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FOREWORD

This is the latest m a series of reports describing the Program for Innovation and Improvement in the
Instructional Process which began within The California State Unmiversity and Colleges system in
1971. The Program 1s a coordinated effort designed to foster experimentation with the objective of
improving the nstructional process within the.largest tfour-year college and umversity system in the
nation. We are convinced that the Program, with a very modest dollar investment, has had widespread
impact on students and faculty 1n many ways. We must now assure that this impetus for constructive
change is maintained and that permanent mechanisms for elicouraging experimentation become a part
of continuing campus and system programs.

The Program has recewved national recogmtion. This has been made possible only with the
encouragement of the Legislature, the Executive and the Trustees and through the efforts of many
hard-working project directors and their students. I am particularly pleased that the large majority of
pilot projects which have completed an initial trial period have become a part of regular campus
programs. This 1s a mark of the value of tested 1deas and concepts, as well as an indication of the
willingness of campuses readily to accept sound educational reforms. Faculty development programs,
learning assistance centers and an inter-campus faculty exchange program are among some of the
ideas which have been tested and are now gradually being made a part of system and campus

programs.

Much of the literature of higher education indicates that innovators tend to nnovate alone. When
they leave an institution or direct their interests elsewhere, everything returns to the status quo ante.
I am struck by the figure cited in this report which indicates that 75% of the projects have resulted in
ideniifiable and positive effects among other faculty. Furthermore, the roster of faculty who have
embarked on major improvements in their courses and programs, apart from any special support or
recognition, is constantly growing — attesting to the favorable climate for planned change which we
seek to enhance within this system. This coordinated Program, designed to encourage the testing and
extension of sound and cost-effective innovation, is contributing to a rewriting of the conventional

" wisdom of higher education. ,
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It is not possible to recognize all of the persons who have contributed to the Program to date. We
would, however, like to thank particularly several individuals who have contributed in a major
fashion to this report through their comments and by providing data and perspective: Russell Travis
and Thomas Watts,Bakersfield; De Vere Pentony and Robert Picker, San Francisco; Jerrold Kemp and
Ron McBeath, San Jose, and Rhody Ringis, Dominguez Hills. John M. Smart prepared the report
assisted by Toni Howard of the staff of the Division of New Program Development and Evaluation of
my office. .

) , Glenn S. Dumike
Chancellor
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GLOSSARY

Following is a list of terms which may not he familiar to the reader or which have specific meanings
within the context of this document:

Advanced placement — Programs for high school graduates in which they are placed at advanced
levels on entrance 1o college. There are also the Advanced Placement Examinations of the College
Entrance Examination Board. High school seniors passing these examinations receive college credit in
appropriate subject areas.

CLEP - College Level Examination Program of the College Entrance Examination Board and
Educational Testing Service. Examinations offered are used for credit-granting purposes by some
institutions, normally for freshman and sophomore work. The CLEP program includes five General
Examinations which are not equivalent, as a nile, to specific courses. Some thirty Subject
Examinations are also available.

Cost-benefit analysis — A means for comparing resources (cost) of a specific project with the results
{dollar benefit) likely to be obtained.

Cost-effectiveness analysis ~ Measurement of the extent to which resources allocated to a specific
objective under each of several altematives actually contribute to accomplishing that objective, so
that different ways of attaining the objective can be compared,

Evaluation — The purpose of evaluation is to compare actual accomplishments with desired outcomes
in order to improve performance. -Important questions 1o be answered are {a) Which objectives were
achieved? (b) Which objectives were not dchieved? (c) What factors contributed to the
accomplishment of specific objectives and the failure to accomplish other objectives? (d) What should
be done to improve future performance?

Faculty development — Programs to increase faculty skills in teaching, student evaluation, use of
media in instruction and communications abilities. In this report, the term does not apply to
programs intended to increase faculty academic knowledge such as gssistance to Jaculty to complete
the Ph.D. or retraining programs.

