Brian Brubaker, IES Abroad (U.S.)
Kathleen Sideli, Indiana University (U.S.)
Monique Fecteau, Wellesley-in-Aix (France)
Andrea Ricci, Bologna Consortial Studies Program (Italy)



Impetus: Revisiting 2002 International Educator article

Rotating Faculty or Permanent Resident Directors?: Alternative
Models for Resident Directorships Abroad (Winter 2002)
Authors: Richard, Stryker, Al Balckum, Peter Wollitzer, Ines DeRomana


Our panel: 2 U.S. study abroad experts : K. Sideli & B. Brubaker
2 RDs from Europe: M. Fecteau (France) & A. Ricci (Italy)
A more balanced perspective? U.S. and on-site views



Alternative models?












Warm-up poll (10 min)
Kathleen Sideli – Survey results of U.S. faculty who have
served as Rotating Directors
Monique Fecteau – Survey of on-site staff & rotating RDs in
France (January 2015)
Group discussion & task
Andrea Ricci – Transitioning to a Permanent Director Model: A
Success Story & Best Practices
Brian Brubaker – Alternative models
Audience reaction & questions (if time)

Take a few minutes to address the questions below with your
table mates and jot down your responses on an index card.
1)

2)
3)
4)

Does your institution still use a Rotating Faculty
Director Model for its semester & year-long
programs abroad?
Did your institution change from a Rotating to a
Permanent Director? If so, indicate when.
If you answered Yes to Q. 2, briefly state the main
reason for the change.
Please indicate your role/position in study
abroad.

On-site Director Models: Who Is
Leading the Way and
Why It Matters

Rotating Resident Faculty
Directors
Kathleen Sideli
Associate Vice President for Overseas Study
Indiana University

Forum on Education Abroad Conference
New Orleans, 2015

Rotating Faculty Resident Directors
Why?
• Best practice for decades
• Institutional flexibility within consortia
• Unit-supported salary
• Academically defensible

INDIANA UNIVERSITY

1

2002 International Educator Article

INDIANA UNIVERSITY
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2002 International Educator Article
Pros of Rotating Model
• Recurrent stimulus of new energy
• Renews linkages between home campus faculty
and program
• Academic values and purposes of institution are
represented on site
• Committed, knowledgeable faculty help with
recruitment, orientation, evaluation

INDIANA UNIVERSITY
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2002 International Educator Article
Cons of Rotating Model
• Rarely trained (or valued) for administrative
capabilities
• Possibly seeking respite from home campus duties
• May leave program duties to assistants w/o
academic or administrative standing
• Steep learning curve

INDIANA UNIVERSITY
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2002 International Educator Article
Conclusions in 2002
Debate over alternative models will continue because
•

high quality and reliable personnel are scarce
resources

•

unique character of the position which requires
tending to both home and host demands and
perspectives

INDIANA UNIVERSITY
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But what do Rotating RDs think?
• 1993 survey of RFDs, back to 1965
•

2015 survey of RFDs, back to 1993

Institutions represented across both surveys:
Indiana University

University of Michigan

Ohio State University

University of Minnesota-Twin Cities

Purdue University

University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill

University of Chicago

University of Pennsylvania

University of Illinois-UC

University of Wisconsin-Madison

1965-1993
80
7
5

1993-2015
contacted
57
institutions
10
countries
5

INDIANA UNIVERSITY
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Demographics of Directors Surveyed

INDIANA UNIVERSITY
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Demographics of Directors Surveyed

INDIANA UNIVERSITY
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% reporting positive career impact

INDIANA UNIVERSITY
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% reporting a negative career impact

INDIANA UNIVERSITY
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% reporting a positive personal impact

INDIANA UNIVERSITY
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% reporting a negative personal impact

INDIANA UNIVERSITY
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Required a “great deal” of attention

INDIANA UNIVERSITY
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Required least attention

INDIANA UNIVERSITY
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Most difficult aspects of directorship

Student, faculty & staff issues were
more prominent in the recent results
INDIANA UNIVERSITY
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Least difficult aspects of directorship

INDIANA UNIVERSITY
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Elements that enhanced directorship

INDIANA UNIVERSITY
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Elements that enhanced directorship
Appreciation of enhancing elements was
more positive than previous cohort. Why?
More recent directors, staff and students had access
to more resources:
● Increased pre-departure faculty training
● Better trained staff
● More thoroughly oriented students

INDIANA UNIVERSITY
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Comments
Positive
•

“Gratifying and rewarding.”

•

“Showed me and others I had administrative
ability.”

•

“The most rewarding year of my professional life.”

•

“Stretched me and deepened me in ways I’m not
always aware of.”

•

“Close contact with students led to renewed
enthusiasm for teaching in the U.S.”
INDIANA UNIVERSITY
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Comments
Mixed or Negative
•
•

•

“Slowed down my professional/scholarly growth.”
“The highs were wonderful but the bad moments were
worse than I have ever had to deal with.”
“I contributed more to the program than I received.”

