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ABSTRACT - ' L & T & y

Two kinds of efforts at 1nstruc¥10n .improvesent in
higher eduncation, student ‘evaluation of teachers an ,faculty
development programs on caampuses, fall short of reachlng their
theoretical goals.”Student evaluations are neither reliable nor valid , .
measures .of a teacher's dinstructionel effectiveness. Some of the T
* items included in' such questionnaires address only symptoms >f
1nstruct10nal problems and. not underlying causes, ahd others ignore
,the fact that learning ‘and not-teacher chatacteristics is the most
important objective. S1i1larly, almost anything that a faculty member
does ‘outside the classroom is now called faculty development, but in |
this melange, most development programs have little potential for ’
contr1but1ng 51gn1f1cant1y to instructional improvement. Two projects
have been developed using a rigorous and systematic approach to this
prébleu. the Center for Professional Davelopment with pilot programs
on gix campuses of the California State University and Colleges; and ,
a comprehensive program at the UCLA School of Dentistry. In the .
aulticagpus projgct, a variety of efforts vere undertaken on
differert campuses: narrowly-fqﬁused faculty vorkshops, dévelopment
. of self-appraisal instruments, tourse.and curricular materials
development, ‘institutional research projects, and a progras for
adminjistrators only. It is felt tha ‘g’lttle change octurred or was
initiated in this project. At UCLA, "however, ' a nonfragmented,
comprehensive faculty-development and instructicnal improvement
programs addre551ng institutionalv goals ‘is felt‘to be a.success. lhe
“key is that the School as an orgamization, including both faculty amd
¢« administration, accepted respoms1b111ty for the consequences of its
educational progrags. (MSE) :
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Student evaluations are ne&ther reliable nor valid measures ‘of
’ J .

a teacher S instructional effectiveness, -and they cannot pe used

. either to evaluate faculty or to improve instrugtion Now that I

THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN" REF

OUCED EXACTLY AS
THE PERSON OR ORGAN
ATING IT POINTS OF VI
STATED DO NOT NE
SENT OF FILIAL NATIOD
EDUCATION POSITION

have made that blasphemous statement let me clarify what I mean.

Student evaluation\systems were developed ih the late l960s

primarily to placate angry’ students who demanded more direct in-

pu& inta the educational system. In that sense, student ratings
4 ’ - :

. . - . B g
filled an important void in.hﬁgher'education -- they provided

»

the opportunity for students to express their opinions about their

teachers and their courses and acknowledged the importance of.

¢client satisfa%tion. Even more important, student evaluation
systems brought renewed attentlon to,the importance of teaching,

AY ‘ N -
ag unbelievably,neglected aspect of higher education for far too
£
long. But, to suggest that studeht ratings are an efféctive aid
.
for improving instruction is akin to suggesting that fans' cheers

and expletives can be used to improve the;quality of a baseball
‘game. Only someone convineced that killing umpires was the key
. A .

> -

fto winning games would make that assertion. : *

\
-

- One has only to ﬁook at the'itemsftypical~of rating systems.
to unders£and the problem. ( One example is the item "Did the
professor stimulate the students to high intellectual effort”"
"How can being given\a low rating on this item help you detect why

yQu didn t and how you could do so in the future° Conversely, how

,~\
L -
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can*g.high rating helm identify the magic formula so that it
. L « . !

‘can befispeateﬁ?

& '] }

Another item commonly used on“student'rating forms is the"

one thd&t asks "Did the professor speak with expressiveness and

variety of tone of voice?" Again, while a high rating might

-

e‘Eourage you to entoll 1in Corumbia Broadcasting uChOOl it tells:

- \

.you nothing about whether the students learned as a result of <

your mellifluous tones. And isn'b that what 1nstructiqnal im- g

provement is all about -- increasing the prqbahility that students

are learning as a result of their spending 15;20 hours each week

in class? ' s .

