them.
Painful tenure experience. In the two cases described above, negative
experiences duringthe transitionto a new job (in the one case a firstjob,
in the other a move from one institutionto another)made a deep impression with obvious lingering effects. Anotherkey transitionfor faculty is,
of course, tenure, a stressful and difficult experience for faculty at many
institutions.The build-upto tenureand thus the emotional impact of disappointing or painful experiences connected with it are all the more potent at a university like this one with an exceptionally long tenure clock
(9 years). Understandably,experiences connected to reappointment,promotion, and tenure (RPT) figured large in all our interviews. However,
whereas we expected painful RPT experiences to surface in interviews
with formerfaculty and anxiety over tenureto punctuateinterviews with
junior faculty, we were surprisedto hear currenttenuredfaculty focus on
these experiences as well.
One senior faculty member,for example, was approvedfor tenurebut
not the promotion that usually accompanies it. He later learned that the
decision was based on criticisms four colleagues had expressed about
his work. It came as a shock to him, because no one in his department
had previously voiced any concerns about his research.He felt "stabbed
in the back" and humiliated.To this day, he finds it uncomfortableto be
with these colleagues and avoids faculty meetings as a result.
The second case (describedin the second vignette at the beginning of
this essay) is remarkablysimilar. Like the individual above, this faculty
memberreceived tenurebut was latertold thattwo colleagues with whom
he had enjoyed a close, collaborativerelationshiphad arguedagainst his
case duringthe tenuredeliberations.Also like the faculty memberabove,
he was caught completely off-guard:No one in his departmenthad ever
expressed reservationsabout his work, for which he had received accolades in other contexts. The experience led him to avoid these particular
colleagues and to withdrawfromjoint researchventures.It also jaundiced
his feelings about the departmentin general. In our interview,which occurredyears later,his sense of hurtand betrayalwas still palpable.
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In a third case involving tenure, a senior faculty member recalled a
pretenure exchange with a departmental administrator. The faculty
memberhad expressed a desire to teach courses in line with his research
interests, but the administratorappealed to him to teach another set of
courses that the departmentrequired for majors. The faculty member
agreed, eager to "be a team player."He found, however, that this willingness actually worked against him during tenure consideration. In
fact, the same administratorwho had asked him to teach these required
courses later criticized him in writing for agreeing to do so, citing his acquiescence as a lack of focus on research goals. Although the faculty
memberultimately received tenure,he reportedfeeling manipulatedand
betrayed. The lesson he learned, and which he passes on to junior faculty, is that efforts to help the institutionwill not be rewarded:"The university won't remember."
Each of the cases above involved a key professional transition,and in
each case the senior faculty member in question felt betrayed or undermined by individualshe had trusted;in other words, he experienced profound negative support.Our data suggest that experiences such as these
can create a lens through which subsequent experiences are perceived.
In other words, one experience can set the tone for all others, and in extreme cases it can lead to what Kramerterms "sinister attributionerror"
(Kramer,1993, 1994, 1995, 1999)-that is, the tendency for individuals
to overattributehostile intentions and malevolent motives to the actions
of others, to the point that even benign behaviors take on sinister import.
Impact: changed perspectives. Whether caused by attributionerrors
or accurate perceptions, this pattern seemed to hold in our interviews:
The senior faculty members who had recounted early negative transitional experiences described subsequentincidents in which they felt ignored or badly treated.In many cases, they attributedthese later experiences to factors such as sexism, disrespect of a certain subfield,
cronyism, and favoritism.For example, the second vignette at the beginning of this essay describes a faculty member who was convinced that
his colleagues did not respect him based on his negative tenure experience, so the glances they exchanged at faculty meetings seemed both
significant and threatening.Another senior faculty member's job satisfaction began to decline precipitously when key colleagues left the program, in part because of what the faculty member considered to be a
hostile work environmentfor women. She recountedhow, on several different occasions, she had recommended potential candidates for positions in her department.None of these candidates were ever considered
in the applicantpool. The respondentbelieved that the search committee
ignored her recommendations because she was a woman and noted a
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history of similar sexist slights. While her analysis of departmentalsexism may very well have been accurate overall, it is possible that there
were other explanations for particularevents (for example, the search
committee may have had other motivations, such as the need to bring in
a person with connections to a specific funding agency or experience
with a cutting-edge technology, both highly valued resources at the institution we investigated). However, early experiences with sexism understandablypredisposed her to interpretlater experiences through the
same lens, creating patternsof perception that lasted for years and that
eventually led her to withdrawfrom certain aspects of departmentallife.