•

“Great experience but dealing with the staff on site
was a challenge.”

•

“The year had its share of dramatic negative moments
but overall was richly rewarding.”
INDIANA UNIVERSITY
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Administrator’s Reflections
Advantages
● Faculty engagement throughout cycle
● Witness to impact of holistic experience on students
● Scholarly prestige at host institution among peers
● Pedagogical expertise
Disadvantages
● Lack of experience with student services
● Inexperience with administrative practices
● Loss of momentum with each new director cycle
● Stressful for staff accommodating themselves to new directors
INDIANA UNIVERSITY
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Most effective administrative format

INDIANA UNIVERSITY
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Most effective administrative format
Irony:
As RFDs decrease, the RFD preference is
towards this model.
Both models
● can be effective in different ways
● require good communications and oversight
● depend on institutional culture and resources
● are worth maintaining
INDIANA UNIVERSITY
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For more information:
Both 1993 and 2015 survey results, along with
this presentation, will be available through the
Forum conference website.
For follow-up comments or questions, contact:
Kathleen Sideli
Associate Vice President for Overseas Study
Indiana University
sideli@iu.edu, 812-855-1139

INDIANA UNIVERSITY
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ON-SITE VIEWS OF RD MODELS:
CASE STUDY-FRANCE
Monique Fecteau
Forum on Education Abroad
New Orleans, March 27, 2015
mfecteau@wellesley.edu

Survey Questionnaire
 Based on 2002 International Educator article.
 Semester & year-long programs only.
Part I – Respondent info (current job title, years
of experience in SA, n° of employers)
Part II – 5 open-ended, opinion questions
Q. 1 & 2: Pros & Cons of Rotating Model
Q. 3:
Challenges faced by on-site staff
Q. 4:
Preferred model?
Q. 5:
Advice/Recommendations to U.S.
institutions

Participant Info
Programs represented
On-site staff

n = 11

• Mainly Administrators or
Assistant (to) Directors (AD)

• Average length of SA
experience: 17.8 yrs (n = 10)
• Range of experience: 7 – 40
years
• Single U.S. employer: 55%
2 to 4 employers: 45%

N = 20
N = 11

Rotating Directors n = 9

Tenured faculty = 5 (French)
Adjunct faculty = 1 (French)
Current permanent RDs = 3
• Range of SA experience: 2 to
18 years
• One or 2 U.S. employers: 89%
(n = 8/9)

General Observations
•
•
•
•

List of advantages cited. Staff = 16 RDs = 20
List of drawbacks cited. Staff = 26 RDs = 21
Staff responses somewhat more subjective.
Mixed feelings within both groups with respect
to RFD versus Permanent RD model.
• Similar suggestions made by both groups.
• Responses conditioned by program specifics &
individual factors (e.g., personality, experience)
• Multiple rotating models: no single
« recipe »; faculty roles & expectations
may differ across programs.

Q 1: Advantages of Rotating Model

1)
2)
3)
4)

STAFF (AD)
Variety – working with
different people.
New ideas, different
priorities & views.
Contact & ties with
home institution.
Knowledge of U.S.
curriculum & students.

RDs
1) Knowledge of & ties
with home institution
2) New ideas, different
perspectives
3) Knowledge and
preparation of students
prior to arrival in FR

Q.2: Disadvantages/Drawbacks
STAFF

RDs

1) RFD unfamiliar with local
realities, lacks knowledge,
faces cultural challenges.
2) Constant (re)training of new
RFDs; repetitive, timeconsuming.
3) One year too short due to
steep learning curve.
4) Difficult to implement
changes & set long-term
goals; short-term vision
prevails.

1)Lack of continuity &
consistency from RD to RD.
2) Short-term perspective; hard
to implement program
changes.
3) One year too short.
4) Transitions between RFDs not
always smooth due to lack of
communication or
collaboration.
5) Higher cost of rotating faculty

Q. 3 : Staff Challenges
N° 1 : Adapting to each new RFD. Requires
flexibility & ability to adjust work habits,
adapt to different personality types, etc.
 ADs reported having no input in selection process.
 AD perception of selection criteria for rotating faculty varied:
- no knowledge of process
- selection by a committee in the U.S.
- member of French department (on a volunteer basis)
- a « reward » for tenured faculty in French dept.