[l

>

+ My second bit of heresy concerns the éontribution ef'so-
called "faculty development" programs to campus-wide instructional
improvement. The melange of activities that are aalled faculty
deveﬁopment is staggering -- research projects, sabbaticals,
conferences, lectures, seminars, exchange programs, growth con-
tracts, instructional Aesign projects, bag'lunchee and workshops

, >
of every t{pe and variety. Almost anything a faculty member does

these days (outside of class, that is) is called faculty develop-

ment. ‘But, regardles§ of the type of activity, mget faculty de-
velopmént programs have little potentialsof making a significant

contribution to improving the quality.of instruetion in higher |
| i .

qeducation. . '

o~

n } - [ 3
The reasons for the impoténce of these programs are very

o
¥

simple. First, few faculty development ﬁfograms Iandaté faculty
participation. Although sanctioned by the administration, most

programs maintain a relatively low profile quite deliberately. -
. * * —/
' . ’ ' .
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- Federal .monies so temptlngly offe}ed in the name of faculty de—

L - . -
The assumption is that a strong, campus-wide appeal for faculty to

furthep develop tgeir'professional competencfes such as improving
} . - - '
their instruction might be viewed as a pérsonal_insult, Because

few faculty are willing to acknowledge inadequacies in their in-

structional competence more seductive tacticsAﬁ/st be used to

/
cajole them into some type of development activity. Voluntany

9

programs notorlously,attract thqse faculty who are most open to

improvement = apnd in the majof}éy of cases, that means the al-

ready competent teacnér. While €ven the best teachers can behefit .

from instructional improvement programs, the ones'who really need
. ¢ -«

a rigorous progfam of develdpment do not participate and yet' they

are the ones who must do so if major improvements are.to bBe made

Ry

in the quality of an instﬂtution's instructional program.

RY

A s€pond factor that limits the potential of faculty developﬁ
{

ment programs to bring a out significant instructional 1mprovement
A\
is that few of these pro pams are designed systematically on the:

basis of the_ goals of t college,'the departments and the related
/ - ’
teaching needs.of the faculty. Some programs exist in llmbo .be~

«

cause they were estab4ighed as tokens of a current fad. After .
all, what college these|days could admit with grace to the lagk
El . h.

of a faculty developmen1'prcgram?‘ Other pnograms’ﬁre gstablished s

» ¢ -
SO that -the college canjobtain a’share of the foundation and

‘velopment.> In few suchfcases ¥s the desire to increase faculty S

-

teaching effectiveness l genuine concern.

But, even ih the.case-of good intentions angd. the purest of

motives, '‘many faculty development prcgpams are concekived in

B
[ 4
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isolation from the rest of she 1nstitutlon . The assumRtibn 18
that the mere ex1stence of a Faculty Program will somehow difﬁuse

and affect all of the other components in the 1nstitutional

.l

system. These'program planners ignore the fact that their college

-

1s a-complex organization composed of interrelated and continuously'

e} Al

interacting people, processes and purposes. If 1t 1s to be ef-
' \fective a program for 1nstructional improvement®must bg specially
_\designed and integrated into the organiaational system and 1t :

muét be compatible with the goals and‘needs of that system.

\Finally, most faculty development’programs, particularly

?

those whlch are fomposed of a potpourri of workshops, focus on

.

«processs~— not outcomes. As such, th@y are susceptible to an

© early demise Once the range of" "saleable" workshop topics

has been exhausted the program fades 'into oblivion. = And oblivion y

may well be beneflcial, certalnly as far as instructional improve-

. ment Is concerned. Devotees of "process" programs cleave'stub—
< - * " 4 !

k) a /‘a‘
bornly to the importance of tHe classroom environment, the par—

ticular instructional methods used (lecture is a bad; dis—

cussion is a good) ‘and the way 1in whlch the faculty member per-
- t ¥ .,

ceives his/her role as a teacher. MNo evidence has yet been found-
~to relate any of these variables to student learning.” Research
. : . * . . Ty,

has.shown'over and over again.that different teachers using dif-

ferent instructlonal Qechniques in different class settings can be

»
»

equally effective in bringing about student learning with dlfferent
types of students .. Lme students learn better from the lecture
method, others require ohe interaction of a discussion mode Some

students respond to an authoritarian teaching style; others to a

v L LI

.
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, permissive one. ™ ‘And to confuse the issue eVep\further, what . "
some students'\view as exthing, others view as dull. ' There is
simply no single teacher tra1t or action that has proven to be
’ associated with student achlevement . \[

‘ Does all of this mean that viable campus—wide instru%tional

improv%ment is impossible” ~ Not at all. What it does mean 1s h -

‘that a rigorous *nstructional 1mprovement program must be caree

4 o
oo fully and systematically planned. For opt1mum results, it must

N
be designed as a campus—wide_program based on a careful assessment
of institutional and faculty needs. The -1ink between faculty de-
- ‘ . . . .
velopment and. instructio jl’improvement cannot be assumed ipso
. 2

.facto. Let me give you %o examples to illustréte o

The first example is the Center for Professional Development

.

