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FD, 0D, AND D, "WFAT'S THE RELATIONSHIP:

- OR--NEW WINESKINS ANVONE?' o
INTRODUGT ION -
- X ; NV :

A recent trend in higher -education has been to ®stablish centers,
agencies or programs having as their purpose, he}ping faculty members -
improve their 1nstruct1ona’ effecttveness Recent]y, a great deal of
attention has been devoted ta descr1b1ng the activities of such agencies
in terns. of d1screte categor1es t1t1ea§\ecu1ty Development (FD), Organiza-
t1ona1 Deve]oprent (00), ang instruciional Deve]oprent (ID) (Bergquist &
Ph1]}1ps, 1975, Gaf., 1975). GBriefly, FD act1v1t1es focus on the know]-y
edge, sk111s, sensitivities and techniques of faculty members rather than.
the courses they teach. 0D actlwgtles seek t0 change the structure,
po]1c1es and organ1zat1ona1 env1ronment in whtch 1nstruct1on takes.

plade IF. act1v1t1es on-tne other hand' focus on the systemat1c des1gn,

f.

Y -

. deve]opment and eva]uat10n of 1ns'zuct1ona1 ‘materials, 1essons, courses
or curr1cula .
Assum1ng"that'these three kinds of activities are involved in instruc-

'tiongl iwprovement, whit is their re]ationship to each other? Must an

1nstruct1ona] 1mprovem°nt progran encompass all three? Is there, some

pr1or1ty or h1erarchy among the three? Are they 1ndependent of one another?
&

Is there some opt1ma] sequence of these act1v1t1es7 If instructional
1mprovement agencies are to prov4de serv1ces which will mater1a]1y help

the]r 1nstatutwons and if these’ agenc1es are to successfully plan for

the1r futurez 1t is necessary to understand the re]at1onsh1ps which ]1nk

-
+ 7 - . Lo
N .

these three categor1es of act1v1t1es !

e - . .




We soggest that underlying the relationships between FD, OD: and 1D

is the concept of change. If instruction is to improve, something related “

k)

to instruction must change. -The instriuctional process or content must
change, or the Taculty nember's know]edge, skills, or attitudes must *

change, or the organizational environment must <hange.

v

For change to take place, the individuals affected must want to
) o
change, and there'ﬁust-be some new idea, practice, or object available

to those wishing to change. An idea, practice, .or object perceiived as

° i ~

new‘by'an~individua],§es ELEn uefined as an'innovation (Rogers § Shoemaker, -

1971). , Hence, we squest that the entire range c¢f instructionai improve-

ment activities, ED 0", and 'D can be regarded as teqhniques related to ~
-~ adoption of an innovation (new" idea practice or object) by faculty.

- Therefore, to understand the relationships hetween FD, OD, and IB,-it"is

necessary to understand the process involved in facuity adoption of

innovations related to instruction. - L . .

THE ADOPTION- OF INNOVATIONS Co

- L. -

- \ 4 -

COnSider what must take p]ace before a facu]ty member will adopt an .

innovation related to instruction, whether'it is the use of‘an overheao

progector, PSI, behaViora] objectives or criterion referenced tests. The
faculty member must: (1) be awarg of the innovation and - know something
- . about it; {2) perceive some persgnal need the innovation can fill; (3) seek -
4

out more detailed information about such things as the re]ative advantages ‘ -

of the innovation, its compatability with eXisting practice, its gomp]eXity,

; the ability to try ‘the- innovatiOn\in steps or smaJ] amounts, and the observ-
)i "‘\ - 4
)f ability of the resu]ts of adopting the innovation, (4) Form posqthe attitudes ey
o
.‘ ) J/ ve: X _m. . ‘ . Y‘J . N v‘




~ The Concept of- Reauwpésf _Inrovate : X : ' ' - 1 é

‘of innovators receiving instructional improvement grants with unsupported

. tation. However, departments of supported innovators showed 1ess readzness '

|
|
(department) and instead.went to an a]l un1vers1tv ‘granting wechan1sm for =

. toward the 1nnovat1on (5) try the innovation (or"vicariously try it

through the exper1ence of peers); and (6) finally, seek conf1rmat1on | .
of the ultimate decision to adopt the innovation (Rogers & Shoemaker, -

1971)