Q. 4: Preference: Rotating vs Permanent?

ADs

RDs

n = 4 Rotating Model

n = 4 Permanent RD

n = 4 mixed (caveats)

n = 2 Rotating faculty

n = 3 Permanent RD

n = 2 mixed (caveats)
n = 1 No opinion

Sample responses of ADs
« A rotating director seems like trying to repeatedly fit a square peg in a
round hole at considerable cost (both financial and opportunistic) to the
program. »

« I’m very adaptable and very easy to work with apparently. Other
personality types might have issues with the rotating model. I can see that if
a staff person was not adaptable, this could be problematic. »
« It all depends on the size of the program. A very large program may need a
Director who will be doing PR and legal representation. »
« I think a permanent director can save time & money and be more efficient.
But I never would have had the career I had with a permanent director. ( ). I
was able to acquire skills that a permanent director would have possessed. »
« A permanent director is preferable if he/she works consistently with U.S.
faculty & visits the home campus often enough to know both sides of the
situation well. »

Sample responses of RFDs
« I think a permenant model is better for the identity and sustainability of the
program. [ ] But the person should have faculty status, know the U.S. and
French university systems and regularly visit the home campus to meet with
colleagues & make sure the program evolves & remains tied to the institution’s
mission. I would add that a U.S. faculty member should regularly come to France
for a semester to do research or teach a program course. »
« I like our model: a limited number of rotating directors who feel like a team
(even if we do not agree all the time). I would not want to be a permanent
director, but I love the regular rotation. »
« Hard to answer, as it may depend on the size and type of program. If one opts
for the rotation model, the assignment ought to be for more than 1 year. Two
years, or perhaps three, would be preferable. »
« IF a program is relatively small and all students and rotating faculty come
from the same institution, the rotating model can work, but its effectiveness relies
on a shared vision, equally competent faculty, clear protocols and transmission of
information, i.e., effective communication. »

Why the ambivalence?
 Role of interpersonal factors. RD-AD dynamic is key.
 Trade-off for AD: need to adapt & accept continual change
but aware of role as resource person & local « expert ».
Ensures stability ... and job security.
 Professional development & career opportunity for AD.

 Rotating faculty enjoy « change of scenery » but
recognize a 1-year stint can hamper program changes.
 Rotation most effective in small programs with limited
pool of faculty members who know each other.
 Main role/purpose of rotating faculty: teaching vs.
administrative duties. Not all RFDs teach in program.

Q. 5: Recommendations (Top 3)
STAFF

RDs

1) RFD must be familiar with
the language, culture & local
university system.
2) Roles & responsibilities of
RFD and AD should be very
clear and distinct.
3) Collaboration and teamwork
(between RFDs and also
RFD-AD) must be effective.
Include onsite staff in
training RFDs.

1) Detailed job descriptions
that spell out expectations &
responsibilities.
2) Select knowledgeable RDs,
familiar with culture &
language.
3) Ensure appropriate
orientation & thorough
preparation, training of new
RFDs to facilitate transition.

Paradoxes / Challenges
• Change vs. Continuity
How to reconcile desire for « fresh » ideas with
the need for continuity and consistency that
ensure program stability & sustainability?

• Ownership vs. Shared Governance
How to maintain U.S. faculty engagement while
giving RD/ on-site staff (i.e., local « experts »)
authority & decision-making power? What is the
right balance?

Beliefs / Myths? about RFD Model
• RFDs bring new ideas that help a program evolve.
Reality: Risk of maintaining status quo = stagnation.
• Permanent RD is more easily coopted by host institution due to
excessive familiarity & close ties with local faculty & admin.
Reality: A less knowledgeable, savvy RFD is easier to control.
• RFDs are resources & strong SA advocates upon return to US.
Reality: Not always. Expected role of RFD on U.S. campus must be
clear and explicit in job description.
• Home/U.S. institution is better served by faculty directors.
Reality: Students do not all come from a single institution and
faculty may not be familiar with all institutional policies.
• Faculty focus more on academic aspects due to faculty status.
Reality: Many permanent RDs hold PhDs & some teach.

Group Vote (by table)
As a group, do you think a Rotating Faculty or
a Permanent Director is a more effective
leadership model for a semester/full-year
program abroad?
Cite your 2 main reasons.

CASE STUDY: BEST PRACTICES IN SHIFTING FROM A

Forum on
Education
Abroad
2015

ROTATING TO A PERMANENT RD MODEL
Pre-existing status:
• BCSP founded in 1965 as academic year abroad
program with RFD.
• Soon became a consortium with institutions alternating
RFDs.
• The mission of the BCSP was comprised of:
Language proficiency
Integration in the Italian culture
Independent and responsible approach for students
Direct enrollment to University of Bologna

• Converted to a PRD in 2003 by managing institution
(Indiana University) and the consortium members.

1

Possible challenges:

• Consortium institutions might have rejected a
PRD as it would eliminate the opportunity for
their own faculty members.

Forum on
Education
Abroad
2015

• On-site staff resentful of losing autonomy.
• Repetitiveness of duties – fear of stagnation
• Potential communication problems between
campus and PRD.
• Possible imbalance b/w needs of program and
students if the PRD prioritizes academic profile
(or vice versa).
2

Outcomes in Bologna:
• Consortium institutions realized that a PRD who could deal
with issues and troubleshoot was a higher priority than
accommodating faculty needs.

