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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION ANQ DESIGN OF. THE STUDY
Ny

“t
~ Y

,In:1976 John Centra conducted a study-to‘determine‘thc status of
faculty development programs in coileges and universitiesrthroughout.the
United States. " Three hundred and twenty-six of the\756 colleges in
that study were twp—yearﬂinstitutions.' That study collected data ;Ea a -
fo&r—page questionnaire on the (1) estimated use and effectiveness of
develoﬁﬁent practices, (2) extent o% faculty member involvement in devel-
opment practices,-and (3) organization and funding of faculty develop-
ment progrums. This current study, Ehree years later, in part replicatad

Centra's (1976) study, Faculty Development Practices in U.S. Collepes

anc Universities, _and updated some of his data in the three previous!y

mentioned areas.

Research Questions

This study also answered some questions that Centra. did not raise
. Y
or could not raise because of the nature of his research. These ques-

_tions were as follows:

1. What goals are being used in community college staff develop-
ment (SD) programs7 (Chaptcr 2)

2. What changes have occurred, since 1976 in the estimated effec-
tiveness of seslected staff developmcnt pract‘ues in two-year
colleges? (Chapter 3)

3. What is the estimated effectivess of selected staff development
programs for non-teaching staff in the community college? .
(Chapter 3) .

"4. Has :he nature of faculty involvement in staff development pro-
grams changed significantly over the last three years?
(Chapter 4)

5. What trends have developed since 1976 in the funding, .



““were of interest.

g o . -2 - [
organization, and evaluatlon of staff development programs in
community colreges’ (Chapter 4

6. What criteria are be;ng used to evaluate two-year staff devel-:”
opment programs? . (Chapter S) ’

7  What success do directors of sta £f development programs feel
they have had in meeting the evaluation standards or criteria
they have set for their programs? (Chapter 5)
Answers to these questions are‘reported here.:
In this report tné'term "staff development'' is Lsed to encompass
the broad range of activities institutions use to renew or a551st facul-
admlnlstrators. support staff, counselors,']ibrarians, Clerical per-
sonnel, and other non-academic staff. '"Staff development is beéqming
the most widely used label for develipment activities in tﬂe community
college field. It is viewed in this report as'the umbrella term.that

best encompasses the directionfdevelopment,efforts are taking in two-

Year colleges. Staff was defined here as all empléyees of the college.

5

Methodology
Thé study began 1n April 1979 with a letter and twelve-.page quesrion-

naire sent to the academic dean of every ccmmunit§‘college in the United
States. .[See Appendix.A) This letter 1nformeq the deans that a3 pation-
hal-survey ot two-year college staff development programs is being con-
“ducted under the sponsorship of the National Coun61l for Stéff Program
" and Organizatjonal Development (NCS-POD), one of Several Cou ncils of

the American Association of Community and Junior Co léges (A ACJC). Both
stgff developmept, facuity development, instruct{ggil improv ement, and

!

organizational development goals, activities, arg\égglqation criteria

were specified because these types of programs or program ch aracteristics
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A.total of IZSIS-qyestionhaires were mailed to community colleées
throughout the United States. Six hundred eighty-seven questionnaires
were returned for a.reshonseﬂrate of 52 percent. Of those responses 413
celleges,ot 60 percent of those reSponding, 1nd1cated that.the1r college
had an organ1¢ed program or set of practices for staff deve lopment or
instructional improvement. Another 241 colleges, or 35 percent of the
respondents, recurned. their Auestionnaires uncomple ced, stating that they
did not have a program at this time. (The remaining 33 responses, or 5
percent, were juaged unusable for various reasons, i.el missing pages,
missing i{tormation” ett.) | "

‘ssumlng that non-responding 1nst1tut1ons were less 11ke1y to have
programs one could estimate that perhaps half of the.two-year colleges
in the United States currently provide some sort‘of Nro gram or sct of
development activities for their staff. These findings and assumptions
are consisteht withH Centra's data and views. Of course; this estimate
would depend on how institutions chose‘to interpret the question——ﬁarti-

kY

cularly as to what constitgtes a program or set of practices. Neverthe-

-

less, it would appear that there are a large number of community colleges

that either do not have the interest or the resources to establish an

F . .

" organized staff development program.

In general, the questionnaires were completed by 2 coordinator or
4 . L

director of staff development,la dean or associate dean, or a faculty

\
membcr spendlng part-time as a coordinator of development activities, ‘

.

Their estimates of the use and effectiveness of the various practices

and evaluatlon cr1ter1a can be expected to be somewhat more_pos1t1ve

than xhose prov1ded by faculty members or others. -And the estimates are

generally just that--estimates." Most of the respondents did not have

P " <,i» 1 -
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hard gata on hand to answer each question. They judged the effective-

©

‘ness of the practices and the degree to which evaluation criteria were-

being met as they perceived the situation. Neverthelesss, because of

N -

their overall knowledge of the development dctivities om their campuses

and because of some of their more recent attempts to evaluate their rro-

grams, most respondents-wefe in a good position tc«provide estimations
concerning the effectiveness of various practices and the degree to wh:ch

their standards were being met.

-

The survey questionnaire. A review of the literature and discus-

e . &

sions with people involved in staff or instructional development resulted

in a preliminary questionnaire that was field tested in three colleges.

»

The final questionnaire (see Appendix A) included the f>llowing categor-

ies: Staff Development Goals, Staff Development Practic es Participa-

tion, Funding,.Organization, and Criteria for Evaluating Staff Develop-

ment Programs. The 31 survey goais were adapted with permission from

.

those used by Robert T. Blackburn and his staff in their 1979 Fund for

" the Improvement of Postsecondary Education gran£ on the assessment of
faculty dev.lopment programs at the Center for the Study of tligher Educa-
tion, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan..Many of the 48 de-
velopment'practices used in the second half of the questiionnaire, along

with the questions rclated to participation and organization, were adapt- .
. ¢ i
ed and reprinted in the questionnaire with permission from the Education-

—

-

al Testing Service. The “Criteria for Evaluating Staff Development Pro-~
grams' was adapted and reprinted in the last section of the questionnaire

‘;“" from Evaluating Teaching. Improvement Programs (1978) by William R.

0'Connell, Jr. and L. Richard Meeth with permission of the Council on
t
B hY 4 2
Qo ) . - ‘
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Learning and Change Magazine Press.

<

Overview ’

The rehaining chapters of this report discuss the nature and use
of stafg development goals (Chapter 2),Vthe estimated effectiveness of
various development practices (Chapter 3), participation in and the func-
ing and organization of activities (Chapter 4), and the nature, use, and
achievement of criteria for evaluating staff developmen.t programe (Chap-
ter 5). The final chapter summarizes the major finding s and discusses
some implications. |

Staff develbpment goals and evaluation criteria are highlighted
here because ‘they were not discussed in Centra's resear;h.- Comparisons
with Centra's study were ﬁot ﬁossible in these areas, However, in the
area of perceived effectiveness of selécted.staff developmeni acFivifies.
comparisons were possible and trends in perceptiorgs, - i{any, have been

noted.

’

-
Ly
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Chapter 2

NATURE AND USE OF STAFF bEVELOPMENT GOALS

Thirty-one staff development go;l statements taken from the'litera—
.ture and/or infe#re@ from cenversations with practitioners were included
in the firét section of_the final questionnaire (see Appendix A, pp. 1-5
of the questiocnraire). Each respondent was asked ' to identify which of
the 31 geais'was a part‘of his/her.sfaff development program. A wide
range of use was found for fhese goal statemenfs. From as few as 174
colleges with staff development programs indicating ﬁhat a particular
goal was part of thejr program, to as many as 380 colleges noting use of .
a particular goal. This findiﬁg alone illustrates the yide variety -of
goals employed in develepment programs.