Based on the Rogers model vie be1ievé~there muét bé‘a minimuin level ’7

por degree of "rea nasc“ prior to the decision to adopt an 1nnovatwon

In fact, we suqqest that there are two kinds of "read1ness," (1) individ- —ry
uaT read1ness and (2) organizational readiness. By th1s Wwe mean that .-
both the 1hd1v1dual faculty and his/her organwzation (department unit,

college, etc.) must be "ready" to adopt the 1nnovat1on Support for e
this notion of 1nd1v1dua1 and organizational read1ness comes from a

recent study at Michigan State University which compared characteristics - o
. S

oy S

innovators (§achs, 1977). This study found that‘both typeé of inhovators
had expended considerable effort in 1earn1ng about 1nstruct1ona1 innova~-

tions, (e.g., readiness) through worxshops, visigs, read1ngs, and consu]- g

Ay

[y

(support  for innovatitn). Henca, faculty bypassed “thein 1oca1 organ1zat1on : L

N

support. The pownt is that 1nstruct1onal 1nnovat1on requires both individual

and organizationax réadiness., Add1t1ona] de ve1opment of the concept of
readiness is proyﬁded'next, as we believe it is essential to understanding
the FD, 0D, and ID relationship. ' :

] ‘ ¢

Individual Faculty Readiness . . "

P P
A z =

.
-~ d N

Faculty readiness involves both awargness and knowledge about the .

innovatien and.aboutineeds the innovation can fill. It also involves a

period of information\seeking by the fécu]ty member, . - ’ ‘ '

e . i
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‘A wide variety of faculty rea@iness-droduc1ug»activities have been
. described (Centra 1976). These activities include such things .as short
semlnars in whlch both thos¢ facuity who have adOpted particular 1nnova—

ttons ,and those who have not, interact about the 1nnovat10n*‘*~f1nanc1a1 E

- support is proywded for faculty trave] to see innovations-in use; or < }
e ’ . .

"values clarification exercises‘and retreats are held.

S The common elegent.of a1P these activities #s that they seek to
2 ~
‘ create cogn1t1ve dassonance'in faculty by prov1d1ng alternatives to the

- ! - -

t 4

status quo through pres ntat]oﬁ of 2951‘St‘c a]ternat1ve instructional

l

strategies and h1gh11gh 1nd the ability of these alternatives to ‘meet
|- > ,
neéds perce1ved as 1mpojtant y the faculty. These act1v1t1es do_nc not «

At

teach faculty the spec1i1cs of how to 1mp1ement instructional 1nnovat1ons

I

The. next step in. the progess of creating read1ness is tzuhe1p '
faculty” fxnd out more aﬁ%ﬂt t 10Se - innovations. wh1ch most interest them. . :
At-this point in the ado tion process faculty will be most interested

.
. .
>
. M
.

in Such general issues as

What are the relatite advantades-ef the innovation
- . over the qurrentvhgl"of éping things? } .
\Ho;,compattble is\the innovation to.the current way -
of doing things? T ﬁ' ‘
How complex 1% the ?ﬁnovatidn? - . S
L Lo L Is itﬁpossib1é t? try the innovation in small steps
‘ver wi thout underta1iq3‘a1mejor,reg?ganizatj;n of ‘currént

4

a T« activities? - . -

- .- -

- How observable 'will. the results of"the-innovation be? . o ) L
iy A A SR oL |
- 3 o (Rager & .Shoemaker, 1971, Chapter 4)
> S ?A - B Y - ' "
o g
' g}'o ’ ‘6 1
? \ 3 . . -
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um-"~'"“' 1mprovement agency The ¢ther way 1nvo]ves_the faculty achieving their

- . ) . < ~5— - .
V U ) - \9 ) - ~ ) .
) : Ue‘suggesi_rbat there are two Ways in which faitlii/read1ness is .
, achwevedi :One way invaTves p]anned 1nt95vent1ons by instructional )

own read1nesse -

s

t

Based on data from™tiie MSU study (Sachs, 1977) we believe those “

faculty who undertake adoption of instructional innovations on their

-~

own initiative have)previously achieved the ‘necessary state of readiness -

- with'ionovathe colleagues, etc. These faculty come to instructional

improvement age@cies not to be peysoaded, but to get more specific

Ie - - - . Y ] ’

help on how to accomplish their innovative plans. The instructional

impro@ement agency then reacts in response to these requests with _,
specific, sk111 workshops o; 1nd1v;dua{\eonsu1tat1on or by actually : a
dﬁﬁfﬁarthe 1nnovat1on for the facu]ty member (see Dav1es,1974 and
S11ber ]975, “for a d1scqss;ooagf the various roles of instructional

i

,!