Forum on
Education
Abroad
2015

• Transparent, frequent communications between PRD and
institutions became normal practice. Key to success was
effective communication with home institution from the
outset.
• PRD’s experience and ability to deal with recurrent studentrelated situations and address new ones is advantageous.
• PRD with a problem-solving attitude and practical mindset is
able to successfully test and implement changes. Requires
flexibility.
• PRD can maintain academic status and role but must be
conscious of the time and energy required to teach as well as
administer.
3

PRD accomplishments (with the support of the home office):
• Adapted program to meet the needs of changing student
population. I.E.: new course topics such as History of Food
Culture; addition of Fall & Spring options.
• Focused on evaluation and academic quality of both BCSP
and University of Bologna courses.

• Built relationships with University of Bologna professors,
elicited feedback and provided input on U.S. students and
their expectations.
• Housing: shifted from program-rented apartments to
independent housing search. Increased student
responsibility and Italian proficiency.
• Developed deeper understanding of program-related legal
issues in Italy.
• Acquired historical memory: knowledge of program and
students, student testimonials, letters of recommendation.
Useful for alumni networking.

Forum on
Education
Abroad
2015

PRD accomplishments (cont’d) :

• Changed staff: hired and trained more professional
individuals.

Forum on
Education
Abroad
2015

• Established ties with local labor consultant office (legal
requirements for hiring faculty).
• Took over management of exchange with U Bologna and
became resource center for Italian exchange students.

• Developed volunteer activities and internships, newsletter,
online outreach, alumni relations. Robust web presence
with videos and blogs.
• Better knowledge of U Bologna (courses, faculty, teaching
styles, expectations, etc.) = better academic advising.
• Strengthened ties with U.S.: regular campus visits, program
promotion, conference attendance.
5

OTHER DIRECT ENROLLMENT PROGRAM MODELS IN
BOLOGNA

Forum on
Education
Abroad
2015

Program A:
• Hybrid model with Permanent Director
(hired by Study Abroad Office of U.S.
institution) working with Rotating faculty
sent annually from Dept. of Italian.
• Permanent RD holds Ph.D. but has no
faculty status at home institution.

• Decision-making is problematic between
two “owners” of the program. Whose
vision prevails?
6

Program B:

Forum on
Education
Abroad
2015

• Small consortium of 3 similar institutions
with Rotating faculty sent alternatively
from various departments.
• Semester or annual appointments.
• RFD required to speak Italian in theory. Not
always the case.
• Positive assessment of their model.

• Onsite staff enjoys challenge of a different
point of view coming from Director every
semester.
7

Program C:

Forum on
Education
Abroad
2015

• RFD with bi-annual Rotating appointment
since the program’s creation. RFD must be
tenured faculty member who speaks Italian
(not necessarily fluent).
• RFD not actively involved with students and
activities and does his/her own research.
• Resident Academic Coordinator ensures
program continuity.

• Majority of duties, including academic, fall to
Academic Coordinator. Lack of consistency
with regard to relations with U of Bologna,
local administrations.

8

On-Site Director Models:
Who is leading students abroad
& why it matters
Brian Brubaker
AVP for Customized Programming
Forum on Education Abroad Annual Conference
New Orleans, Louisiana
March 27, 2015

On-Site Director Models
some conclusions
Some models are complicated by the notion of having an affiliation with a
particular department or school—though noble and practical, how many
schools are trying to have their programs serve the entire population, not just
students in one particular discipline?
The RRD model may be less effective today in the era of higher stakes for
semester abroad—local connections are evermore necessary for internships,
service learning, CBR and other initiatives.
The nature of higher education (politics, fiefdoms) can lend itself to the PRD
model being more effective; programs may be too susceptible to personal
and/or departmental whims and preferences when left in the hands of RFDs.

If a RFD model is used, will the model be sustainable?

On-Site Director Models
critical question

What model is best for our program?

On-Site Director Models
what is the program trying to
accomplish?
an interdisciplinary program
a research center
a language immersion program

a first-year program
a direct enrollment program based in a particular school or department

On-Site Director Models
how are faculty expected to
interface with the program?
as researchers leading a field team
leading undergraduates
conducting their own research at a partner university

representing the universities interest at an overseas campus/partner

On-Site Director Models
what do the students need?

specific courses integrated with the home campus curriculum
strong advising for a complex host university
faculty who can move with them and guide field study

a guiding hand assisting with integration into a non-Western community

On-Site Director Models
what does the institution need?

a common presence that can assist it in attracting other faculty or students
to their program
an offering of essential courses that supplements what is offered on the
home campus/department

an administrative and academic oversight guiding offerings from adjunct
faculty at the center abroad
expertise in a particular area of the discipline that cannot be fulfilled by
faculty at the home campus

On-Site Director Models
the hybrid
Using the resources of a provider or partner to have a truly hybrid
program can make a lot of sense:
have the local knowledge and network from which to draw

can integrate rotating directors from the home campus as needed
or as the model dictates
do not need to have a director in place in order for it to run
in the end may lead to less controversy for institutions that want to
have a program that caters to their entire population and is not in
the hands of one particular department or school