) which was, established in' the Chancellor s Office of the Cali-

'fornia State University and. Colleges in Summer 1974, The Center '

.

' was funded by the Chancellor's Office and the Fund for the Im- ...

_ ; Id
provement of Postse"ondary Education, otherwise known as FIPSE ‘

or ”Tﬂe Fund", at approximately $.5 million over a three- year .
period Th% purpose of the Center was to promote faculty develop-
-ment in*the hopes of* improving instruction and the quality of

ed cation on the nlneteen campuses in the system. Six campuses

-

weére selected to develpp and test different kinds of‘pilot programs.

he six campuses ranged from a small, melatively isolated college

q

‘with 129 faculty nd 3 500 students. toua large, metropolitan ’

university with‘90

faculty serving oyer 26,000 students. It was:
. hoped that definiti

guidelines could be developed for- other

A\ H Q‘ - .
-\ ¢! . L n
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c!lleges and uni¥ersi%ies concerning which)kinds of programs

(or program elements) worked best inﬂwhich‘ways on ‘what kinds oi

g

- </
, " Two campus programs consisted primarily of assortEd work-

campuses. N a

-

shops for small groups of faculty based on- a narrowly fpcused .

needs assessment of- consumers, that 4s, a survey of,what\kinds
- ! v voes Y

of topics faéulty were interested in hearing about. No assess-, -
'ment of. either institutional goals or student’learning was under- -
taken, and, as a result, no strategy for rélating the program

to 1nstructional ilmprovement could be developed

Attendance at workshops during the first year was excellent

on both campuses. Seventy-five percent of the faculty on one

. X .
cam@us and over 60% on the other participated in a series of

' . E
workshops on Piagetian theory, computer-assisted instruction,

experiential learning, testiné andxgrading and proposal.writing.-
By the end-of the first year, .there were no _more ”new” topics to.
._motizate_themfaculty s interest. Only a handful of faculty
attended the remaining kessions. ‘ ' ’

A third campus program consisted of the development of ~
diagnostic s\lf appraisal instruments for faculty to use to / . *
assess thein teaching capabilities and effectiveness.‘ Resource

-

urits that corrésponded to the wvarious dimensions of the instru- .

H

“

0
»

ments were alse developed purportedly to help Taculty imprdre or /

supplement the teaching skill deficiencies they had identified.
)

The proiect staff compiled an‘ extensive numbeér of items and cate-

gorized'and coded them to’form item pools from which self-appraisal
. <

[



'formé ¢ould, be developed by individual faculty. - An eqdally
exten51ve array of self-instructional materials were developed

on tOplCS such as the 1ecture met?pd dlscussion formats, grad-

ing problems, etc.

Again, hewever, the needs assessment which formed the

e ' - - ’ hd

base of the project, although conducted somewhat more systema-
tically, concentrated on fhe faculty, not on jnstitutional needs
or the problems associated.with.etudent 1earning;. Even more
strange, despite the fact that in the needs asseSement surve&,
the ?aculty overwhelmingiy endorsed the idea and indicated their

desire touse the” self-evaluation instruments, very few were
' P ¥ ]

~. -

willing to do so once they were developed. Some departments

Refused to cooperate at all. It is highly dqubtful that. this

.

. project will have any lasting irpact on either the university or
the handful of faculty who participated.
A fourth campus focused on a mini-grant program for fddulty

to develop course and curricular materlals The ~problem with

ek nr e - ar e

s ?

this program was simply that, like most mini-grant pro?rams for

faculty initiated.projects, the products were of questi@nable/

]

instructional value. Most faculty are simply not trained to
. \ .

develop and'evaludfe high quality instructional materials. As

a result, while mini-grants mignt serve as motivating forces for

faculty to examine‘their'teaching, without'assistance from in-

-

structional design spe01allsts, they rarely make any meaningful

change in instructional practices

-

* An’'academically elite Institute was the fggcal point for the

¢

f@eulty development program instituted at an campus . The

. r
- v
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Institute was composed of and'd%rected,ox a grodb of'1M depart_
mentally-nominated and presidentially-appointed facufty who net /-
regularly each week to report on carefully planned institutional -
research projects ﬂélating to_many aspects of teaching ang 1earn—’/'

.ing on that campus. In addition,. the Institﬁte spensored one-
day and.weekly seminap programs for the’faculty at-large, infor'-—-~ ’

\ -

mal departmental and school- gatherings and system—wide conferebces.