Independent study — Used in this report to refer to programs which permit a student to pursue the
great majority of coursework on an independent basis, usually as a part of a group guided by several
Saculty.

6.
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Instructional development — The systematic planning and evaluation of instruction based upon
explicit measurable objectives. The process includes pretesting students with respect o skills
emmerated m the vbjectives, selecting specific learning activities related to vbjectives, and evaluatmg
the effectiveness of the instructional sequence bused on students’ attainment of the prespecified

objectives.

Innovation — As used in this report. innovation applies to substantive changes and reforms in
instructional method, uses of student and faculty tine and the process of learning. An instructional
approach new to a campus or discipline can be innovative even if tried clsewhere or in another
discipline, .

<

Instructional television (ITV) --Campus-based television programs and services usually operated on a
closed-circuit basis. Educational television (ETV) nonnally is applied to open-circuit and cable
progranuning offered by publicly supported stations.

Learning assistance center — A center at which students may receive special help in overcoming
learming problems and unproving basic skills. Tutors, counselors and mediated sclf-learning materials
are typically available in such centers.

Learning resources service or center A term in increasing use which is applied to audio-visual,
television, mstructional design and evaluation services combined or coordinated on a campuswide

busis.

Modularized course A course dwided into units. Usually cach module is created around specified
learning (behavioral) objectives. Students are tested on completion of a module, and must pass in
order to move on to the next. Some modules may require effort equivalent to one student credit unit
(SCU) per module. Others may be the equivalent of a lesson completed in a few hours of work.

Organizational development A process by which an organization examines its processes, procedures
and the components of its environment for continuous change and revitalization.

Personalized System of Instruction (PSI or Keller Plan) — Approximately equivalent to modularized
instruction, PSI is a method first developed by Fred Keller in which courses are divided into units,
students cover each unit with tutorial assistance, and after demonstrating “mastery” of the unit,
move on to the next.

Self-pacing - Students moving at their own pace through a curriculum. Often tied to modularized
courses, contmuous testing, etc. Self-reliant study and individualized study are altemnative ternis.

SOCRATES - A copyrighted acronym used for the computerized test item data bank system and
computer program in use within The California State University and Colleges.

Time-shortened degree - A degree program in which a student may complete his work in less tinme
than would otherwise be the case. This may be achieved through credit by examination, redefinition
of curricula, early entrance into college from high school, or program acceleration through self-paced
learning.
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APREVIEW . ..

This report reviews the highlights of nearly four years of effort within The
California State University and Colleges to encourage new approaches to instruction
which will provide students with increased options in their educational programs
and opportunities for faculty to test and develop their ideas for improving the
quality of instruction. The report presents findings and conclusions on a number of
different learning and teaching methods, tested in over 100 major pilot projects.
Assessments of campus, faculty and student reactions to innovation and change in
instruction are noted as well. Appendices provide details about the functioning and
administration of the program and a listing of all projects by kind of innovation and
discipline area, together with brief descriptions and statements of current status.

The pages which follow constitute at one and the same time, a summary of what
has been accomplished, a handbook for those seeking detailed information, and a
basis upon which new directions are being planned to stimulate creative change.
The intended audiences are multiple: the legislature, the executive branch of state
government, the CSUC systery, including trustees, faculty and administrators, and
other interested individuals throughout the country who are themselves developing
programs to assure that higher education remains vital and dynamic.

A special state fund has enabled faculty to test a number of different learning
strategies which, if educationally and fiscally effective, can be implemented on a
permanent basis to provide additional student options. For example. projects have
experimented with offering intensive semester-long programs to which a student
devotes all or nearly all of his or her time and effort. Findings indicate that such
programs are sound educationally. Some students have difficulty in the
self-discipline required, though most prefer the opportunity to concentrate upon
subject matter in the intensive manner possible in such curricular designs in contrast
to the traditional courses taken at once in several subjects.