- Table 1 lists thebsixAmost frequeﬁtly mentioned goals for institu-
tions Qith,pfograms. The two most frequenely mentioned goals are con- .
sistenf with the teaching mission of the community college, i.ef,to in-

crease staff responsiveness to student needs (Goal #1) and to increase

. e
~ faculty knowledge of the teaching learning process (Goal #8). The other

goals listed in Table 1 also relate to the general area of "improving

, teaching." Of particular interest, however, was the frequency with whir®n
the goal '"to reduce student attrition" was mentioned. This may be a .

> .

fairly new goal to many staff development programs. 1Its presence can

probably be explained by the current concern over actual and anticipated

@

~enrollment declines in postsecondary education and the community college

movement's recognition that the reduction of student attrition is one of

the best ways to counteract such declines.

AS)



Table 1

@
Six Most Frequently Mentioned Goals for

Community Colleges with Staff Development Programs

(N = 413)
No. of Colleges Percentage of
Goal Statement “ - Using the Goal Total Sample
: (%)
1. To increase staff (faculty, admin-
istrator, support personnel, cler-
ical, etc.) responsiveness’to stu-
dent needs. - 380 92
8. To increase the faculty's knowledge
about the teaching-learning process. 368 89
31. To increase the faculty's skills in
instruction. : 360 87
9. To create a climate in which the
attainment of effective teaching is
. the ongoing concern. 344 83
20. To increase the faculty's repertoire
of teaching methods. ” 332 80
10. To reduce student attrition. 325 79

Also of interest in Table 1 is the finding that the most frequently
mentioned goals appear to focus primarily‘on faculty de&elopment. This
find suggests that commhnity colleges still see-faculty development as
the major area for focus in tﬁeir st;ff development prograns. This view
is balanced, howcver, by responses to some of the other 31 goal statements
iie., (1) 72 percent (N = 296) of the coileges sought to 'enhance the

staff's personal growth and self-actuallzatlon", (2) 69 percent (N = 283)

[ 9N
b
L]
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sought td "provide professional‘development Qpportunities for the col-
lege's academic support staff", (3) 67 pgfcent (N= 277) were trying to
'prov1de profe551onal development opportun\xles for the college's ad-
ministrative staff", (4) 60 percent (N = 247) were attempting to "in-
crease the effectiveness of part-time faculty", and (5) 57 percent (N =
236) had as one of their goals 'to improve the pevf mance of non-
academic ctaff AN

Table 2 lists the six least mentioned development goals for col-
leges with programs. Of significance here is the fact ﬁhat less than SO'
percent of the colleges with programs saw one of their goals to be ''to
encourage staff to examine tﬁéir central value- and beliefs concerning
education or work" or '"to facilitate a staff member's ability to parti-
cipate in institutional decision-making." Oné might have hypothesized
that these goals would have appeared more frequently given what we. know
about the importance of values and involvement i; the p2rsonal and or-'
ganizational change process. Perhaps we will see theseother less fre-
quently used goals 1ncrease in importance as colleges rallze their
value in times of declining resources.
As-wé enter the 1980's, it is also surprising that no more than 50
percent of the staff development programs studied have as their goal the
‘desire ''to help staff retrain for.aésuming:rESponsibilities in new
areas'", or '"to initiate a periodic review of the performance of all staff
members."” The next decade promises to be a time for program changes and

increased accountability for all postsecondary institutions and personnel.

'

For these reasons these goals should probably be adopted by more college

<

staff development officers.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Table 2

Seven Least Mentioned Goals for

Colleges with Staff Development Programs

(N = 413),
: No. of Colleges ‘ Percentage of
Goal Statement . Using the Goal Total Sample
(%)
12. To encourage staff to examine
their central values and be-
liefs concerning education or work. . 174 42
7. To help staff retrain for assuming e,
responsibilities in new areas. 175 M 42
Q."To facilitate a staff member's
ability to6 participate in in-
stitutional decision-making. 193 47
14. To initiate a periodic review of
the performance of all staff mem-
bers. ) 209 49
28. To increase staff satisfaction with
+  their work. ) 226 55
22. To stimulate and assist academic
departments in meeting their goals. 227 - 55
5. To increase administrators' know-
ledge of the needs, resources, bar-
-riers to, and strategies for teach-
ing improvemert. . 228 ™ 55

ke
Ilag)
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The fact that goal number 28 was not used in more than 55 percent
of the stéff development programs may be a result of the present high
level of job satisfaction found among community college staff. . Benoit
(1978), for example, found high job satisfaction among Florida community
college faculty. The relatively lower use of the goal "to stimulate and
assist academic departments in meeting their goals" is more difficult to
explain. The emphasis in commumity college staff development programs
to date has been on working with individual staff members as opposed to
organizational units. Perhaps as resources decline and gréater atten-
tion is given to organization development, we will see more colleges
adopting this goal.
Table 3 shows in rank order the frequency with which the remaining
ninegé;;mé;;ingére meﬁtipned”b}‘the staff dévéidéﬁén&wZ§b) officers'sur-u
veyed. It is obvious from this data and the data reported in the previous
Tablesl and 2,that a wvariety of goals are used in the avarage community
coilege staff development program. This finding neo doubt is'a tesult of
the many demznds placed on staff developmént officers by different pub-
lics within the acadenmic csmmunity. This finding raised the qhestion\

as to whether or not a given staff development program an be effective

with a wide range of goal statements in any given yyear One wonders

whether or not some of these staff development preraﬁs.may have weakened
their impact by trying to do too much. Future research may want to ex-
amine these and other research questions to see if there: is any relation-
ship between the number of goals a program adopts and its impact on an
institution and its sfaff.

Of particular interest in Table 3 is the finding that 300 colleges

-
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Tabie 3
Rank Order Listing of Remaining Nineteen Goals for
Community College Staff Development Programs

According to Goal Usage

(N = 413)
Goal Statement : No. of Colleges
Using the Goal
4. To increase academic innovation. 324
27. To maximize the use of available
teaching~learning resources. S 30y
21. To improve the faculty's ability
to plan and develop courses of in-
struction designed to facilitate the
achievement of clearly articulated 301
objectives.
- -30-. To-increase student léarxning. . o - 300
13. To enhance the staff's personal c
growth and self-actualization.- 296

15. To provide professional development
opportunities for the college's aca-
" demlc support staff, i.e., counselors,
librarians, etc. _ : 283

3. To provide professional development
opportunities for the college's ad-
ministrative staff. ~ 277

18. To improve the faculty's ability to
evaluate student performance. . - 4 275

23. To acquaint staff with current issues
_~  and trends in higher educaiton. 274

bau
@

Percentage of
Total Sample (%)
79

75

69

b

C 67

66



19.

il.

29.
16.

17.

25.

~12-
N Table 3 {(cont.)
Réhi Order letlng of Remaining Nlneceén Goals for -

Communlty Callege Staff Development\Programs

Accordlng to Goal Usage l
M = 413) !