On-Site Director Models
some unique examples
BRIC Emerging Economies | Babson College

China, India, Russia

London First Year Experience | Skidmore College

United Kingdom

Global Scholars | Dickinson College

Australia

On-Site Director Models
recommendations
have a mission statement or learning outcomes for the program
have a job description for the resident director
have diversity of representation on your advisory committee
be transparent about the process
be open to a trial period
have a defined list of questions and a deadline for reaching a decision
communicate with all constituents (faculty, administrators, host
universities, home stay families, alumni and other schools)

On-Site Director Models
discussion & questions

1993 NAFSA Conference (San Francisco) Session:
Faculty Resident Directors: Still Vital to Study Abroad

Presenters:
Kathleen Sideli (Chair), Indiana University; Survey Results and session rationale
Paul Primak, Oregon State; Personal Issues for RDs
Rod Sangster, Education Abroad Program, UC; Professional/Personal Issues
Elizabeth (Gitlitz) DeVoe, Indiana University; Administrative Issues
Methodology:
Sideli designed the 1993 Resident Director survey and sent it by mail to 80 of 122
faculty members from seven universities who had served as directors for academic year
programs in five countries between 1960 and 1993. The other professors had moved,
died or were otherwise unreachable. The response rate of the ones with viable
addresses was 80%.
[She designed a second survey on faculty interest in serving as directors in the future
which was distributed to 300 faculty members at six Indiana University campuses which
had a response rate of 24%. 150 identical surveys were distributed to the faculty at
Ohio-Wesleyan, for a contrasting set of data (from a small private institution) which had
a response rate of 23%. If anyone is interested in that survey and its results, contact
Sideli at sideli@iu.edu]
The 1993 Resident Director survey results below include an analysis of the responses
as well as a compilation of the comments. These results were again presented at a
session in 2015 at the annual conference of the Forum on Education Abroad. See 2015
materials which are attached separately.

Leo R. Dowling International Center

111 So. Jordan Ave. Bloomington, IN 47405 (812) 955-9304 fax (812) 855-6452 overseas@iu.edu

2015 Forum on Education Abroad Conference (New Orleans) Session:
On-Site Director Models: Who is Leading the Way and Why It Matters
Presenters:
Monique Fecteau (Chair), Wellesley-in-Aix
Brian Brubaker, IES Abroad
Andrea Ricci, Bologna Consortial Studies Program
Kathleen Sideli, Indiana University
Methodology:
Sideli modeled the 2015 Resident Director survey on a 1993 version which was
designed for a NAFSA conference on a similar topic with just a few new questions
(about technology and legal issues).
She contacted 57 faculty members individually by e-mail from 10 universities who had
served as directors for academic year programs in five countries between 1993 and
2015. Only two of the former directors had died, one just before the survey was sent.
She provided them with a link to a Survey Monkey format which included an explanation
(see below) about the purpose of the survey. Although there were 50 responses, there
were only 43 different responders since a few of them answered the survey twice for
two different programs while others responded only once even if they directed two
programs. Therefore, the response rate was 75%.
“Indiana University has relied on rotating resident directors to administer a number of its
academic year programs abroad for many decades, mostly within consortium
arrangements.
With this survey I am reaching out to former directors in hopes that you will share your
experiences with me. Your responses will be anonymous but the information collected
will be shared in the aggregate with study abroad professionals at an international
education conference in March, 2015.
I organized a similar survey in 1993 and will be comparing the data results as part of the
presentation. I had an 80% response rate for that one even though the surveys were in
paper form and had to be mailed to my attention. I hope you will assist me by
participating in this survey.”

The 2015 Resident Director survey results below include an analysis of the responses
as well as a compilation of the comments. These results were presented at the 2015
session along with the original survey results from 1993.

Leo R. Dowling International Center

111 So. Jordan Ave. Bloomington, IN 47405 (812) 955-9304 fax (812) 855-6452 overseas@iu.edu

Resident Director Survey

1. Your institution at time of your directorship
Response
Count
50
answered question

50

skipped question

0

2. Department at time of your directorship
Response
Count
50
answered question

50

skipped question

0

Response

Response

Percent

Count

3. Age at time of your directorship

30-39

10.0%

5

40-49

38.0%

19

over 50

52.0%

26

answered question

50

skipped question

0

1 of 9

4. Year you directed the program:
Response
Count
50
answered question

50

skipped question

0

Response

Response

Percent

Count

5. At that time, were you tenured?

Yes

88.0%

44

No

12.0%

6

answered question

50

skipped question

0

Response

Response

Percent

Count

6. Had you lived or traveled abroad before your directorship?

Yes -- for short periods

10.0%

5

Yes -- for lengthy periods

86.0%

43

No -- lacked the opportunity

4.0%

2

No -- lacked the resources

0.0%

0

answered question

50

skipped question

0

2 of 9

7. Describe your personal situation abroad (check all that apply):

Single

Response

Response

Percent

Count

32.0%

16

26.0%

13

28.0%

14

Partner or spouse stayed in U.S.

