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" ABSTRACT

‘ Evaluation is as basic to professional development as
it is to education. Unfortunately, systématic evaluations of
professional development programs ire rarely, if ever, urdartaken:.
Profe#sional development has become. polluted by extraordinarily
prasumptuous rhetoric about the intrimsic value of "development." In
the recent flurry of activity those involved in’ ot developing ouvh
programs ar&'preoccuo;ed with program ictivities, or| processes, and
,have lost sight. of the real goal of educational improvement. Most
'have forgotten that ‘higher education is a system and must be
_approached as such. fFor far too long evaluation has been presentz2d as
polar--either strictly quantitative or strictly impressionistic. In
fact, neither methodology'is adequate by itself. Quantitative
evaluation pays no attention to the merit of estahlished program
goals and gives no cwnsideration to th2 configuration of people,
evants, processes, and practicés that characterize the environment in
which a program operates; evaluations yielded tend to be voluminous
but dull, insensitive, technical regorts. The other approach
concen*rates solely on program processes, eschewing judgments about
the program®s worth. Holistic evaluation, a hybrid of the two
approaches, i. an eclectic approach that includes proc2ss and
product, description and quantification and goals and attitudes. This
___comprehénsive apnroacﬁ is partlcularly well suited to the myriad of,
programs for p:ofesgponal development. (MSE) :
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'disadvantages of various so-called "models"
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» Evaluation is as ba§ic to professional development as it
is ?o education. Unfortunately, as is so often the casei;n
education, systematic evaluations of professional devélopment
programs are rarel&, if eber, undertaken. Developmeﬁt programs

of one sort or another have sprung up almost everywhere -- from

state systems and community college districts to individual
- b

_departments. Millions of dollars have been provided in tﬁ¢ name

of.faculty or professional development. But‘the'quality of

these programs goes virtually unchallenged. : .
Professional development has become polluted by extra-

ordinarily presumptious rhetoﬁickabout the intrinsic value of

development, per se. Various experts in "instructional" develop-

ment, "personal" development, "organizational" development and

-

other arbtitrary and illogigal divisions of development run around

the country extolling the virtues of one or another 0of these com-
7 B

ponents or the aifferent foci of programs -- pebple orientation
versus course orientation (?) -~ as well as the advantages and
+ ~ !

Iof development.

)

> {
We have embellished professional development by surrounding

»

it with all of the excess verbiage and convoluted pedantry of
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the .0st incomprehensible educdtional jargon. We have elevated

the term (heaven forbid we would never call it in- segwae train-
' ing') and thereby avoided the implica*ions;of Jvaluation After
all, we are build*ng models, conceptualizgtToﬁ/i theories and
' formulas. The fact that we‘are also actively engaged in'the oay-'
to-day operation of programs which influence the lives of hundreds
of facultvq who in turn influence the well-being of thousands of
students, does not seem to matter.

In the course of this fiurry of activity,ipeople fnterested
in establigping professionel development programs, nd even those
already 1nvolved in them have becor* preoccupied with the activ—
ities of the program. The\single most dangerous de1i01ency in'
professional development is this preoc upation with process. Pro-

- A

fessional developers have lost sight of the, goal that gave rise to
PN

b

the professional develdpment movement in the first place -- improv-
ing the quality of education -- and they have-often Yost sight of -

4 -
~ the goals of their own programs. 'The mcahs have become the ends
. “

Tt

and the initial purposes.of.the programs have been forgotten.
: .

k In the stampede to jump orf the bandwagon, most professional
; | . S
developers have forgotten that higher educatic¢. is a system, com-
#A’ * ’

oosed of people (stud...ts, teachers and administrators), bulld
“ings, books, courses, curricula, programs and environments. The

operat on of hlgher educatxon involves a set of mutual, ‘interrelated

A

e functions and relatlonships which operate together to achleve a

defined purpose: providing students with an opportunity to learn.

4

A change in any one of the components cf that system alfects fhe
” i j L
other components, their operation-and their relatiorships. Each

»y

~ component and each program in the systorn must. be an?*rntable for

iRIc 0 . 0 T ,

-




that pérLioﬁ of the teaching-léarning process over which it'has
or should have controi‘\Accéuntability Po% results, including
. {
those of*professionai debelooment brograms,’is‘a system’conc?pt,
and the Svst°ma\,ic evaluation of thes§ progra'ms is equally as } . .
‘crucial as is the systematic evaluation of instructional programs_
' ' The intellgcgual and emptional live; oflthe studean, as well as .