2 ‘ No. of Colleges
Using the Goal

Goal Statement

To increase SCUdE'lt motivation to

Percentage df‘i
Total Sample (%)~

63

63

61

fearn. . 258
To acquaint staff with the distinct

mission and objectives of their in-

stitution. ’ 258
To increase interp-vsonal contact

and a sense of community among staff 251
To increase the effectiveness of part- 247
tire faculey

To renew faculty interest in teaching. 246
To increase staff interpersonal skills. 242
To increase staff productivity. 242
To instill a sense of impdrtance about

teaching and a sense of personal and

praofessional worth about teaching. 240
To improve the perfor zance of non-

academic staff, i.e., clerical, main-

tenance personnel,- etc.. 236
J : :

[N

58

57
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have stated that one of their SD goals is number 30, "To increase stu-

dent learning.' While this is perhaps the most appropriate goal ;or a
staff development program, one wonders how many colleges have evaluated
their staff development programs in <erms of their impact in this area.
Also of iﬁterest is the finding that 247 colleges (60 percent) had as
one uf their goals '"To increase the effectivenes§ of part-time faculty."
Given the large and increasing number of rart-time faculty employed by
two-year colleges, one might have expected to have found an even larger
number of staff development programs using this goal. Finally, it can
be seen in Table 3 that 242 colleges indicaﬁed that géal number 17, "To
increase faculty productivity", was one of tkeir 7mals. This goal will
no doubt come into greater use if and whéﬁ two-year colleges erncounter
declining enrollments and resources in the 1980's.
Overall, Tables 1, 2,.and 3 in this chapter provide a useful list

. of goals for staff deQelopmentjofficers {pf%he community college field.
These 31 goals can be used by staff dgvelopment officers to see if their
goals are the same as those used by other two-year colleges around thg
country. This list of goals should also be a veéy useful resource to
staff development officers who are seekng new ideas or direct;ons—f0r~*—*”"

their programs.




Chapter 3
. .ESTIMATED EFFECTIVENESS OF DEVELOPMENT PRACTICES

This chapter discusses the respondent's ratings of the effectiveness
of 48 development practices. The 48 practices had been grouped into five
categories: workshops, seminars, programs; analysis and assessment prac-

tices; media, technology, and course development; miscellaneous prac-

tices; and institution-wide practices.

Workshops, Seminars, arnd Programs

From thehlist or- nine topics that might be the focus of workshops,
seminars, or:similar presentations: 58 percent of the respondents indi-
cated that '"Workshops or presentations that explore various methods or
techniques of instruction" were "effective" or "very effective." (See
Table 4) Similarly, 57 percent of the respondeﬁts said that ”Workshoﬁs,
seminars,‘or shdrt courses that review subject matter or introduce new
Knowledge in a field" weré "effective" or 'very effegtive." While the
ratings for these programs were not as high as Centra (1976) found in
his study (63 and 63 percent, respectively), the indicat ion is that these
are sfill>the two most effective programs ér the eyes of program direc-
tors. Other programs of this.nature with more than 50 percent of the
respéﬁdents indicating they were veffective" or’"very-effective” include
"Workshops, seminars, or programs to aéquaint staff yith goals.of the

- insitution and types of students enrolled" (item 4) , "Workshops, semi-

~
~.

na}s, or short courses for administrators' (item 7),~and "Workshops, sen-
inars, or\it?rt courses for non-academic staff" (item 8).

Workshops, seminars, or programs that appear to have dropped in terrs

o -
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Table 4

<

Estimated Effectiveness of Development Practice:
Workshops, Seminars, Programs
(N = 413)

Estimated Ef:fectivemessa

Percentage Percentage
Indicating Indicating
Effective Effective
or Very or Very
Effective Effective Percentage
(1979) (Centra 1976) Difference
Practice (%) ) %)
1. Workshops or presentations that ex-
plore various methods or techniques
of instruction. 58 63 -5
———2.- Workshops, seminars, or short cours-
es that review subject matter or _ -
introduce new knowledge in a field. 57 53 -6
3. Workshops or seminars dealing with
new or different approaches to
develop curricula. 50 54 -4
4. Workshbps, seminars, or programs to
©acquaint staff with goals of the in-
stitution and types of students en-
rolled. _ , ' 53 55 -2
» 5. Workshops, seminars, or programs to )
- improve the management of dcpartment-
al operations. 41 55 -14
6. Workshops or program in faculty
affective development. 40 51 -11
" 7. Workshops, seminars, or short ‘“_fS“ZA~—_mwv" -
courses for administrators. 54
8. Workshops, seminars, or short b
courses tor non-academic staff. 56
9. Workshops, seminars, or short
- b
courses for part-time faculty. 42 s

aPercentages based only on institutions at wvhich practice exists.

Activities not included - in Centra's research.
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of their perceived effectiveness since Centrafs,(1976},researgh are
"Workshops, seminars, or programs to improve the managéﬁenf of depart-
mental operations' (item 5); -and "Workshops or programs in faculty affec-
tive development" (item 6). Specific reasons tor the drop in the per-
centage of respondents rating these two programs as "very effective" or
"effective" (déclines of 14 and 11 percent, respectively) are not clear.
However, the decline in ratings for these two areas may be dﬁe t; the
cohplexity of the.fasks and’the difficulty in measufing outccmes in these
two areas. 'Workshops, ‘seminars, and short courses for part-time facul-

ty" were viewed by only 42 percent of the respondents as béing_"yery ef-

fective'" or "effective". This relatively low rating for an activity that
B .

~was not studied in Centra's (1976) investigation suggests that there is

plenty of room for improvement in terms of these types of development
programs for adjunct faéulty.
Overall, the effectiveness ratings for workshops were not high, sug-

gesting that other types of staff development practices hold greater

promise. It does appear, however, that the ides of total staff develop-

. ment is taking hold in this area. Workshops, seminars, short courses,

and related programs for other than the full-time teaching staff are in

use in a fairly large number of institutions.

Analysis or Assessment Practices

Estimates of the effectiveness of 12 analysis and assessment prac-
tices are reported in Table 5. One overall observation can be made im-
mediately from the data outlined in this table. Analysis and assessment

practices in general are viewed by staff development coordinators as

‘_) 'J
LN~
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being less effective development strategies. than they were three years
ago. Declines in the percentage of respondents indicating that the first
seveg items in Table 5 wefe-either "very effective" or "effective) ranéed
from a drop of 7 percent toa¥7 perceﬁt from 1976 to 1979. In 19?6, for
example, Centra found that SSEpercent of the respondents to his study

who were using systemgtic studenf ratings of inépructors )y students for
faculty'improvement (item 1) felt this practice was eithe. a "very effec-
tive" or "effective” faculty deveIOpAent practice. In comparison, only
43 percent of the respondents using this practice in this survey found
this practice to be "very effective" or "effective" in tleir colleges,

a drop-of 15 percent. Other analysis and assessment practices receiving
less favorable ratings sirce 1976, as shown in Table 5 were: '"2. Formal
assessments by colléagues for te#ching or course.improvement (i.e., visi-
tations or use of assessment forms)'", "3. Systematic teaChings on course
evaluations by an %dministrator for improvement purpose™, "4, System

for faculty to assess their own strengths and areas needing improvement",

"5. Classroom visitation by an instructional resource pecson (i.e., a

- -

development specialist), upon request, followed by a diagznosis of teach-

ing", "6. Anaiysis'of in-class vided tapes to improve instruction”,.and

"9. Professional and personal development plan (smetimes called a growth

contract) for individual faculty members."