14.0%

7

Children in local schools

16.0%

8

Children at home

10.0%

5

Children stayed in U.S.

10.0%

5

answered question

50

skipped question

0

Accompanied by partner or spouse
who was not employed
Accompanied by partner or spouse
who took leave to go abroad

3 of 9

8. What impact did the directorship have on your career?
Rating

very positive

positive

none

negative

linguistic competency

46.9% (23)

12.2% (6)

40.8% (20)

0.0% (0)

49

professional contacts

41.7% (20)

43.8% (21)

14.6% (7)

0.0% (0)

48

cultural immersion

59.2% (29)

30.6% (15)

10.2% (5)

0.0% (0)

49

44.0% (22)

42.0% (21)

12.0% (6)

2.0% (1)

50

advising experience

46.9% (23)

40.8% (20)

6.1% (3)

6.1% (3)

49

new professional direction

20.4% (10)

30.6% (15)

49.0% (24)

0.0% (0)

49

tenure

0.0% (0)

2.1% (1)

95.8% (46)

2.1% (1)

48

promotion

4.1% (2)

4.1% (2)

83.7% (41)

8.2% (4)

49

salary increase

2.0% (1)

8.2% (4)

81.6% (40)

8.2% (4)

49

research

8.2% (4)

40.8% (20)

32.7% (16)

18.4% (9)

49

role in your home university

6.1% (3)

32.7% (16)

57.1% (28)

4.1% (2)

49

role in your home department

6.4% (3)

38.3% (18)

53.2% (25)

2.1% (1)

47

enhance teacher/student
relationships

Other (please specify)

4 of 9

Count

6

answered question

50

skipped question

0

9. What impact did the directorship have on your personal life?
Rating

very positive

positive

none

negative

general educational opportunity

46.9% (23)

38.8% (19)

14.3% (7)

0.0% (0)

49

new personal relationships

43.8% (21)

43.8% (21)

12.5% (6)

0.0% (0)

48

living conditions

35.4% (17)

33.3% (16)

22.9% (11)

8.3% (4)

48

cost of living

14.9% (7)

25.5% (12)

27.7% (13)

31.9% (15)

47

US. tax situation

31.3% (15)

31.3% (15)

31.3% (15)

6.3% (3)

48

travel opportunities

46.0% (23)

46.0% (23)

8.0% (4)

0.0% (0)

50

health (personal or family)

10.4% (5)

29.2% (14)

56.3% (27)

4.2% (2)

48

family relations

20.8% (10)

27.1% (13)

39.6% (19)

12.5% (6)

48

language exposure for children

29.5% (13)

6.8% (3)

61.4% (27)

2.3% (1)

44

9.3% (4)

14.0% (6)

72.1% (31)

4.7% (2)

43

schooling for children

Other (please specify)
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Count

7

answered question

50

skipped question

0

10. What activities/responsibilities required your attention abroad
does not

Rating

apply

Count

a great deal

some

very little

program administration

79.6% (39)

16.3% (8)

4.1% (2)

0.0% (0)

49

students’ academic concerns

75.5% (37)

24.5% (12)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

49

students’ housing

16.3% (8)

57.1% (28)

22.4% (11)

4.1% (2)

49

students’ personal problems

50.0% (25)

48.0% (24)

2.0% (1)

0.0% (0)

50

6.1% (3)

42.9% (21)

34.7% (17)

16.3% (8)

49

organizing excursions, etc.

22.9% (11)

60.4% (29)

12.5% (6)

4.2% (2)

48

contact with faculty/administrators

50.0% (25)

46.0% (23)

4.0% (2)

0.0% (0)

50

communicating with home school(s)

58.3% (28)

33.3% (16)

6.3% (3)

2.1% (1)

48

10.2% (5)

57.1% (28)

22.4% (11)

10.2% (5)

49

research/writing

14.9% (7)

29.8% (14)

48.9% (23)

6.4% (3)

47

family responsibilities

13.0% (6)

39.1% (18)

32.6% (15)

15.2% (7)

46

technology issues

communicating with parents of
students

Other (please specify)
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1

answered question

50

skipped question

0

11. What aspects of your directorship were difficult?

adjusting to host culture
academic advising (credits, grades,
etc.)
student problems (personal,
medical, etc.)
legal issues (including labor laws)
relations/management of on-site
personnel
relations with local faculty
expectations of home institution(s)

does not

Rating

apply

Count

a great deal

some

very little

2.0% (1)

6.1% (3)

61.2% (30)

30.6% (15)

49

28.6% (14)

38.8% (19)

32.7% (16)

0.0% (0)

49

30.6% (15)

53.1% (26)

16.3% (8)

0.0% (0)

49

16.0% (8)

18.0% (9)

40.0% (20)