A variety of approaches to self-paced learning have been tested with particular
emphasis placed upon courses divided into units or modules. Project results show
student motivation is the major concern within any program which permits
self-paced learning. The student works on each unit at his or her own pace,
proceeding to the next only when competency has been demonstrated. Some
students have difficulty in compieting coursework on”this basis and fall behind,
while others benefit both from the opportunity of moving as quickly as they can
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and from the more precise defimtion of skills and knowledge provided by
continuous testing. usually a major part of the self-paced/modularized mstruction
approach. Maturity and mdependence are charactenistics which seem to be shared
by those who do well. For the most part. students desire some kinds of group
contact m all projects though not necessartly m the traditional classroom setting.
Several projects explored ways m which students may challenge courses or subject
matter areas if they believe themselves prepared either through self-study or
previous experience. A phased program for developing system policies on externally
developed and admimstered challenge examinations has resulted from these
experiments. In addition, the system s sponsoring a statewide evaluation program
in freshman English and 1s exploring the need for similar efforts in other general
education areas. A project which has developed a system for certifying past
experience for general education credit has proved a sound educational option.
Department developed challenge examination programs have not proved to be as
successful as hoped. Limited student interest, combined with the amount of faculty
time required to operate orderly programs, raises questions about extensive offering
of this option to students under current funding patterns and demands on faculty
time.

Specification of competencies expected of graduates in therr degree major has been
the focus of several projects. These efforts have highlighted the need for facuhy to
come to grips with what is expected of graduates in their discipline. This is a most
difficult task for many subject areas. particularly in the social sciences and the
humanities. Promising approaches are in the development stage involving deliberate
identification of concepts in each of several disciplines.

Increasmgly, faculty are beconung aware of the growing instructional potential of
technology. Most of the experimental projects have made use of one or more of the
media beyond the spoken and printed word. Results show that students can be
provided effective lecarning opportunities through media used in various
combinations. No single medium is superior to another in all situations. The
particular learning problem, student readiness, costs and facilities, all enter into the
decision to use one medium or combination rather than another for instruction.
Television has been found useful in capturing experiences which students would
normally only encounter in field visits or through clinical observation. A pioneering
effort has been launched in developing computerized test item data banks to aid
instructors in several disciplines. Facilitated by an extensive computer network,
professors from throughout the system can use the program, called SOCRATES. to
provide them with tests constructed to their specification and detailed analyses of
their students’ performances in comparison with others.

The premises behind the Carnegic Commission’s report, Less Time More Options,
have been tested in different ways through several projects, including a specially
designed baccalaureate program which may be completed in three years. While
evidence is limited, it appears there is a small minority of students within the CSUC
system who are interested in time-shortencd degree programs. A complication we
have found is that even those students who have “tested out™ of a year of work
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may use the year’s headstart to stretch out college work or to enroll in other
courses they would not otherwise have taken.

Campus participation and interest in innovation and experimentation has varied
across the system. Administrative support has been an important variable.
Campuses on which there was little interest two or three years ago now reflect
marked enthusiasm. Expanding recognition of the need for faculty development,
including training in use of technology and improving relations with students and
colleagues, reflects the impact of project activity.

Faculty attitudes toward trying new approaches to instruction have been generally
positive. The number of faculty secking to make substantial changes from
traditional approaches is still a minority, though an active and enlarging one. On
some campuses, promotion and tenure policies do not appear to take into full
account the effort required to innovate. In other instances, however, innovation has
been a major factor in promotional decisions.

Student response to most projects and experimental efforts has been positive.
Systematic efforts are made to obtain evaluations of project approaches from
participating students. In many cases assessments are solicited during the course of
the project as well as at the conclusion so that adjustments may be made which will
enhance effectiveness. Though students often initially find new approaches more
attractive in the abstract than in the experience, most conclude the programs
favorably disposed to them and ask for more.