on their own through regding, attending conventions, workshops, talking %
|

1

i

i

|

1

improvement agéncies). The ecrviges provided after the decision has
““been made to adopt anr znnovatoon have t”adztzonally been fffﬁydpred

_instructional development (D) activities. - _ ‘: - /ﬂ\\ﬁ

However, not all instructional improvement agencies have been con-

tent to merely react to faeulty initiatives. ' Instead, these agencies

]
| |
have sought to attract facu]ty members by actively éreating this readi- . ?

- ; |

o 4

ness. Instead of react1nq, they are°act1ng "and focus1ng the fa&o]ty |
1

|

toward those innovations ‘having high payoff or those which the 1nstruc—

tional 1mprovement agency is most equ1pped te suppért. Thus %there are ) 1

reactive and proactive postures with respect to¢creat1ng facuIty readiness.

- .
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“The important poirt, however, is this: Creating faculty rcadinﬁss.
g ’0 [> Raliry ' . . . ’ » . .
for instructional inrovation ts 'a crucial component of improving instruc-

tion: Furthermore, in our judyemont, the aetivities conducted for the

S—— .

- - 1 . . . . . . .
purpose ¢, creating inlividual reqliness lo innovate ava, and should be

considramd/facz«zlty developmet (FD). - - '
. o

Organizational. (Spcial System) Readiness | ’

The other type of readiness, which must be accouhted for if facy]ty

are to sugceed in adopting instructional innovations is social system
- .
or organizatiohal readiness. Even if an inidivdual faculty member has

LN

been made aware of alternatives to the status quo and has been persuaded

-

5 ~
to try an innovation, the attitudes of others in the department, college,

T ) !
and insy%%ution a$ well as the characteristics and rules of that organiza-

, ‘ v :
tion may prevent such an innovation. For example, the organization may

not provide resources or even the freedom to innovate and may go so far
M ‘ ;

as to punish those that try. While an individual faculty member can,”

and often does innovate without moral or financiz. support from his

/

'* organization, such a situation is obviousty not desirable in, terms of

l!
IOn%evity of the innovation, or further diffusion @1th1n the organization.

Moreover, individual faculty who acquire new sensitivities and skills

.through %D wdﬁkshops or retreat; may revert to old habits when they re-

turn unl€ss the organization is ready to support them. . It must be recog-

nized, therefore, that individual change (instructional innoygtioh) must

-

receive support from group polﬁéies and procedures if it is to be sustained.

" Furthermore, adoption of such Eeaching innovations on an . individual faculty

T o -
basis (such as™PSI or competency based instruction) may necessitate struc-
tural or policy changes in the organization, such as admissjons, grading,

fee schedules, and faculty and graduate'student workload.




In the case of organizational readiness, the posture of the instruc-
-tio?al improvement agenCy may again be either reactiygjor proactive. If
the posture is reactive, thg/jnstructfoné] improvement agency will, i?
‘Effect, wait until a department 5r other organization achieves readiness
to accépt‘inhovatidn bn_its own fnitiﬁfive. On the other hand, the
instructional imprerment agency may take an active role in facilitating
activities within the organization which will provide a suitable climate
ﬁor innovation to take place. i : . R /

If the instructional improvement agency élpcts té take an interven-

tion role, a numbey of activities have been descr1bed in the literature

~

(Gaff, 1975; .Centra, 1976). These activities afi typiéal]y group process

" based and focus on such topics as goal setting, conflict resolution, im-
’ ’ . . »

provement in communication, evaluation of pnoductivity,work]oaqs, and

resource allocation. For example, Miéhigan State University has déVe]oped.

a format for department or cb]]ege self-studies which involve data co]iec-

tion, analysis and recommnedations on most of the above topiéé (Dressel- &
Rietrich, 1968; Davis, et.’al., 1976). The role of instructional improvement

agency personnel iR this context is to act as'a group leader, Tacilitatoxw_

and resource person to help department personnel conduct the study.