Faculty Responses
What implicationsdo these sorts of faculty experienceshave for the institution?The organizationalbehavior literatureidentifies four possible
responses individuals can have to contract violations (Farrell, 1983;
Hirschman,1970; Rousseau, 1995). Althoughnegativetransitionalexperiences are not explicitly discussed in that literature,our researchsuggests
that the same four responses are applicablein these cases as well. These
four responses are voice, exit, silence/loyalty,or neglect/destruction.
Voice and exit are two ways that faculty typically make their dissatisfaction known. The most positive response, voice is a constructive action in which a faculty membertries to remedy the situation and change
what she finds objectionable, either for herself or for others (Rousseau,
1995). Alternatively, and at the other end of the spectrum, a professor
could choose to exit or voluntarily leave the institution when he is dissatisfied. Research indicates that exiting is more likely when colleagues
are also exiting, when other potentialjobs are readily available (as may
be the case for highly visible, prolific senior faculty members), or when
previous efforts to voice and remedy the situationhave failed (Rousseau,
1995). In our interviews, several faculty membersdescribed situationsin
which they voiced their unmet expectations in faculty meetings or to
their departmenthead or dean. Some of these faculty were satisfied with
the outcomes that resulted from their voicing, but many met with unsuccessful outcomes. Several current faculty members who had already
voiced without success said they were considering exiting if their continued efforts to voice dissatisfaction led to little or ineffective change.
These sentiments are of particularconcern because stated intent to leave
is the strongest predictor of actual voluntary turnover (Johnsrud &
Rosser, 2002; Olsen, Maple, & Stage 1995; Steers & Mowday, 1981).
Silence/loyalty and neglect/destructionare typically less visible and
less concrete responses. Silence/loyalty lacks an outward action but
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"reflects a willingness to endure or accept unfavorablecircumstances"
(Rousseau, 1995, p. 138). Whereas loyalty connotes the optimistic attitude that things will improve with time, silence often reflects the pessimistic attitudethat nothing can or will be done. One memorableexample of silence is the faculty member, mentioned earlier, who reported
that even after years at the institution,none of his colleagues showed any
interest in his family or would care one way or another if he stayed or
left. This was a strongpsychological contractviolation for someone who
said he had initially believed that his department would become his
"second family."Yet despite expressing a long-standing disappointment
with this aspect of his professional life, he accepted the situation quietly
ratherthan exiting or seeking to change it (for himself or others).
The fourth potential response to deep career dissatisfaction is what
Rousseau identifies as neglect or destruction(1995). A faculty member
who perceives that the departmenthas failed to keep its commitments (a
theme that came up in our discussion of both contract violations and
negative transformationalexperiences) might respond passively by neglecting or avoiding responsibilities. Multiple senior faculty members in
our study, for example, reported that they routinely skip faculty meetings as a result of their frustrations.One highly regardedand otherwise
amicable researcherexplained that after years of trying to change the
RPT process and after repeatedprotests of the criteriafor judging "good
work"in his department,he refused to participatein tenureor promotion
decisions any longer. By his standards,the process had become capricious and unjust, but he had stopped trying to change it because his colleagues continued to ignore the alternatives he presented. In other
words, after years of voicing, he became increasingly disillusioned and
eventually withdrewfrom the process.
In contrast, destructioninvolves actively engaging in counterproductive, damaging behaviors. Although it may seem unlikely that a senior
professional in academe would behave destructively, in our interviews
we heardfrom senior faculty members who, believing they were looking
out for the best interests of their junior colleagues, encouraged them to
leave the department.For instance, one senior male faculty member advised his junior female colleagues to get out of academia as soon as possible if they planned to have families. He explained that in industry,
women could take longer maternity leaves and work flex- or part-time
without losing credibility as experts in their field, whereas academiawas
not nearly so accommodating.Another senior faculty member was disappointed by the institution's failure to reward service, and he bluntly
recommendedthat his pretenurecolleagues not waste time with committee work or responsibilities that would build community,such as attend-
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ing departmentalluncheons or parties. He told his junior colleagues "to
look out for themselves" and to build stronger CVs so that they could
leave for better positions if they became available.Although the faculty
member who offered such advice did so out of genuine concern for his
junior colleagues, he was respondingto problems within his department
in a way that harmedthe departmentin the long run, by motivatinggood
people to leave and by perpetuatinga lack of collegiality.