Within the Office of the Chancellor, staff have coordinated projects, encouraged
inter-campus exchange and project development, disseminated project results and
provided advice to faculty on the best methods of developing their ideas. In the
next few months approximately a.dozen faculty workshops will be held to present
results of as many different projects. As final reports on projects become available,
they are published for the benefit of others in the system. Six such reports are
currently available or in press with others planned for publication this year.

The agenda for the Program for Innovation is a changing one. Three years.of open
competition for experimental pilot projects have provided the busis for new
directions. In the coming year, primary emphasis will be placed upon inter-campus
projects designed to involve substantial numbers of faculty in the process of
innovation. A “mini-grant™ program was begun in 1974-75 and will be continued
in 1975-76. Block grants, varying in size according to institutional enrollments, are
made to each campus, with project solicitation, screening and selection undertaken
by the institution within the general Program guidelines. The purpose of the
mini-grant program is to enhance campus research and development capacities and
to provide faculty with modest funding to take full advantage of the results and
products of previous experimental projects.

A primary task of those within the Program is to develop permanent methods
through which support, stimulus and administrative recognition can be provided for
faculty as they explore new ways in which quality education may most cffectively
be provided to an increasingly diverse student population.

10
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INTRODUCTION

'ﬂﬂOVﬂtiOﬂ is, of course, in the eye of the beholder. What is new to one

institution. one department, one faculty member, or one system, may be traditional to another.
There is little, if anything, whicl is truly new in higher education. Innovation is, however, the best
term we have to describe a process in which faculty, students and admumistrators work together to
increase opportunities and-options for students and by which the nineteen campuses n our system
can be responsive to the realities of the “seventies and the prospects of the ‘eighties.

In the following pages we seek to describe what has been termed formally the Program for Innovation
and lmprovement in the Instructional Process within The California State University and Colleges
sytem. In pur everyday conversation 1t is called the “innovative program™, It ts an outgrowth of the
New Approach to Higher Education first proposed by Chancellor Glenn S. Dumke over four years ago
when a commitment was made to provide increased educational opportumties for students m our
institutions and to enable faculty to undertake experiments designed to increase their mstructional
cffectiveness.

We have set ourselves the task of testing 4 variety of alternative approaches to teaching and learning n
the belief that such efforts. carefully cvaluated. will lead to an enhauced capability to offer
educationally sound new or less usual options to the traditional options suited to our students’
interests, needs and capabilities. An underlying assumption of our efforts 1s that all students do not
learn best in the same way. In a period of increasing student diversity, changing roles for our colleges
and universities, and rapidly expanding Knowledge of teaching and learning alternatives. we believe
that it is essential that we act responsibly and imaginatively to meet these new challenges.

The Program for Ir:yovation, then, is really a process, and one which we believe has worked to bring
about change - not simply cliange for the sake of change, but change wlich carries a potential lor
constructive reform of the educational process.

In more than 100 major pilot projects, and, for the first time this year, in an additional 145 smaller
efforts. faculty and students have sought better, alternative ways of teaching and learning. A
conservative estimate is that in the first two years of the Program almost 2,000 individual faculty
were identified with program activities and perhaps some 33,000 individual students.* Projects
funded in 1974-75, together with the mini-grant programs, serve to extend considerably both student
and faculty involvement in the innovation process. The many hard-working project directors. their
students and associates, are large in number, even within a system the size of the CSUC.

*A survey of projects-funded in 197273 and 1973-74 through the Program conducted with the

cooperation of campus coordinators indicated that some 2,200 faculty members in 1972-73 were
project directors, project associates or participated in some activity such as a workshop sponsored
through the Progrant. In 1973-74 the estimated number reached 1,200; a greater number is expected
this year.
Similar data show that approximately 17,000 students in 1972-73, and an additional 19,000 for
1973-74, have engaged in some aspect of innovative projects, in most cases as students in courses
which were the result of a project or as users of instructional materials developed under project
sponsorship. (See Appendix D for listings by project.)
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To capture in 1 single document the full scupe of thie objectives. process, unplementation and
evaluation of so wide a spectrim of project and program activities 1s not possible. What s attempted
is an overview of projects as they have tested different instructional strategtes and options, and from
this overview. a summary of the mplications these activities have for The Californta State University

and Colleges system.