-

the-well-being of the faculty or administrétor ﬁarticipants,

aré’geing iqfluenced positively or negaticely because of pro-
fessional developmefit programs. v A .
/ o

"But few,; if any, attempts have been made to rigorously"

’

evaluate the impact of jprofessional development programs. Be-

- N4

_ cause of fhis lack, although the national professional develop-

.ment movement has been around for at least. two or three yéars

and in thé lives of some of us if has beén ai%&st a decade, we

have ng evidence whatsoever of thg.eonsequences of the{progréms,

intended or otherwise. We have no'evidenée of the impact of the

programs on the partigipaﬁts, let .alone the institutions or fhe
‘

-~ students. Whatever evaluative information has been offered to

date to attest to thé value of tbe pY ograms QQS been based pri- ‘.

i
b b

marily on subweculve perceptions, tantaliznng tales and exotic
‘ i

( =

anecq?tes. ' : ° R

?s,m

. s € '
% Evaluation, of course, poses many problems for professional

’

development progra@s. To begin with, professlional developers,

- . - : L
‘as a rule, are not trained as profesSsional evaluators, although
&

a few.apparently operate‘under,thiJQeLusion that they are. As
T

54 ersons involved ip tHe programs, they alsc are not ob ective.
p 3 Phaid [
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‘ practitioners today &as examples of what not to do in evaluation.

Ouviously, this approach should not be used to evaluate pro- .
. fessional development programs. ] ) ,

: Unfortunately, however, most people in professional develop-

. ment equate evaluation with this type»of‘apprqéch.‘ As a result,

B

the cbvicus problems with quantitative evaluations have led tp an
. . - - s ES n
understandable reactionary but equally deficient approach which

focuses on the environment or "milieu" and is based, entirely on

- . t -~

, description and interpretation. The evaluator using this apprcach .

+  focuses on intrinsic criteria -- documenting and describing what

fode

t is 1ike to partic%pate in thg'proéram, what the vignificant

a3

satures of the program are, and how the program is influenced

LY
¢

{

N .
by oth:r elements in the envirorment. Of course, these.elements

are important. But this approach concentrates solely on program

- processes. It scorns quantitative assessment and ;outcomes” is

»

3

dly, this approach 1s particularly appealing to the faint-

-

hearted. DBecause it typically eschews making judgmente about

(92
oV]

»

the worth of a program, this approach i1s obviously tempting for
,is:i
profession#l developers who wish to avoid the #isk of finding

N their programs irpotent. All they have to do is chronicle whether
b4
or not the participants enjqyed”the program, how thHe stugengs and

g administrators responded to the program, how the program staff
feels abo.t respeltive responses, announge the project as a success,

and move ‘on to explore.bigrer and better prafessional development

¥

territories. The narrative degscriptions of programs are richly
{

evocative and record isolated but unique experiences that no

.instrument can mneasure, but the results of this type of evaluation,
Q ‘ ’ ,.I
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_cannot be used either to document the success of the program or

élthoﬁgh interesting, are distorted and untrustworthy. They

’

as & basis for program improvement. If this approéch is used

.

. N 7,
to evaluate development programs, we will move no further In .

4 .

our search for understanding the consequences of professional

>
development. !

5

west one think the case is hopeless and that assessing

the impact of faculty and professional development 1s ag elusive

€

. as the fountaig of youth, let me offer a third strategy which {s

6]

nybrid of the two approaches described previously. It is an

]

eclectic approach which combines the’ best of the two extremes,

‘and includes both process 2nd product, deseription. and quanti-

fication, goals and attitudes, objective data and subjgktive .

perceptions. Thi strategy is called Holistic evaluation

- L3

(obviously, it muct have a name). The name 1s.intended to

\,

suggest comp?%hensivéness,\not Godliness. ;ngmy opinion, it
is partvicularly well-sulted to the myriad of programs included
under the rubric of professional developmené.

Brierly, Holistic evaluation rests on three basic assumptions:
i) that there is a pu%cose foz,activities éhchﬂas professional
development and that this purpose is related to the pu;poses of
the instituticn in which 1%t ghas been established and thereby, it

«

is related to the goals of higher edugation; 2) that professional

development activities are not ends in themselves, out are related
- LY

(or should be) tc meaningful and measurable results; and. 3) that’

professional development activitics are intended to regsult in

improved faculty performance and ‘student learning.

4
B ad




N v \
Although the actual procedures are, of, course, situation-
“specific -- varying according to-the nature of the program,
the number of participants and all of the other programmatic

viriables that affect the operation of a program ~- Holistic

.

‘bvaluaticn is concerned with three major areas. First, it is
« H

i

.
concerned with the soclal-psychological c¢nvironment in which the

caction of uihwe wvarious elements in

3

the systen. nqlistic-evaluation is also concerned with the
attitudes, valges and interests of the participants. But, even
. - 3}

. . - R
more important, Holistic evaluatdon }s artentive to the outcomes

well as both its intended and unintended

rain disadvantage of this approach i3 that you become

ronsi > for the results of your program and run the risk that

ii
|
the preogram may not truly measure up to your. expectations. The
£\
advantage of using the Holistic apprcach to evaluate professiorial

developmeqt prograns, however, is. the increased probability of
;ealizing the 5utcomes.pursued. If we are pursuing the appro-
this too can be scrutinized in an outcomes-
and, if we use HoliBtic gvaluation.to determine
and their consequences, profes;ional de-

velopment may finally begin to fulfill its promise of becoming

a worthwhile educational endenvor.