Two of the more effective analysis or assessment practices today
appear to be: (1)’facu1ty with expertise coﬁsulting with other faculty

on teaching and course development [item 71, and (2) professional and per-

'sonal development plans for individual faculty members (item 9]. Of the

new practices listed for evaluation in this study professional and

1
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Table 5
Estimated Effec{}veness of Development Practices:
= ' Analysis or Assessmgnt Practices
(N = 413)
Estimated Effectiyenessa
Percentage: Percentage ‘
Indicating Indicating
Effective Effective
- or Very or Vcry
. \ , Effective., Effective Percentage
. : " (1979) ,t(CeﬁEra,1976) Di fference
Practice (% = . (%) (%)
1. Systematic ratings of in-
struction by students used to ?
help faculty improve. 43 58 -15

2. Formal assessments by col- |
leagues for teaching or course
improvement (i.el, visitations
or use of assessment form). 38 - - 5§ -17

3. Systematic-teacgépg or course
evaluations by an: administra- . ‘
tor for improvement purpases. -41 47 -6

———4:—System—for faculty toassess : S LN
their own strengths and areas . : ) ‘
-needing improvement. 47 61 . -14

5. Ctassroom visitation by an in-
structional resource person (
i.e., a developme.it specialist),
upon request, followed by a ! .
diagnosis of teaching. ".oo42 56 o -14

6. Analysis of in-class video
tapes to improve instruction. 46 66 -20

7. Faculty with expertise consult
with other faculty on teaching
oT course improvement. , 57 64 / -7

y

by B
’ !
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Table 5 (cont.)

Estimated Effectiveness of Development Practices:
Analysis or Assessment Practices

(N = 413)

. ' a
Estimated Fffectiveness '

Percentage  Percentage
Indicating Indicating

Effective Effectixg
or Very or Very
Effective Ef fective Percentage
(1979) (Centra 1975) Difference
Practice % (%) - (D
8. "Master teachers" cr senior
faculty work closely with
new or apprentice teachers. 51 62 -11

9. Professional and personal
development plan (sometimes
called a growth contract) for

individuai faculty members. 56 71 -15
10. Facﬁlty evaluation of college b
administrators. 31
g
11. Annual evaluation for all col- b
lege staff members. - - 46

12. Professional and personal
- development plans for all staff

members.’ . 48b )

a . . . C . .
Percentages based onlv on institutions at which practice exists,

Activities not included in Centra's research.
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personal development; plans for all staff members [item 12}, and annual
evaluations for all college staff members [item 11] appear to. hold the
most promise. HoweVer, improvements are needed with these two programs,
along with programs for the formal evaluation of college administrators,

since fewer than 50 percent of the respondents who had such programs

rated them as being either "effective'" or "very effective'.

[

Media, Technology, and Course Development Practice

- Most of the eight practices in this category involve specialists

providiné téaching assistance to faéulty.‘ (Table 6)- One of the more

___ _widely used practices in 1976 was tﬁe,use of specialists on campus to
- ] 3 ) T - - - - ) '.; - - 3
assist factlty in the use of audio-visual aids in instruction, including

closed-circuit television %ﬁtem 1, Tabie 6). It is assumed that this

practice continues in high use today and as one cansee from ratings in
this study, this practice has the highest effectiveness rating (66%) in
this. area, 55 it did in 1976 when 74% of Centra's respondents viewed that

practice as being either "effective" or ''very effective",

The, lower effectiveness ratings of the media, technology, and course

development practices in this study, with the exception:-of perhaps the

use of specialists to assist full-time faculty in the use:of audi®-visual -
P st mg y

aids (item—1), suggest that staff development programs need to carefully
' . AW oo

consider their commitment to employing specialists to assist faculty. It

. -

may be that facultypwould prefer to draw-upon each otﬁer's expertise
¢ . . ’
rather than having to rely on a specialist every time they need some as-

sistance. lAnofher possiBle explanation of the lower ratings for prac-
P}ces in this area may be found in the nature of t?é%ﬁevelopmenéuprgc-
tices. Codld 1t be that -as the staff developmeﬁq‘moyeuent has maéuféd
. _ _, - B .
[]zj}:« . . f ' ‘ (J _ :3}a. .
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Table 6

Estimated Effeétiveness of Development Practices:
Media, Technology, and Course Development

(N = 413)

Estimated Effectivenessa

Percentage Percentage
Indicating Indicating
Effective Effective

or Very or Very
-Effective Effective Percentage
(1979) (Centra,1976) Difference
Practice (%) . (%) (%)
1. Specialist on campus to as-
, sist faculty in use of audio-
visual aids in instruction,
including closed-circuit °
television, ' : 66 74 -8

Assistange to faculty in use

of instructional technology as

a .téaching aid (e.g., program-

‘med learning or computer-

assisted instruction). 49 .61 -12

[3S]

3. .Specialists to assist facul-
ty in constructing tests or
evaluating student perform- :
ance. : . - 35 51 -16

o

4. Specialist to assist individ-
ual faculty in instructionpal

" course development by consult-
ing on coéurse objectives and

course design. 49 69 , -20

5. Specialist to help .faculty
develop teaching skills such
as lecturing or leading dis-
cussions, or to encourage use,
- of different teaching-learning
strategies such as individuai- .
ized instruction, - 42 61 . -19

24

- v
Q o o

(g
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Table 6 (cont.)

Estimated Effectiveness of Development Practjces:
Media, Technology, and Course Deve lopment

(N = 413)

. . a
Estimated Effectivene:ss

Percentage  Percentage
Indicating Indicating

. Effective Effective
or Very or Very
Effective Effective Percentage
(1979) (Centra 1976) Difference
O (%)

6. Outside consultants to as-

sist administrators with

latest technology and manage-

ment practice. 41
7. Specialists on campus to as-

sist part-time faculty with

media, technology, and course

development. - 44

‘8. Outside consultants to assist
_non-academic support. staff in
using latest technology and b
practice. 38

a : e : . .
Percentages based or 'y on institutions at which practice exists.

b . .. . .
Activities not included in Centra's research.
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faculty have acquired the necessary basic skills in the use of instruc-

t10na1 technology, test constructlon course objectlve wr1t1ng and de-

sign, and in various teach1ng strategles? Perhaps the more effective
programs in the future will be those that place more emphas%s on faculty
grants, independent study or travel, and Iess emphasis on workshops or
the use of outside_specialists.‘

Of the new practlces 11sted in Table 6 (1tems 6-8) that did not ap-
pear in Centra s research the use of speC1a115ts on campus to assist
part-time faculty with med1a technology, and course development (item 7)
received the highest effectiveness rating (44 percent). None_of the

three new items, however, were viewed as having great success, i.e., 50

’

percent or more of the respondents perceiving the ir prcgrams to be .either

meffective" or ''very effective", : .

M%scellaneous Practices

At least three of ‘the miscellaneous practices listed in Table 7
appear to merit continued attention as viable étagf development prac-
tices. Respondents to this study considered the 'Use of grants by fac-
ulty members for developing new or different'anproéches to courses or
teaching' (item 1, Table 6), and "Faculty visitations to other institutions
o review educational programs or imnovative projects'(item 2) to be two
effective staff development practices. Another very popular program in
terms of its effectiveness is item:7 in Table 7, %won-Academic staff
tuition waiver programs for 1nd1V1dua15 taking courses in their col-
leges." This act1V1ty was not 11sted in Centra‘®s study but the positive

responses found here suggest the positive value of this program. It is

a particularly 1nteresting deveropment program because of the emphasis

en -
.)/~I
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Table 7

EstimQEE&Tﬁ?féEfiVéhéég76?'Déﬁéi6bﬁéﬁt”PiéétiCE§i’"”' T
Miscellaneous Practices

(N = 413)

. . a
Estimated Effectiveness

Percentage Percentage —
Indicating - Indicating
Effective Effective
or Very ,or Very
Effective Effective Percentage
R : (1979) (Certra,1976) Difference
Practice s (%) - (%) (%)

Use of grants by faculty members
for developing new or different
approaches to courses or teach-
. ing. 70 75 : -5

Faculty visitations to other in-
stitutions (or to other parts of
this insitution) to review educa-
tional programs, or innovative pro- ]
jects. ‘ 68 71 ‘ -3
Faculty take courses offered by

colleagues. 43 54 -11

Personal counseling provided in-

dividual faculty members on career

goals and other personal develop-

ment areas. 45 54 -9

Sabbatical leaves for adminisfra- b
tors. ' 46

Paid or unpaid leaves for non-
academic staff for professional b
development purposes. - 47

Non-academic staff tuition waiver
program for individuals taking b
courses in the colleges. i 64

a, U . . .
Percentages based only on institutions at which practice exists.