The importunt poznt hope i8 thie: Cﬂlat7ng organizatioral peadhness

8§ the mirror "nqu of erva¢?na individial readiness; both are erucial to

the adoption of innovations to " improve instruction. Furthermore, in our

-
.

Judgement, the activities conducted Jor. the purpuse 8f 2yeating organiza-

tional readiness to innevate are, and should be considered, organizational

development (0D). -
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RELATING FD, 0D, AND ID TO IMPROVING

-~

INSTRUCTIONAL ‘EFFECTIVENESS

°

‘ o ’\:
If one considers the numerous models of the ID process, (reviewed

-

by'§tamas, 1973) there -is seldom, if ever, any prévi%ion for assessing or

‘creating faculty or organizational readiness for change. "Our ID models.

L}

assume a necegsary level of readiness or commitment already exists prior
to the beginning of activities related to lesson, course or curricular

development. On the other hand, we believe that ID activit::j/gp/
been made

‘ services only become relevant after a decisibn/commitment h

<

to change something in the 1nstruct1ona1 process.

Thusq we believe that the re]at1onsh1p ‘between FD, 0D, and ID is
that FD and OD provide the individual and organ1zat1ona1 readiness
necessary for the adoption qf an instruqtioﬁal innovation. The %nstrec~
tionai innovation is adopted, er developed &uring the 1D phase of
activities. We thus believe that there is a seguent1a or prerequ1s1te
"relationship between FD, 0D, and ID, in that ID becomes posszble only -
when faculty and organizdtional readiness is achzeued’through FD and OD
activities. Fureherm?re,‘individual and organizational rsgdiness for .
change can‘pe"achieved with or wifhout intervention by an inétructiona]

improvement agency. -

The prerequisite relationship of FD and 0D 'is based on an assumption

of voluntary adoption of innovation. If change is mandated by administra-

.tive fiaf, contract language or new laws, then .faculty or organizational
J : . . -

readiness.becomes somewhat irrelevant.

oo




+

-~ 7 = '
Since each 1nst1tutlon will differ regard1ng the characterlst1cs

-~

it fadulty, its organlzat1on and its 1nstruct1on, as well-as-on the

;WH,J” <
state of readiness for 1nnovat10n, the re]at1ve need for FD, OD, or ID

act1V1t1es (or<other readiness act1v1t1es) w11] differ from 1nst1tutlon

to- institution. Furthermoie the posture of the instructional imprové—

ment agency will vary on a contlnuum from passive to active 1nterventlon

L4

»

in FD, 0, and 1. T . ]

A

‘ we predict, howeve}; that the increased pressures on facu]ty‘f%om

declining budgets, declining enrollments, gnionizatfon, etc., witl re- |

-

duce the numper of faculty attiempting innovation on their own
1n1t1at1ve~sp the surv1va1 and growth of an increasing number of instruc-

tlona? 1mprovement agenc1es will become dependent on the]r ability to

'seek out and attract new faculty clients. Where it had been possib]e

for these agencies to be successful in the past by focusing solely on-

¢

instructional deve]opment types of activities because sufficien% faculty

o

and organ1zat1ona1 read}ness a]readerxlsted in those faculty seeklng

service, a new approach will be requl:ed to cope with the chang1ng ne7ps
of the,facu]ty and institution. Hence, we believe the recent increase
in ‘interest in the discrete areas of faculty and organ12at10na1 deve]op—

ment portends this sh1ft from a passive to a more: act1ve posture

L] . e \
-

, CONCLUS}ON & . S

»

FD 0D, and ID are not Rew 1deas, but usefu] exp051tory dev1ces
They a]]ow us to categor1ze and 1abe1 .a. number of activities which are

fundamenta]]y re]ated to the adoptlon of 1nnovat10ns The functions of

fe

t
\

) ,,'.> !
. -
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" FD and QD .are to create a'level of individual and organizational readi- .

v

ness and commitment to change in feaching process or content. FD and

.00 in and of themse]ves do not directly affect a change in teaching

process or content, but are prerequisite to it. Once a decision has

been-made to change, the D process used in achieving the change in
teaching practice may involve use of a systematic development model or
it'hay involve a simple adoption of an existing techndlogical device

or teaghing strategy.