Althougn‘this program also was not based pon a comprehensive

institutional analysis, it was in 1arge measure planned to deal
. - ~

with acknowledged concerns of students.and féculty alike - par-

ticularly that-the quality of education on the campus was suffering:

from a pervasive 1ack of collegiality and sense of common purpose.(/
. . t, - . .
The program was at least directed toward a defined institutional \

? ' -

need rather than at a series of "y nteresting topics” :

. .
An entirely different ‘type of program was designed solely

L] 7
s

* . R
for administrators at the sixth campus and for the most part re-

-

sulted from a conscientibus institutional self-study and a

'universityiﬁide commitment to professional development and teach-
ing improvement. This project consisted of a seminar program for
department chairs and school deans which focused on the professional

responsibilities of administratord and their specific role and
objectives as managers and facilitators. Approxidately 95 percent v
of the deans and department chairs partigipatedrin»the‘orograﬁ: '

and many institgtionai policies and oractices affecting both students

and faculty shave changed in a positive direction as a direct result N
of this program. ’ ‘ -
Ed - - r ] .
I ) ’
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All of the campas staffs on‘each of ‘the six campuses were,

»

dedicated and worked very hard .tio make their projects successful.

The Center staff was equally committed to the program Yet, ¢
despite the M st amounts of money, time and ‘energy invested fn
these projects, with the possible exceptien of the last two pro-

grams described, it is unlikely that-any broad based institutional
/

change, in either programs or policies, has taken or will ever

take place., . : 7

Now let me give you another’example --'that of a systematically

- » A
3

planned, comprehensivE’pfogram of instructional improvement and

-faculty development:, This program was developed at the UCLA School

of bentistry»out it 1is applicable to all}institution;of higher
education. Four primary assumptions provided the foundation-for
the program: 1) that the responsibility for faculty development

and instructional improvement rests with the institution or system

as a whole, 2) that the goal of faculty development is the im—r

X
provement of teaching and learning; 3) that ,significant improve-

ment in the teaching-learning process mugt be based upon rigogeus,
comprehensive institution-wdde évaluation and J) that evaluation
must focus on outcomes,-—‘outcomes in terms of faculty motivation, -
development and satﬁsfaction; the respgonsiveness of course offer-
-ings and curricular sequencing to studentsv-needs and professional

l' N —
requirements and most importantly, outcomes in terms of student ¥

_,}

Th@ first steps in the project were to systematically develop

learning and development

measurable:goals for the School to replace the‘éatalogue type broad

mission statements that existed at the time, and to involve\faculty
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B . :airectly;anq deeply in the project from the be inning. First,

o g .we began‘workingywith a sub-committee of a regular standing cur-

ricula* committee which included” one memBer. from éach of the three
major curricular divisions in the school, a representative of the

*

-student body %Qd‘a ménber~of the administration. - Each membér BN

. "~ solicited general ideas from the fdculty and students and drew up

=

) a tentatiye list of issues,-difections and concerns whﬁcn formed

- - -

the basis fon-the school's first-order goals. The goals were then

-+ sent back to the entire faculty and a 25 percent dample of,gtudénts

-

for review. Based upon their revisions. and Euggestidns, the goals |
. were refined,‘converted into measurable objectives, resubmitted to,
the faculty‘and after another round of reviaion and review, yere ;

accepted, Similar'prJLedures'were then used tg establish gcals

’

for each of the 1U sectlons within the uchool
*  Over 90 percent of ne‘faculty and more than 60 percent of
the students participated in developing'tne goals, and, as a result, =

became increasingly enthusiastic with the whole project. As -the
- 2 )
faculty clarified.more ekplicitly what they wanted to teach in

order to write their obectives, they began to quegtion their

-
A3

. effectiveness and wanted to improve their current teaching ski®ls
" as we;l as to add a .broadef range of teaching metb“s to thﬁgpf' .
- ) . . ; " £
o repetoire. .
-~ . ‘ _ - ’
. Also <@s a result of defining section goals and developing :

indices of their attainment the faeulty cdme to realize that
student. complaints about their evaluation pbocedurei:were Justified