Ours is a coordinated program designed to ensure & maximum of results by avording dupheation of
efforts through 4 centraliced process of screening proposals for pilot projects. We have suught to
extract the fullest possible meaning from projects individually and collectively for the benefit of 4
system of nineteen campuses. It is this feature which is truly unique and which sets the Program apart
from institutionally based and focused efforts toward innovation and change.

The Program’s objectives, organization. funding and Program implementation are discussed m
Appendix A, Several major points, however, should be set forth at the outset.

The Program has been funded primarily through special state funds and wanipus matchung montes,
with the substantial additions of an initial major grant from the Carnegie Corporation and, more
recently. a-grant for faculty development from the federal Fund for Improvement of Pustsecondary
Education. Administration and coordination have been the responsibility of the Division for New
Program Development and Evaluation within the Office of the Chancellor for the system. The
Program has featured open competition of propusals generated by faculty. Funded projects. msofar as
possible. have been designed so that, if successful. they may be embedded within the regular
educational process.

A survey completed in December 1974 found that of 55 different projects funded m 1972-73 and
1973-74, 48 are continuing in 1974-75 with normal campus resources. In addition, vther projects not
directly linked to program offerings met their objectives. Only seven mstructionally focused projects
have not been continued, while two other projects did not fully meet thenr objectives, Even m the
cuse of “unsuccessful projects.” interviews with project directors and other Ginpus representatives
have disclosed some continuing benefits, if not of the sort originally expected.

The kinds of projects and activities supported by the Program wan be assified mto the fullowing
categories of emphasis, with many projects sharing more than one cmphasis:

Independent study

Credit by examination
Comprehensive/eore examinations
Selfspaced instruction
Time-shortened degree programs
Testing new modes of instruction
Mediated instruction

Faculty and professional development
Reduction of student attrition

New uses of time and facilities
Improvement of efficiency in the educational process

. .

N

-5

The evaluation of projects has been a multiple responsibility of project directors, the host campus,
faculty observers, student participants, the system office and, in some instances, third party or
outside evaluation experts. The findings presented in the following pages have been based on a
combination of these sources.

[ 18]
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Specific learning and teaching strategies are discussed first, along with findings from individual
projects. In later sections, campus, faculty and student responses to change and innovation as-such are
presented, followed by a summary discussion of the ways in which project and program results have
been disseminated within the system. Finally, our conclusions are set forth about the Program as a
whole, the kinds of innovations and efforts most conducive to change, and the inplications that these
conclusions have for the system. In the process of presenting a summary of findings, not every project
can be covered. Brief project descriptions are provided in Appendix F together with the project’s
currer:t status and major findings to date.

There can be no final evaluation of an on-going, dynamic process such as this Program, for such a
reckoning would signify the end of seeking ways in which to meet the challenge of creative change.

13
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. WHAT HAVE WE LEARNED ABOUT LEARNING STRATEGIES?

The Programhas attempted through demonstration projects to test different strategies of innovation
and change. particularly those directed to the establishment of optimum levels for the time spent by
the student in conventional classrooms, the extent to which he should be encouraged to move at his
own pace, and the definition of new roles for faculty as advisor and academic counselor. These
experiments have proceeded with close attention being paid to their costs and benefits.