Activities not included in Centra's research.

b~
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it places on the utilization of a college's own resources for staff

developmernt as opposed to the use of external groups.
~3Therratiﬁéérfor.the~firstwand-sechd-pfactices~1isted~in~Tab1e—7

have not changed much since 1976 when 75 percent and 71 percent of

the respondents to Centra's questionnaire rated these ﬁfactices as being

either '"'very effective" or "effective'". The éenentage difference in

the ratings was only 5 and 3 percent. So far, these two development

Practices represent the most effective staff development practices re-

viewed in this study.

Institution-Wide Policies or Practices

.

Twelve institution-wide policies or practices are listed in Tabie 8,

Nalong with the percentage of respondents indicating the practice was Yef-

fective" or "very effective' in 1979 or 1976. tThe most effective préc-
tices in this area today appears to be: item 8, "Travel” funds available’
to atténd professional cqnferences"; item 10, "Summer" gramts for projects
to improve instruction or courses'"; and item 7, "Travel grants to refresh
or update knowledge’in a particular field.” 1These practiices were ratéd
as being effective by over 65 percent of the r;spondents who used them

in both this study and Centra's. Again Qe see grants and truvel programs
emerging as key'staff development practices im two year colleges.

In addition to the practices already mentioned from Table 8, there
appears in this table a number of pther fairly effective development pro-
grams. These include: professional development days (Item 1), periodic
review of all faculty members (item 2), sabbatical leaves (item 3), a

campus staff or faculty development committee ( iten 11) and needs assess-

‘ment for program goals and priorities (item 12) . Three of these five

> ‘de
(V4

(\.)
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Table 8

Estimated Effectiveness in Institution-Wide
_ Policies or Practices in Development
o (N = 413)

. . a
Estimated Effectiveness

Percentage Percentage
Indicating Indicating
Effective Effective

or Very or Very
Effective = Effective Percentage
(1979) (Centra,1976) Difference
Practice (%) (%) (%)

. A speéific calendar period is set _ :
~aside for professional development. 59 52 : +7

2. There is periodic review of the per-
" formance of all faculty members, _
whether tenured or not.’ © 60 . 63 -3

3. Sapbatical leaves with at least
half salary. 62 60 +2

4. A policy of unpaid leaves that covers
-educational or developmental purposes. 55 47 +8

5. Lighter than normal teaching load
for first-year faculty.» .~ 32 - 64 -32

6. Temporary teaching load reduction to
work on a new course, major course

revision, or research area. 53 68 -15
7. Travel grants to refresh or update

knowledge in a particular field. 67 67
8. Travel funds available to attend ‘

professional conferences. 73 69 +4
9. '"Visiting scholars" program that

brings people to the campus for short

or long periods: * 45 70 -25
10. Summer grants for projects to improve. ' '

instruction or courses. 69 72 -3
11. There is a campus committee on

staff or faculty development. 62 SS +7
12. Needs assessment conducted to deter- b-

mine program goals and priorities. 60

a ‘ e s . . . .
Percentages based only on institutions at which practice exists.
PActivity not included in Centra's research.
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items (practices 1, 2, and 11) showed an increase since 1976 in the per-
centage of respondents rating them as ''very effetfive"o;rfeffgcﬁiyg”

. -itacfivitieé.ijlnﬁféEt,~tﬁiswis»the~firstnsetvofrpractices'thatrshowed
higher fatings than were found in Centra's study.

While a number of institution-wide practices received higher effec-
tiveness scores than they did in Cen-.a's project, thére were two prac-
tices that received muchvlower effeétiveness‘ratingslthanthey did in
1976. These two activitie§ were: ''Lighter than normal teaching load
fbr first-year faculty." (item 5), and "'Viéting scholars proéram that
brings people to the campus for short or long periods” (Item 9). These
lowé: ratiﬁgs, along with the lower rating given to “Temporary teachingﬂ'
load reductions to work on ﬁe& course, major course revisbn, or research
area.'", may all be related to the fact that in timeé of declining finan;
cial resources and enrollments, colleges simply cannot afford these staff
develdpment programs. Another equally valid expianation aay be that as
a result of evaluation studies over the last three years two-year col-
leges have togﬁa better ways for ;timulating growth and development among
their new as well as their more experienced faculty.

In summary, it is encouraging in this section to see that better
than 60 percent of the program directors rate the use of staff develop—v
ment committees and the use of needs assessment techniques as effective

programs. It is this writer's view that these are two essential and

basic components of an effective staff development program.

Summary
0f the development practices rated in both Centra's study and this

research, four ranked among the five most highly rated practices in both

Q : . :
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studies. These four items, along with the percentages indicating the
program coordinator or director's estimations of effectiveness, are;
listed in Table 9. In summary, individuals <responsible for running
staff developmenf programs still see the most effective staff develop-
ment programs to be ones that involve the awarding.of grants to people
and the use of staff development funds for staff travel. This finding
suggestS'thap;colleges witﬁ.limited.dollars for staff development programs
- }hould-probably pia;e.most of their efforts in the éevelopﬁenf of mini-
granfs programs for program development énd related travel projects.
o Development practices rated as effective in tﬁis study by 60 per-
‘cent or more of the respondehts that were not listed in Centra's 45

practices included:

Non-academic staff tuition waiver program for individuals
taking courses in the colleges. (item 7, Table 7, p 24)

Needs assessment conducted to determine program goals and
priorities. (item 12, Table 8, p. 26)

Staff development directors and committees may want to include these ac-
tivities in their programs if they have not done so already. 'Both would
appear to be important programs, particularly needs assessment in a time

of increased emphasis on the evaluation of s_aff development programns.
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Table 9

Effectiveness Ratings of the Four Most Highly Rated ’
Development Practices Compared to the Estlmated

Effectlveness Ratings Found in Centra's (1976) Research '>ﬂ

&

- a
- ~Estimated Effectlveness

Pereentage Percentage
Indicating Indicating
Effective Effective

or Very or Very
Effective Effective - Percentage
(Smith,1979) (Ceutra 1976) Difference
Practice (%) ¢3) (%)
- III. 8. Travel funds available to
‘attend professional con- ,
ferences. 73 69 +4
II.D.1. Use of grants by faculty
members for developing new
or .different approaches to
courses or teaching. 70 75 -5
III.10. Summer grants for projects
to improve instruction or .
courses. 69 72 -3
. II.D.2. Faculty visitations to other

institutions (or tg other
parts of this 1nst1tyf10n) to
renew educational prog{ams or

innovative projects. 68 71 -3

N

a : . . . . . .
Percentages based only on institutions at which practice exists.



'Chapter 4

. --  PARTICIPATION IN AND THE ORGANIZATION AND
- FUNDING OF DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES

i This chapter is divided into three sections. The first part reports
.the respondents"perceptions of staff member invclvement in theié.devel-
'ophent‘activifies or pfograms,‘ The second sectiom describes_briefly
trends iﬁ.the inpern;l organization'of staff development progfams.and in

ex;ernal consortium arrangéments. The final part outlines funding trends

-in these programs.