Whiie few faculty qaibbled.with the notion that. thelr main purdl se’

for being in the ¢&lassroom was to bring about student learning,

‘ . -
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of improvement, nét many of, them used student outcomes as the

Ry

\] ™ -

‘ .
N .
i} ..

when 1t came down:to examining their instruction for the purpose
[ . . - ¢ -

-

. . . Y
cri‘terion of effectiveness. In man& areas, {‘f‘aculty had no de—

o

finitive criteria for student performance At the same time

»

they expected students to perform €up1to stanﬁard" without, ' oL
realizing Fhat they had not, established what tpat standard was. s

This awareness led'the faculty to .45k for assistance in developing’. = -,

, L

appropriate tests and criteria for’ evaluating tﬁeir ;eachfng - '

-

eufectiveneSs and their students' performance *his need in thrn
Ied to a series of quarter long programs dn evaluation, test

construction, 1ndividualized instruction, student learning styles’
. . - . \
and'multi—method approaches to teaching. The faculty were so i

.

enthus1astic that the administration deSignated one- h;lf day each ™

week\as "Faculty Development Day“x N6 courses were held and all
\ L - - & -
laboratories were closed so that all faculty were free to attend -,

4

the van%ety ofsprograms'offered The p01nt 1s not that so many ,),‘

faculty participated’or that they were SO enthusiastio but: that r—

A=

the faculty development and og:er subsequent programs were a direct .

»
result of 1nst1tutional self-analysis and were therefore directlx

related to he needs 6f the’ institution and the needs of the faﬁﬁlty

‘ respect to the institutional goals.h . o t
* » : - ~ ’ “

‘Ahother offshoot of tne prOJect was that sevéra& faculty began

-

working with us on ;hi development of self instructional\modules

In fact, one entire section will be completely modularized by.the.

‘end of the next academic year. This, too, had an impact on the S

AY
School and foxmed Lhe basis fon another series of faculty seminars H
. - . -

. ) ’ -
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S -As “Whrd spread about the achievement and satisfaction of theé. students_§

) who used the newly developed ma'(:-erialsiE other faculty wanted to {
.’. . .

__' deyelop modules for their courses. ‘ T ‘ B oo :.
.. ‘; - . In order to establish the'continuing cycle'pf evaluation and ' .
_ j lfeedback “gs requlred in the program plan, a survey of graduates )
‘ : was,oonduzted to determlne their actual post gradﬁation knowledge ’ :

U ~ and behavior relevant to each of the goals which *had been estab—

1ished. - The results of 'the survey were dsed tor evaluate and .
modify the goals themselves and yearly graduate surveys provide - "

‘4

e - “a base for on-going rev1sion of’ goals,,currlcula and 1nstructﬂonal

“ ’ -

rograms. The - cycle of change and Fenewal will continue antv no-
"doubt, addltional programs needed by faculty and admlnistrators

will be’ 1dent1f1ed S o o ‘ ’ 1, . ’ i

‘\/
’ An all encompasslng, 1nst1tutlonal process of improVement

has been generated that includes elements of what - some people

_ dlfferentlate as faculty development instructional improvement,
4 4 ' ‘
curricular development anF organlzatlonal development -We see .
. . L ‘ ¥
o ) ;,these elements as integrally connegted parts. of a total improve—t
’ -~ ,‘ .

e ment program .All aspects of the process are evaluated in terms //‘

".of their contribution to students personal development and ) v

'_academic achievementsl Because this, process has been institu-.

2

tionalized throughout the scho%}, improvement in Eﬁe quality of ., .
N the education provided has been significant if not mpnumental . i
The key is that the school as an organization accepted re-

- sponsibility for the consequences of 4ts educational programs.

.
+

» Faculty and chairmen accepted nesponsibillty for the results of -

’ . N ’ p
SR thelir departmental prOgrams ahd finally, faculty Aas individuals

-

., Y ’ accepted resHonsibility for the'consequences of their instruction.
ux\“_

¢

* 4 . ) ‘. ‘s '
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L Coll&etive responsibility for the consequences of instructional
. . - . o °©
progrdms and gvaluation 'in terms of student outcomes are the. '
’ -7 i . .
. .two essential ingredients for buildifng the road to instructional
. : - 4 .
. improvement. ‘ : . -
. . . - -
. L ‘ , '
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