Project results indicate that some instructional strategies serve to meef thése long-term gouls better
than others. In certain instances contradictory results have been obtained, suggesting that further
close examination of certain kinds of approaches is called for. Thus, differing applications of
essentially the same basic idea for example. the modularization of a course lo increase
opportunities for independent and self-paced learning - can result in varying conclusions on the
usefulness of the concept. Many factors are responsible for this divergence, including faculty
experience, student motivation, campus environment. the specific discipline, the existence of
competing “conventional” courses in that discipline. and availability of appropriate configurations of
physical space. Furthermore, project directors have had plans go awry when computers programmed
to adjust course registration to the capacity of the assigned classroom in order to meet state
mandated space utilization standards arbitrarily placed limitations on the class size of mdependent
learning courses requiring no limits. A new custodian efficiently disposed of all of the questionnaires
completed by students entering an experimental program. Project delays on occasion are due to state
equipment procurement processes, sometimes resulting in major project adjustment and multi-year
funding when only one year had been first projected.

Project findings range from extensive data derived from many observations to “hints for the handy
innovator.” For example, Bakersfield’s experimentation revealed that 58% of 26 faculty who offered
modularized courses. belicved that more work was demanded of students in their experimental
courses than in corresponding conventional coursés, 23% saw little difference, and 19% viewed them
as less demanding. Efforts by one project director at Sai Diego to advertise his project in credit by
examination in literature led him to conclude that the campus newspaper was the most effective
means for interesting students, followed by posters which he placed about campus, while
presentations to incoming groups of majors and flyers at registration tables resulted 1 little or no
response. At still another level, a student completing a programmed learning course in English
comnposition (Northridge) wrote in an evaluation: “This type of program can only be handled by
students who are mature enough to know how much they can accomplish in the time given.”

FOCUS: INDEPENDENT STUDY ‘

A few projects have been sponsored by the Program which involve students studyinlnglarge block of
subject matter intensively and independently under the direction of faculty. These projects, which
have been at the upper division, degree major level, provide perspective on the usefulness of this
teaching/learning strategy.

The San Francisco Alternate Major in Psychology offers the possibility for students-to pursue the
equivalent of 30 units of work through a relatively unstructured program featuring nuni-courses
organized around specific themes, advisory seminars in which students report on field experiences
and independent projects which lh'gy have undertaken. In fall 1972, 131 students began the program,

‘- 14
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each registering for an average of 8 umts. In 1973-74, 75 students registered to work with six faculty
in tl.2 fall program and 96 i the spring. One benefit of the program is the opportumty for students
to be exposed to more subjects in the same period of time. The project evaluator noted:

.« . Several important advantages to the alternate major’s system of organizing courses
become apparent. First, a very large number of courses have been offered. Using only six
half-time professors. a total of mneteen courses were offered in the fall (1972) and
twenty-four n the spring (1973). This does not include the advisory group with which
each professor worked. A maxiinum of twelve courses could be expected from a
comparable time commitment in the regular major . . . without advisory groups.

The evaluator. however, also found: an mtial lack of depth in the courses where students were
required to take the mitiative 1n leading seminars and defimng work to be accomplished. “Very few
students in each class completed either projects, papers or a fair amount of reading. This was very
disheartening to faculty.” A mdjor recommendation of this initial evaluation, which has since been
implemented. called for faculty to pay much greater attention to providing early feedback to students
on performance, while continuing the self-directed nature of the program. In fall 1974 enrollment
was 118. With an estimated 110 students expected in the spring, the program has reached a
cost-effective 1:20 faculty-student ratio. The project also has had an effect in the department by
encouraging development of a self-paced, individualized course 1n statistics 1nvolving over 100
students, two instructors and four sections.

At Sonoma, the Alternative English Major begun in 1972-73 also 1s in full operation. In this program,
students pursue an individualized major, receiving variable credit depending on the work
accomplished. Approximately 45 students are currently in the program which to date has had 20
graduates. The program is particularly attractive to students interested in creative writing and the
media, areas of emphasis not regularly available in the department. The drop-out rate from this
program is comparatively high, due to the self-discipline required. Qn the other hand, some students
have accelerated or have found particular benefit from the flexible structure. For examp