Of the four possible responses to contract violations and negative
transitionalexperiences elaboratedabove, voice is clearly the most constructive and positive because it has the greatest chance of leading to
growth for the departmentand resolution for the individual. Exit, on the
other hand, may appearto be an inherently bad outcome for the institution-but it depends upon the circumstances.A certain amount of faculty turnoveris both necessary and healthy for an institution because it
brings in new people and new ideas (Harrigan,1999). However,if junior
faculty members leave because disgruntled senior faculty members encouraged them to do so, then such turnoverminimizes the very benefits
that these new faculty members could bring to the department.Silence
and loyalty have relatively neutralimpacts if they are limited to one or a
few individuals. The impact of a departmentalculture of silence, however, can be cumulatively negative if many people are unhappy but no
one takes action. In this essay, we are particularlyconcerned with the
neglect/destructionresponse because, like silence, these reactions to dissatisfaction may go relatively unnoticed, but unlike silence or loyalty,
they have the potential to do greater damage to the institution as a
whole, for reasons that will be explored below.
Why might someone choose to remain at an institution and be silent,
destructive,or neglectful? There were a numberof answersthat emerged
from faculty interviews: Some faculty members had spouses who loved
theirjob, others enjoyed the quality of life in the city (e.g., schools, lowcost housing), and still others mentioned salary, prestige of the institution, and/or their retirementplan as incentives to stay despite their dissatisfaction. In fact, Matier's work on faculty retention(1990) addresses
these decisions. He distinguishes between two sets of factors relating to
faculty retention: internal and external benefits. Internalbenefits relate
to factors internal to academic/professionallife and include both intangibles (e.g., personal and institutionalreputation,autonomy,influence, a
sense of belonging) and tangibles (e.g., salary,facilities, fringe benefits,
work rules). Externalbenefits are non-work related and include quality
of life, family, friendships, and financial considerations outside of
salary. When these benefits are juxtaposed, Matier finds (and our research corroborates)that faculty who tend to leave are those with low
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internal and low external benefits who have the ability to move, while
faculty who stay may fall into any one of four categories: high internal/high externalbenefits, high internal/lowexternal benefits, low internal/high externalbenefits, and low internal/lowexternalbenefits without
the ability to move. The disengaged senior faculty members we are discussing fall into the low internal/high external benefits category. Because exit is not an option, they adopt silence, destruction,or neglect as
a response to the environment.
InstitutionalImplications: The Ripple Effect
As the previous section illustrates, even highly productive,successful
faculty membersmay disengage from their departmentsor institutions if
they have experienceda particularlytraumatictransitionor a violation of
an implicit psychological contract.Their disengagementmay take many
forms: They might withdrawfrom the intellectual life of the department
and from collaborativerelationshipswith colleagues; they might opt out
of decision-making processes within the department;they might either
withdraw from mentoring relationships or give cynical or discouraging
advice to prot6g6es; and they might stop interacting socially with colleagues. Clearly, all these responses have an impact on departmentsand
on the institution as a whole. However, our observations suggest that
such forms of senior faculty disengagement have a particularly pronounced effect on the happiness and professional success of junior faculty, whose position at the universityis most insecure and who rely most
heavily on mentoringfrom and collaborationwith senior colleagues. If a
universityfails to retain promisingjunior faculty because of an environment tainted by disengaged senior faculty, the institutionalcosts can be
high: Not only does the institution lose talented individuals, but it loses
the departmentaltime, resources, and money that must go into conducting searches and providing attractivestart-uppackages for new faculty
(Ehrenberg, Rizzo, & Jakubson, 2003; Harrigan, 1999; Johnsrud &
Rosser, 2002; Solomon & Fagnano, 1993). In other words, institutions
that ignore senior faculty disengagementdo so at their own peril.
Disengagingfrom IntellectualExchangeand Collaboration
The literatureindicates that collegiality is one of the key predictorsof
faculty satisfaction (Barnes et al., 1998; Manger & Eikeland, 1990;
Smart, 1990; Turner& Boice, 1987). In line with these findings, one aspect of departmental life that our respondents valued most was the
healthy exchange of ideas among colleagues, whereas lack of intellectual community was frequently cited as a cause for dissatisfaction.
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When junior faculty expressed frustrationwith the lack of intellectual
community in their departments,they often attributedit to the unavailability of senior colleagues for discussion or researchcollaboration.