S~ e be]%e*é that FD, 0D, and ID have been practiced for some time
by a number of instructianal‘imbrovemedt agencies actively involved jn
encouraging faculty to-innovate. FD, OD, ahd ID are~thus-merq1y old

Qine in new wineskins
What is new, is the 1ncreased 1ntérest in FD OD and 1D as dlscrete

-
activities. This, we feel, porten¢s a change in emphasis for many in--

ong--attracting facg]ty rather than simply waiting for them to appear

on their own. * —

&

' structional improvement agendies from a reactive stance to a more active . 1
In suﬁ? we believe FD, 0D, and ID ih a voluntary system, to be 1
|

- ﬁierarcﬁa11y related to the innovation adoption prbcéss and of equal

. Because these three areas dre so closely I1nked to the concept of /

-

readiness for 1nnOVat10n, the question is net whwch of these three areas

<

1mportance in 1mprqv1ng 1n§*ructxona1 effect1veness i ‘ ' . }

" should be»emphaswzed or undertaken, but rather how to assess and Increas?;
’ f

,readiness for change at your 1nst1tut1oh

L3
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‘ ATTITUDE PROGESS ) STRUCTURE
. Faculty Instructional 0rga‘nizat1’6na1 )
_+—— Development _ Development . Development
3 .-, - m' - . 4 : ‘V - - 1
m/ , o S
K‘E/- Faculty * Ind1v1dua] courses .|Organizatiens . 2
u | . members > o

¢
@

Promotc” faculty

Imgn‘ove stuc{ent -

E

[Lreate an environ- -

o | Help faculty acqui efarmng - ment which pro~ -+ -
i '§ needed knowledge, ’ motes effective
ol skills; sensitivi- - 1. teachmg '
2| ties and techm’.qc:es(4 - S g
) ’ " / -
Seminars N New Tearnmg matex,- W for group
« | Horkshops P | ' Teader or team
9 |Evaluations ign courses . 1 member )
P . d/or curricula . |Action’research..
=z - Nork opé on setting | Revise gamzatwn- -
R " objectijves - - al pélicies . .
<t ] ) Evaluatiny students - g
. Figure 1 Gaff ,Categow S .
,Soixrce,: Jerry G." Gaff, TQNARD FACUL]Y RENEWAL - -(San Franc‘iscn '
' Jossey-Basg, 1975) : o
¢ . ! .
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c. *!. J) - o " -~
L § : R ‘
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k& ! ’ APPENDIX 1 ' .-
) 3? ’ ! r. ) .\‘ )
~ . ~~' ) B .. - . 4 .
- - - ATTITUDE PROCESS STRUCTURES
é . B .
Faculty Instrué¢tional Organizational -
. Deve]opment Deve'ldgmen)t "Development -
- - ‘ '. -
) || Individual Individual faculty Academic and admin-
3 faculty. Individual courses "istrative programs,
Sl - . Curricula \~ departments &ud -
. . ) divisions '
A Clatify values, Improve instruc- . {Improve:organization-
attitudes and tional effective- al effectiveness = ]
philosophies ness s
& | Improve intraper-- :
§ somal and inter- - )
3 personal ‘unctmn-
ing ) .
y
~ kife planning Classroom observa- | Team-building
o “Faculty interviews tian.and diagnos1é Conflict-management
Interpersonal skills Micro¥eaching Decision-making .
0 training Instructional.ev 71 Management training
| Personal growth. uation _' ¢
i : Instructional method- ’
= ) L —_
5 g .ology and technol- .
& = 0gy '
. o 8.’ Course des1gn -~ 4
T, % Curriculum deve]op- # . ) 2
7 ) ment ]
— - — - =
. Figure 2: Berqmst & Phillips Categomzat'zon %
i Source: \~h]ham H. Berqmst and Steven R. Ph 111ps, "Co onen?s of
. an Effective:Faculty Development Program," JOURNAL OF
e 2 HIGHER EDUCATION 46 (1975), 183 f'\ i -
-~ 7 : b ] ' ~
+ o ) ‘ = ‘
1 “r\ : . .
’ e i . - v ) : .
4! . 1Ry ) ’ v
;:.(‘ XS - - . <
41 i . - .
K3 : ‘
n Yy .
: — 4 L
» Recent]y, Berqmst and Phﬂ‘hps (1977) presented another categorization
.  model. For purposes- of this paper,. this model will not be dealt with,
1 "but ‘readers are encouraged to study this” ‘model, as well.
LS

<
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