-
-

Staff Involvement. . < e

Ten broad descriptions of staff members were limited iﬁ.the question-
Aaire: younger faculty in their first years of teaching, faculty with
over 15 or 20 years of teaching experien:e, non-tenured faulty, tenured

‘faculty, good feachers who want to get better, faculty who "really need
to improve, part-timg faculty, éollege administrators (including depart-
ment chairmen), clerical staff, and other non-academic gyp port staff.
The first six broad descripticns were included in Centra's. (1976) study
The groups are not mutually exclusive, but do fepresen£ th e broad spec-
trum of persnﬁnel employed by two-year colleges. Responde nts estimated
the extent to which each group of faculfy was involved in faculty devel-
opment practices at their institutions. The results are ,resented in
Table 10%

One interpretation of the responses'ié that sizable numbers of staff
members have been involved in the various programs. “The tenured and‘non-
tenured faculty groups encompass essentially all insitructors on campus,
and as Table 10 indicates, at almost a fourth of the: coﬁmunity colleges

-30-
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Table 10

A Coﬁparison of the Estimated Extent to which
\/ . '
Various Groups of Staff Members Have Been Involved in

Development Activities from 1976 to 1979

Percentage of 413 institutional.
respondents indicating:

Ver} About i
Few Some Half Most No Response
1. Younger facuffy in their 8 32 21 33 5
first years of teaching, .oa3? ¢Gn @23 27 (06
2. ?aculty with over 15 or
20 years of teaching ex- 15 44 18 13 9
perience. (22) (45) @17 (o (07
3. Non-tenured faculty 4 23 24 25 25
- (08) .34)° (23 (19) (14)
4. Tenured faculty 6 26 21 16 28
(09) 41)  (23) (10, (17
5. Good teachers who want to 1 17 28 47 7
get better. (03) 21 128) {43) (05)
§. Faculty who really need to 37 -9 10 .6 - 8
improve. (40) (38) °08) {06) (08)
7 Part-time faculty 46 23 10 5 17

8. Colilege administrators (in-
cluding'department chair- :
persons) 3 32 24 ‘27 8

9. Clerical Staff : 28 25 1. 12 18
10, Cther non-academic support

staff 31 29 12 5 23

- e

———

aPercentages in parentheses rerresent’ the percent age of 756 two-
year college, four-year college, and university respondents selecting
the particular response in Centra's study in 1976,
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"about half" of these two groups combined were involved. This was
also true Jf the college administrators group. Unfortunately, however,
some critical faculty and non-faculty groups WS?e only minimally involve@,
as the following discussionApoints out. |

Améné the six types of faéuliy groups, fhe.most activ?.paféicipants
were ''good teachers who wanted to getfbetter”: respohdent; at abcut 75
percent of the institutions in l§79 said half or more of their faculty
were involve&. This compared to 71 percent of, this same group in Centra's
study of 756 two-year colleges, four-year cqlfeges, and universities. i
Younger faculty in their first years of teaching were modérately involved
in activities (at 56 percent of the two-yeaf colleges in 1979, about
half or more of the younger faculty wq;e‘invblVed). Sinée Centra did
no£ report comparative daté in this and many other areasof involvement,
it is not possille to tell whether or not thig-was a significant in-
crease in younger faculty involvement. Older faculty--those with over
i5 or 20 years of teaching experienCe--wére only slightly active rela-
tive to the other groups with 31 percent of the instructilons saying hals
or hore nf this faculty group were iﬁvolvéd. There was some difference
botween the non-tenured and tenured {aculty participation, with the non-
ten 'ved group showing greatsi participation.

it is especially important to note that faculty in :their first year
. two of teaching and’non—tenured faculty app ear to the noderately in-
volve& in development éctivities, while those with over 15 or 20 years
of experieﬁce or tenured are only sligﬁtly involved. With fewer néw
faculty and increasingly tenured-in facultieé it would appear that more
at.eution needs to be given to involving older tenured faculty in future
deve'opment programs. |

Q - .
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Participation of Bart-time faculty, colleye administrators, cleri-

Cat starff, and aon-acadenic sugport étaff in development activities was

n&f studied by Centra’ (1976). Table 10 doeé, however, report participa-

tion rites for chose gTroups in the community college. College 5dminis-

trators {including department cha:. erscns) had the highest participa-

- tion rate of thQSg four groups. Respondents at 51 percent of the 413
coileges said half or more of their administrators were intolved The
next most active non-full- time faculty _8TOUp appears to be the clerical
staff klth 29 percent of the colleges reporting half or morz of this
group'’ s involvement in development programs. Other non-academic support
staff and part-time faculty are the least involved groups in development
a:tivities in two-year Ccolleges, according to this study's respondents.
The participation‘rate of part-time faculty is particularly surprising
when one considers that part-time. faculty now outnumber full-t pe facul-
ty in the community collegé field by zn almost 2 to 1 ratio. Forty-six
perCent of the respondehts indicated that "very few" of their part-time
faculty are involved in development work and only 15 percent of the in-

st1tut10ns 5nowed half or more of their part-time faculty were involved.

Organization o€ Programs

' - It has been recommended that there be some kind of unit or system on

each campus to helg coordinate and plan faculty development activitios.
(Eble, 1971; Group for Human~Development in Higher Eddtation, 1974).
Hammons (1978) has made a similar recommendation for staff developmen-
programs that would contain a faculty development ‘comporent. Centra
(1976) found in his study that just under half (44percev1t) of the 756

institutions in his sample reported haxlng units or persons that

ERIC
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coordinated the development ectivic}es on their campuses. Forty-nine
percent of the 326 two-year colleges in his study had such units.

- Im this investigacion 53 percent of 392 tgc—year collages with
development programs reported having a unit or person responsible for
staff development, an increase of 4 percent ower Centra's ‘indings. . This
would appear to be a positive trend-}-an indication thatcoordinated
staff develcpménc programs are gaiﬁing in visibility andpryogram status
in the community college field. However, with just over half of the coi-
leges r-eporting such organizational or administrative armagements, there
is Stillta great need for gregter organiiationof staff dewlopment ef-
forts in this segﬁenz of‘Americén ﬁigher education.

Consortia or regional grdupsvare on the ihcrease inthe community
college field. Thirty;two percent‘of the colleges withdevelopment pro-
grams reported involvement in consortia or regaoﬁal éroupsin 1979
* This organizational arrangement is up from the 24 percent found in
Centra's study which also had 87 fewer'colleges. It maybe that smaller
colleges or colleges with stable or declining resources areovercoming
a lack cf funds through this type of coopergtiVe'vepturé,

Fundlngiof Programs

The expan51on of development programs w111 depend on he availabil
ity of funds far such programs in the 1980's." Datapresen&d in Table 11
indicates that at the present time staff deV&lOpment flndjjg usually re-

presents one percent or less of a cnllege s budget. Sixt351x percent

of the 362 respondents that hnswered-;his question on thesurvey insgru-

ment indicated that their staff development received betwea zero and
. 1T h :

one percent of their college's annual Budget. Ahother 102 respondents
_ , i ‘ . )

.
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Table 11

Percentage of Total Annual Institutional Budgets
Allocated for Community College Staff Development Activities

(N = 362)

: No. of Colleges Making Percentage of
Percentage of Budget Percentage Allocation Colleges Surveyed