Clearly,seniorfacultydisengagementexacerbatesthis perception.When
senior facultymemberswithdrawfrom departmentalcolleagues, theirown
work does not necessarilysufferas a result.They aregenerallywell enough
establishedin their own fields to collaboratewith colleagues in other departmentsand at otherinstitutions,and they might derive a sense of intellectual community from this larger sphere of interaction.However, this
might not be true for junior faculty who often rely more heavily on senior
departmentalcolleagues for intellectualexchangeand collaboration.When
dissatisfiedseniorfacultymembersdisengagefromtheirdepartments,they
mightinadvertentlydenyjuniorcolleagues opportunitiesto exchangeideas
and to work togetheron collaborativeprojects.In turn,this might lead to
frustrationand reducedproductivityforjuniorfaculty.
Withdrawingfrom Decision-Making Processes
When senior faculty members withdraw from decision-making
processes within the department,they surrenderthese processes to others, narrowingthe available expertise and range of perspectives. If the
disengaged faculty member is one of a small number of departmental
colleagues representinga subfield (not a rareoccurrencegiven the small
size of some departmentsat this institution), her lack of involvement in
decision-making can have a significant impact. Take, for example, a hypotheticaljunior faculty memberwho is up for review. If, in considering
his case, one of the three senior faculty members most familiar with his
subfield opts out of the decision-making process, the opinions of the
other two will carrymore weight, as will the opinions of colleagues outside his subfield who may not fully understandhis work. For the tenure
candidate,this could be disastrous.Since the senior faculty memberswe
have identified in this essay are highly engaged in their research areas,
their lack of involvement with RPT and other decisions at key transition
points can be experienced by junior colleagues as a violation of their
own implicit psychological contracts, potentially leading to a sense of
disillusionment or even betrayal.This, in turn,may perpetuatethe cycle
of disengagement, leading junior colleagues to withdraw from departmental processes or simply to exit the institution.
Withdrawingfrom Mentoring Relationships or Giving
Cynical Advice
The importanceof mentoringjunior faculty has received considerable
study (Bilimoria et al., 2006; Boice, 1992; Menges & Associates, 1999;
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Zachary,2000). Our own research clearly indicates the need for junior
faculty members to establish a diverse set of mentoring relationships to
address different facets of their professional lives (Ambrose et al.,
2005). When senior faculty members disengage from their departments,
they eliminate themselves as a possible source of advice, encouragement, and feedback for younger colleagues. Because all of the senior
faculty members in question have professional connections and experience with funding agencies that would benefit junior colleagues, their
unavailabilityas a resource is particularlyunfortunate.
Even when disaffected senior faculty members do not withdrawfrom
mentoring relationships, their influence can be problematic. A senior
faculty member who advises junior female colleagues not to stay in
academia because of sexism or who tells his prot6g6s to cultivate their
own careers but not to invest in the institution might be giving considered, heartfelt advice based on his own experiences, but it comes at the
cost of discouraging or frightening younger colleagues. If the effect of
such advice is that female faculty members leave the academy or junior
faculty members focus on their own careers exclusively and ignore the
community, there are clearly negative implications for everyone concerned, but particularly for the junior faculty members who inherit a
pessimistic perceptionof the institutionalenvironment.
This is a problem that cannot be addressedby blaming or attempting
to censor senior faculty members. If senior faculty members are to mentorjunior colleagues effectively, they must be free to give honest advice.
An institution's task is not to extract a false loyalty from these individuals but ratherto actively combat potential sources of senior faculty dissatisfaction and to foster a sense of inclusion, empowerment,and investment in the institution.
Withdrawingfrom Social Activity
Social activities (e.g., going to lunch, Friday afternoon wine receptions, the departmentski trip) are a significant aspect of collegial relations, helping to facilitate the intellectual exchanges and mentoring discussed above and fostering relationships that create a sense of
community.When senior faculty members withdrawfrom the social life
of the department,this critical sense of community is undermined.
Senior faculty members who disengage in the ways discussed here do
not do so with any intention of eroding collegiality or denying younger
colleagues a full and satisfying professional life. In fact, in many cases it
is only after numerous frustratingor disillusioning experiences that senior faculty members withdraw from collaborative or mentoring relationships, departmentaldecision-making, or social opportunities. Our
purpose here is not to blame disengaged senior faculty but to suggest
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ways that institutions can understandthe sources of senior faculty dissatisfaction and their implications for the wider community.Until an institution identifies why its senior faculty members are disengaged and
how the local university culture contributesto that dissatisfaction,institutions cannot take steps to remedy the situation.