26.0% (13)

50

28.6% (14)

22.4% (11)

34.7% (17)

14.3% (7)

49

12.2% (6)

46.9% (23)

30.6% (15)

10.2% (5)

49

8.2% (4)

26.5% (13)

55.1% (27)

10.2% (5)

49

Other (please specify)
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11

answered question

50

skipped question

0

12. Which elements enhanced your directorship?
does not

Rating

apply

Count

very important

important

not important

51.0% (25)

38.8% (19)

2.0% (1)

8.2% (4)

49

48.0% (24)

42.0% (21)

6.0% (3)

4.0% (2)

50

relations with host institution

44.9% (22)

46.9% (23)

8.2% (4)

0.0% (0)

49

relations with home institution

46.0% (23)

44.0% (22)

10.0% (5)

0.0% (0)

50

program staff’s advice/help

71.4% (35)

24.5% (12)

2.0% (1)

2.0% (1)

49

clerical support

63.3% (31)

28.6% (14)

4.1% (2)

4.1% (2)

49

previous living experience abroad

73.5% (36)

20.4% (10)

4.1% (2)

2.0% (1)

49

students’ attitudes

62.5% (30)

33.3% (16)

2.1% (1)

2.1% (1)

48

pre-departure orientation for director
written instructions/advice/reports
of former directors

Other (please specify)
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9

answered question

50

skipped question

0

13. What administrative format is most effective for an academic year program?

U.S. faculty member for one-year
term
U.S. faculty member for two-year
term
Permanent director who was
formerly a faculty member
Permanent director with a Ph.D. but
no faculty status

Response

Response

Percent

Count

53.2%

25

23.4%

11

14.9%

7

6.4%

3

2.1%

1

answered question

47

skipped question

3

Permanent director with no Ph.D.
but experience in the academic
world

14. Overall, what was the major impact of your directing experience on your life?
Response
Count
49

9 of 9

answered question

49

skipped question

1

Selection of Comments from Resident Director Survey (1993-2015)
QUESTION: What was the major impact of your directing experience on your life:
●It allowed me to combine extremely well administrative and research work, while enriching my
knowledge of study abroad and life in Spain, and having a great time with my family. Impact? Productivity
(achieving promotion afterwards) and administrative experience (became chair a few years later).
●This year abroad was an excellent experience for me, both professionally and personally.
●Although being RD came at some professional cost…the personal gain was extraordinary,
immeasurable--both for myself and for my family. I was challenged in countless new ways. This was far
and away the most transformative experience (other than being a parent…) of my life.
● The directing experience led me to consider applying for permanent directorship positions as I enjoyed
the work and student contact very much. It was also a GREAT professional development opportunity,
both linguistically and culturally. I returned to my department with renewed energy and enthusiasm after
my year leave.
●I enjoy working closely with the students. Finding a solution to the administrative problems we with the
host institution gave me great satisfaction.
●Learning leadership and some administrative skills and enhancing my mentoring abilities. Being able to
closely understand study abroad experience from student perspectives.
●I got to know the program much better the second time around and really enjoyed it. I also made many
friends but I nevertheless missed my family.
●Immersion in the culture and close contact with students, especially on group trips, led--somehow--to
renewed enthusiasm for teaching in the US the following year.at both the undergrad and grad levels. Also
enhanced publications and additional travel.
●Still today, 20 years later, I regard the period as resident director a red-letter year in my life. For the first
time in my academic career, I had a Monday-through-Friday-9:00-to-5:00 job with time off in the evenings
and weekends. During the work day, I dedicated myself totally to management of an office devoted to
helping students in their study abroad year, taking advantage of my extensive experience in advising
undergraduates. It was very gratifying to work with colleagues at the managing institution. … I lived alone,
but my personal life was filled with 54 house guests and I participated fully in the rich cultural life of the
city. Although the year had its share of dramatic negative moments; overall, the experience was richly
rewarding.
●Having the personal experience of having directed the program before. That knowledge helped me both
to do a better job and to enjoy the experience.
●It gave me the opportunity to combine two elements of my identity: my U.S. academic training and
professional experience with my Spanish nationality. Secondly, I was able to witness first-hand the
impact the program had on the students.
●The three years I spent as director of the program were the most rewarding of my professional life.