0- 1% - 237 .66.0
2- 4% \ 102 28.0
e
&
5- 7 18 5.0 o
8-10% ) 1 .3
over 10% , 4 1.1

il NS
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said that they received two to four percent of their college's'annual
b;dgét dollars. Only fcur colleges reported thaé their staff develop- )
ment budget\exceeded 10 percent of the ;ollege budget. In the light of
anticipated real dollar community college budget declines in the next
few years, it will become even more difficult for directors of staff
development programs to maintain, let iigﬁe expand, their actiyities
with the level of funding represented here. A major tdsk facing direc-
tors of development programs is the need to work'for increased funding
of their programs in the next few years.

| Even more significant than the above meﬁtioned figures is the fact
that overall finanéial support for development programs in two-year

colleges may have declined since 1976. Table 12 ghows thathine percent
of the téo-year colleges surveyed by Centra réported’a decrease over the
past two years in the. proportich of their college's annual wdget that
was used for faculty development pﬁrﬁoses. A similar group of colleges
in 1979; however, report a l€ percent-decrease in the proportion of the
annual budget at their institution used for staff developmerx over the
last two years. With fewer colleges, 38 percent ;g comparei to 46 per-
cent of the colleges in 1976, reporting increaseg in their s-aff develop-
ment oudgets over the last two years, it appears that developnent pro-
grams may.be in a situation of trying to accomﬁiig},more with fewer dol-
lars. This apparent erosion of financial support,pgrtiéulérly %n the
last two years, further emphasizes thc need for jrogram direstors to

find new ways to strengthen sabport for their prggram among all members
.of the acaquic ébmmunity. One method for gaining;éuch suppnré Qould be

[y

- to increase theé quality of program evaluation. The next chatér in this
= _
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report suggests that improved program evaluation of a criterion-referenced
or standards based nature may be the most important area for program im-
provement over the next few years,
L
Table 12
A Comparison of Funding Changes in the Proportion of the
Annual Institutional Budget Used for Staff Development

1

-Over a Two-Yegr Period

Two-Year " Two-Year
Colleges (1979) Colleges (1976)
. N = 382 N = 326
Nature of Change % Responding .. % Responding
Increased . ‘ 38 46
Decreased ‘ - 16 9
Remained about the same -46 45




Chapter 5

PROGRAM EVALUATION

:

The evaluation of development programs should help justify the finan-
cial §upport they receive and also provide informatién to modify or im-
prove services. As summarized in Table 13, oniy 25 percent of the in-
stitutions reported that they had evaluated their program or activities
For whatever 'purpose, an additional 28 percent had done partial eval-

s
uations. Forty-two percent of the respondents indicated that their pro-
grams had not been evaluated at all, a surprising figure since this was
the same percentage that Centra found for community college programs
three years ago.

A closer look at Table 13 shows that more complete cr full program
evaluations weré found in this study than in Centra's, 25 percent of the
respondents reported full program evaluations in 1079 as compared to 19
percent in 1976. Part al program evaluations appear to be down in favor
of more compiete assessments. HowéVer, an alarmingly large number of
gtaff developrznt programs have still not been evaluated. With current
and anticipated declines in resources, full program evaluations would
appear tc be a number one priority for many two—Year coliege staff
development programs. Sophisticated evaluation designs are needed to
deal;with such issues as accogntability and the actual effects of vir-

ious development activities.

A Criterion-Referenced Evaluation Model

Because of tie need for improved evaluation of staff development

programs, this study went a step beyond Centra's r?i;areh—inlhn attempt

" . T—
to identify some criteria or standards that staff development specialists

g : -38-
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Table 13
Evaluation of Staff Development Programs or
Activities in Community Colleges, 1976 and 1979

Has there been an evaluation of the staff development program or activ-
ities at your institution?

Smith (1979) Centra (1576)
N =413 N =315
Possible Response Choices Percentage Responding
Yes 25 19
No 42 42
Only in part » 28 35
No Response 5 4

are using Or might use in evaluaing the effectiveness of their programs.
It also attempted to determine the impact of staff developmant programs
by asking program coordinators to describe how ywell they felt their pro-
gram(s) had met the criteria they were using.

Fifty-three evaluation criteria were identified. The criteria used

were adapted from EvaluatMaching Improvememt Programs (1978) by

William 2. 0'Connell and L. Richard Meeth. Thecriteria in this publi-
cation wese developed by a éroup of staff development specialists who
met in 1979 to discuss ways that teaching improvement programs shouid be

evaluated. As a result of this group's conference, they proposed a

’

o
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criterion-referenced approach for the evaluation of development programs.
Thex outlined 97 evaluation criteria and’grouped them into the following
categories: (1) Criteria for Judging the Staff Develobment Program, tZ)
Criteria for Judging Program Effect on the Fgculty, (3) Criteria for

Judging Program Effect on the Administration and, (4) Criteria for Jgdg-

ing Program Effect on the Institution. In the following sections parti-

cipant responses will be discussed to the criteria that were listed in

this study in each of these four categories.

\

Criteria for Judging the Staff Development Program

O'Connell and Meeth (1978) suggest that staff development programs
can be evaluated from many different pefsppctives. The ten criteria
identified in this section (see Table‘l4) could be used to evaluate a
staff development program, without specific reference to ics impact_on
such greuns as faculty, admi :istrators, or the institution. The cri-
teria liiced here are ones that one might apply to any program within
the commurity college.

Each evaluation criteria listed in Table 14 was being ;sed by 60
percent (** colleges) or more of the colleges, according to the respon-
dent tu  +is study. The criteria listed in this table represented 10
of the 17 most frequently used evaluation criteria mentioned in this r2-

search. It is interesting to note that the second most frequently used
criteriauwas numbefmthree, ""Goals and outcomes of the program are clear-
1y specified."' [t is encouraging to see this emphasis on clearly de-
fined goalsisince it is very difficult to conduct effective evaluation

studies without a clear understanding of intended program outcomes. The

most frequently mentioned criteria in this section was number five,

a7
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Table 14

Use and Estimafed Achievement of Evaluation Criteria
for Judging the Staff Development Program
(N=413)

. . a
Estimated Achievement

No. of Percentage Percentage
Colleges Indicating Indicating
Using Partially Met Fully Met
Criteria Criteria (Criteria Criteria Total

1. The staff development program is
appropriate to institutional
size resources, goals, and needs. _ 283 63 11 74

N

. The staff development program
holds a significant place within
the organization in terms of: role,
line, budget, visibility, status. 279 51 14 65

3. Goals and outcomes of the program
are clearly specified. 290 S5 20 75

4. Program activities are determined
by the goals of the program, 283 57 26 83

(73}

- The content of each program activ-
ity is well ordered, comprehensive,
and appropriate to the levels and
abilities of the participants. 293 S8 21 79

6. The variety of instructional re-
sources and methods are congruent
with the goals of the program and
abilities of the participants. 267 60 19 79

7. Participants retain and made use
of what is learned. . 286 65 10 75

8. The program activities and opera-
tion are cest-effective in relation
to goals and purposes, 258 32 24 76

9. The number of participants in the
program's activities is sustained
or increased in succeeding program

offerings. 259 53 25 78
10. The program demonstrates a "ripple
effect” within the institution. 253 53 21 74

a . . . . . .
Percentages based only on institutions using the criteria.

15w
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*The coﬁtent of each program activity is well or?ered,‘comprehensive,
and appropriate to the levels and abilities of tie participants." This
criteria guggestg the importance of needs assessment in the planning and
design qf staff development programs. The most effective development
progréms will be the ones where the néeds of the participants have been
accurately assessed and addfessed.