What, then, can institutionsdo? Given the subjective and typically unspoken nature of psychological contracts, it is impossible for a department or institution to avoid contract violations altogether (Rousseau,
1995). By the same token, it may not be possible for a departmentor institution to ensure that faculty will move through key transitions
smoothly and painlessly. In fact, it might not even be desirable, as individual and professional growth can result from challenging transitions.
However, both departmentsand institutions can take measures to reduce
the likelihood of contractviolations and negative transformationalexperiences, or, if they are unable to preventthem, they can at least minimize
their long-term effects.
Departmentadministratorscan, for instance, work to preventpsychological contract violations by encouraging faculty to clearly identify
their own expectations, while articulatingdepartmentalexpectations as
explicitly and realistically as possible. Because departmentsand individuals change over time, departmentheads can establish processes to
re-examine both sets of expectations periodically to ensure that they
continue to be clear and to bring emerging discrepancies to light while
they can still be discussed productively.Departmentadministratorscan
also help see faculty through potentially difficult transitions and transformations. They can, for example, devote more resources to making
new faculty feel welcome and informed and to making their initial experiences positive ones. Likewise, when a departmentchair is awarethat a
new hire has had a particularlydifficult transitioninto the department,it
would be worth the time and energy for that chair to talk with the new
faculty member about these difficulties. In the lead-up to tenureand promotion decisions, departmentadministratorscan work toward increasing the feedback that faculty receive in order to prevent unpleasantsurprises, and they can ensure that the RPT process is more transparentin
order to alleviate suspicions and fears that might otherwise taint professional experiences. More generally, departments and institutions can
work to re-engage senior faculty by designating time and space for intellectual exchange, recognizing and celebratingfaculty achievements,and
empowering dissatisfied faculty to respond to problems via voice rather
than exit, silence, neglect, or destruction. How particularcolleges and
universities choose to address these problems will depend on their own
resources, culture, and circumstances and will require institution-specific investigations.
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Conclusions and Future Directions
Investigating how and why productive senior faculty members become disengaged from their departmentshas taken us into both familiar
and unfamiliar literature,and it has led to several conclusions that we
hope influence futureresearchon faculty vitality and satisfaction.
First, because institutionalcultures differ markedlyand influence the
experiences of faculty members in distinct ways, we have come to recognize the need for more extensive institution-specific research on faculty vitality.Among other things, researchat other institutions would reveal whether the explanatory concepts considered here (psychological
contracts and transformationalexperiences) are equally applicable in
other institutionalsettings. Second, our findings indicate the importance
of broadening the operational definition of faculty vitality beyond research productivity and teaching performanceto include subtler forms
of engagement and disengagement.We urge fellow researchersto delve
into other unexplored aspects of faculty vitality. Finally, we have discovered useful theoretical concepts from outside educational research
that explain sources of senior faculty disengagement and that suggest
ways in which institutions might prevent such disengagement, through
both targetedinterventionsand efforts to build strongeruniversity communities. Our hope is that ongoing research at this and other academic
institutions will put forwardstill more "pathsof thought"(Talburt,2004,
p. 81) that will furtherilluminate senior faculty vitality and will generate
constructive institutionalresponses.
Notes
11tis worth noting that 33 of the 61 faculty members who left the institution were individuals the universityhad wanted to retain. In other words, the institutionwas not simply shedding unwantedfaculty but was losing individuals it had hoped to keep.
2Seventeen of the former faculty interviewed and 21 of the current faculty were
women and/or minorities. Although one original goal of the study was to reveal issues
affecting job satisfaction and retention among women and minorities, we were not able
to conclude anything definitive regardingthese two groups.
3The questions used in the interview were these: When did you come to [the university]? What attractedyou? What were your expectations before arriving,and were they
met? Please describe your experiences at [the university]. Have there been any critical
incidents, positive or negative, that have particularlyimpacted your experience here?
Have there been any other issues, personal or professional, that particularly affected
your experience?Who or what have you found helpful? Who or what do you believe has
hindered your success? What could the university do to create a more positive experience for you? Is there anythingelse you think would be useful for us to know?
4We did not think it would be useful to operationalizethe definition of "productive"
numerically (for example, by counting peer-refereedarticles, grants, books, and so on)
because standardsof productivitydiffer so widely in engineering, science, the humanities, the arts, computerscience, business, and public policy.
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