●It was as important as my own Junior Year Abroad in 1978. My view of undergraduate majors was
enhanced, contacts there lead (years later) to a book project, and my teaching has been forever
enhanced by spending a year deepening my understanding of the culture and language. As a result,
every spring, I now teach a senior level culture class.
●We loved the country and have returned to Europe several times since. I am still in touch with the local
director there.
●Reconnecting with my native country, establishing friendships abroad, being able to work closely with
small group of students, developing new direction in my scholarly work
●Directing the program abroad was very positive. I believe, however, that faculty members should be able
to split the year if their personal situation requires this and they can find someone suitable to share the
resident directorship.
●The admin experience, dealing with personnel under my leadership. -Advising the students, getting to
know more of their home institutions requirements and the courses offered abroad. -Being careful and
tactful in managing staff; recognizing their value and contribution to the direction of the program and
appreciate their work. -Learning more about the culture and language.
●Positive
●Certainly positive. There were challenges supplied mostly by the students and their families. One
suggestion would be a very realistic pre-departure orientation for students about the responsibilities of
studying abroad and being guests in their host country.
●Incalculable! "It was the best of times, it was the worst of times"; Dickens must have been an RD. The
intensity of the experience, the highs and lows, the frustrations, the rewards, the setbacks, the anger, the
happy surprises, the small joys, the team effort, were of an entirely different order. Every day brought the
subtle, roller-coaster thrill of not knowing what challenges, of what magnitude, would be faced--only that
there would be a hundred of them before the day was over. I'm not sure I could even begin to assess the
major impact of the experience; it stretched me and deepened me in ways I'm not always aware of.
●It was the most challenging and rewarding year of my 30-year academic career.
●Administrative experience. High regard for a program where students take courses AT the university and
must grapple with everyday life and academic institution there. Love the city; have an apartment there
now.
●Although I knew the country (and the language) very well, I gained many new insights into the university
system. I had more contact with undergraduates and their concerns than I had had for many years
(having spent several years as chair and therefore somewhat isolated from undergraduates). Working
with the on-site staff was a special pleasure.
●On-site understanding of a large study abroad program.
●It was a great opportunity. As a native of Spain this experience was great professionally and
academically.

●Continued relations with some of the students. I later advised and served on the dissertation
committee of one particularly brilliant student from the program. I advised another program student briefly
on her dissertation project which was directly related to my research. There are many things I could add,
but one important impact was the relationship I established that year and which continues today with a
few professors at the University. Also being there and having access to the rich libraries of that city was
good for my personal research.
●Overall, it was a great experience for me to learn multiple tasks and responsibilities outside classroom
teaching. The only hard thing was a very limited public school choice for my teenage son. Around the
director's apartment, there is a good school (either public or private) for an American junior high school
student.
●I became closer with my family.
●24 happy students who participated in this program successfully and gained decisive professional
and cultural training and experience which also helps their careers; As resident director and guest
professor I gained immensely valid new professional & life experience. I was a wonderful time of
explorations and a joy to see the students grow intellectually and individually! I strongly recommend
such year-long resident directorship.
●I was a great personal and academic experience, although it did nothing to advance my research or my
career and it meant a disruption in my personal and especially financial life.
●Gave me confidence to pursue other international activities. Very important for me!
●I already knew the country very well. I believe that I contributed to the program much more than I
received from it. The major hindrance was the home institution’s lack of understanding of the labor
system and laws over a long period of time.
●Before directing the year-long program, it had been thirty years since I'd lived in France for an extended
period of time! I HAD made relatively frequent shorter trips to France (lasting from between 6 weeks to a
month) in the interim, but being able to live and work in France again for a year REALLY helped my
language skills as well as gave me a much better sense of French culture and society today. The length
of time as well as working within the French system is what accounted for this. Bringing these skills back
to my home department, I feel like I am a better professional resource for students and colleagues, and
a more well-informed instructor now. Because not only had France changed A LOT since I was an
undergraduate student, but my life circumstances and professional background have obviously changed
a lot too, so my view and ability to process "French culture" has changed a lot too.
●Lasting friendships with students.
●It was the most fulfilling experience as an educator. I would not be the professor I am without having
experienced the directorship.
●Living abroad (in a country that is my research specialization)
●I gained administrative experience that helped down the road, and made new professional as well as
personal friendships that have stood me well. I maintain positive if rare contact with the resident assistant

director. All in all, I was thankful for the experience; my only regret was not having the opportunity to
continue a second year.
●It was very good to spend a year abroad and at the university. Relationship with the assistant was very
stressful. After my year, the program provided housing for the director. I had to find it on my own, and it
was expensive. Overall, good, but the assistant’s behavior made relationship with students more difficult.
●In terms of research and cultural experience it was wonderful. I felt I never knew enough about either
French or the US institutions to do the advising properly and would have welcomed far clearer
instructions.
●It was unfortunately a miserable semester due to ONE student who got involved in all kinds of serious
situations (was thrown out of her host family; fought with other students of the program; Police got
involved; traveled illegally and without a penny on the train; got a serious warning from her institution;
"forgot" to take three exams; was finally thrown out of the program in May (way too late!) but being an
adult she could stay in town on her own terms; hinted the possibility of suicide in a conversation with her
father; was sent home on the spot by her institution...That one student spoiled the whole semester!
●My experience was profoundly negative because of the program staff and the staff of other programs. I
loved the students, but hated the experience overall and wouldn't do it again.
●Again, great experience for me. Dealing with the Assistant Director on site was a challenge.
●It was a great experience. I had to learn to deal with my Assistant Director on site.