More than half of the program coordinators that used the criteria
listed in Table 14 felt that they had at least partially met each of "
thesé criteria. However, much smaller percentages of respondents felt
that they had fully met these same 10 critéria. For example, while-65
percent of the respondents who used critefia number 7 felt that they had
“partially met'" this criteria, only 10 percent were willing to say that,
"Participants retain and make use of what is learned.', in their programs.
This finding, along with the others listed in Table 14, indicate that in
general staff development programs are not fully meeting established eval-
uation criteria. One would hope that in the future a greater percentage

of college staff development officers using one or more of the criteria

in Table 14 could report that they have fully met these standards.

. Criteria for Judging Program Effect on the Faculty

Table 15 shows 25 criteria that could be used to evaluate the impact
of a staff development program on two-year college faculty. As one can
see the use df these criteria for evaluation purposes varies greatly in
community college staff development programs. The four most frequently
used criteria, accoréing to the respondents in this study, were: '"2.a.
Faculty exhibit increased knowledge of and skills with aLterhative teach-
ing methods: Use alternative media and new methodologies.", (263

15
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colleges); "6. Faculty demonstrate improved communication skills through
greater clarity of presentations, goals, and assisgnments.", (256 col-

leges); "7.c. Faculty use their knowledge and skills to improve teaching
N .

institution-wide: Create training p;ograms fornew instruc.tors.', (240

colleges; "3.b. Faculty demonstrate stronger collegial rel ationships

regarding teaching: Share with coileagues concerns about goals, prob-

lems and methods of teaching.", (232 colleges).

On six of the criteria in this category, 80 percentof"more of the
;éspondents indicated xhat’theiy programs for faculty‘had either '"par-
tially" or '"fully met" the stapdard. These criteria and the combined
percentage of "partially' or "fully met' responses were ;s follows: "7.c.
Faculty demonstrate improved communication skills through greater clar-
ity of preséntations, goals, and assignments.", (91 percent) ; "3.b. Fac-
ulty demonstrate stronger collegial relationships regaggin; teaching:
Share with colleagueé concerns abput goals, problems,'; d methods of

[y .

teaching.', (87 percent); '"2.a. Faculty exhibit increasa&knowledge of
and skills with alternative teaching méthods: Use alternative media and
new methodologies.', (88 percent); "8.d. Faculty demonstrate more re-
sponsiveness to individual stddent interests, axpectations, anu buck-
grounds: More attention to student concerns about vocational identity.",
(82 perccnf); ""8.a. Faculty demonstrate more responsiveness to individ-
ual student interests, eﬁpgctations, and backgroundsf More attention to
student personal needs and values.', (81 percent); and "6‘ Faculty demon-
strate improved communication skills through greater clarity of presen-

tations, goals, and assignments.', (81 percent). In consi dering the re-

ported achievement of these criteria, one should keep ir mind that very
._-)—.'v)
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few of the respondents indicated that these standards were fully met.
At best, the findings in this section suggest that staf¢ development pro-
grams still ‘have a ‘long way to‘go in demonstrating or proving the impact

of their programs on faculty.

Criteria for Judging Program Effect on the Administration

Table 16 depicts seven criteria that staff development officeérs or
committees could use in assessing the impact of their programg on their
college administration. According to the respogdents, the most frequent-
ly used criterion in this category was item 4, "Administrators provide
an adequate budget for staff improvement suitable to the goals, purpoces,
scope, and size of the institution." Two hundred and sixty-four program
directors reéorted J;ing this criteria in the evaluation of their develop-

\

ﬁgnt program. It is interesting to note that while this is a frequently

used criteria, it has not been met with the same success as some of the

~other criteria listed in Table 16. Only 50 percent of the respondents

indicated tﬁat they had ”partgglly met" this criteria, and an even smaller
percentage, 15 percent, said they had '"fully met' the criteria. The find-
ing here is consistent with the earlier finding which indicated that
funding for staff development programs may be on the decline in two-year
colleges.

Rc<pondcn:s indicate rhatrgbey have had their greatest success in
meeting criteria 5. "Administrators justify the staff development pro-
gram inside and outside of the.institution.” Thirty-one percent of the

respondents indicated that they had "fully met" this criteria. Apparent-

ly, a fairly large number of staff develapment personnel feel that their

administrators are speaking out in support of development progranms,



Table 15

Use and Estimated Achievement of Evaluation Criteria

for Judging Program Effect on the Faculty

(N = 413)
Estimated Achievement?
No, of Percentage Percentage
; Colleges  Indicating Indicating Total of
Using Partially Met Fully Mct  Combined
Criteria : Criteria Criteria Criteria Percentages
. ("u) (no {DUJ

11ty identify themselves more strongly as teachers:
Increased reading about teaching. 179 53 2 55 o
More conversation about teaching, 197 63 13 76 !
More adequate vocabulary for describing teaching. 166 51 6 57
More writing about teaching. 159 28 2 30
1ty exhibit increased knowledge of and skills with
rnative teaching methods:
Use alternative media, new methodologies. 263 77 - 11 88
Demonstrate inproved performance. 231 69 -8 77
1ty demonstrate stronger collegial relationshk. ps
rding teaching:
Encourage colleagues and assist them in solving
their problems. 218 £9 S 78
Share with colleagues concerns about goals, prob- '
lems, and methods of teaching. 232 74 13 87
Ity exhibit increased understanding of themselves
eachers: ’
Increased satisfaction in teaching, . 199 59 8 78

More enjoyment in teaching. T 195 55 o 65 3

5 A
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Use and Estimated Achievement of Evaluation Criteria

for Judging Program-Effect on the Faculty

(N = 413)
I
Estimated Achievement”
'
No. of Percentage  Percentage .
- Colleges 1indicating Indicating Total of
: lising Partially Met * Fully Met Combired
Criteria o Criteria  ZIriteria  Criteria Percentiges
- (%) (%) (%)

Less disdainful about teaching and students. 181 55 11 . 66

More self-conscious about inadequacies in teaching. 198 62 8 70

Evidence of attempts to clarify assumptions about ‘ ‘ )

teaching and learning. 192 63 7 70 L

Exhibit enthusiasm for content and 1nst;uft1ona1 o

methods.
aculty demonstrate evidence of professional self-. .newal. 205 67 11 .78
aculty demonstrate ihproved communication skills through
reater clarity of presentations, goals, and assignments. 256 70 11 . 81 - {
aculty use their knowledge and skills to improve teaching
1stitution-wide:
. Support antivities of the teachlng improvement program 225 65 8 73

Are involved in reorganizing course or department

curriculur, . 217 68 7 75
. Create training programs for new ingtructors. - 240 71 20° 91
iculty demonstrates more responsiveness to individual
udent interests, expectations, and backgrounds. : .

More attention to student personal needs and values. 178 68 13 81

More informal taculty intéraction with students. 231 61 .13 74

More attention to student concerns about personal : ’

identity, 202 - 56 8 64




Table 15 (cont.)

Use and Estimated Achievement of Evaluation Criteria

. . _ for Judging Program Effect on the Faculty

. (N = 413)
Estimated Achievement?
No. of Percentage Percentage
Colleges Indicating Indicating Total of
. Using Partially Met Fully Met Combined
Criteria Criteria Criteria " Criteria Percentages
(%) (%) (%)
More attention to student concerns about vocational . .
identity, 216 69 13 .82
More effort to foster student interpersonal rela- _
tionships. - 196 56 -9 65
More effort to facilitate informed student decision-
making for course selection and utilization. 214 61 13 74
culty apply evaluation criteria, standards, and method- '
ogies that are clear and appropriate to the goals of the .
arning experience. - 214 . 72 3 ' 75

[

Percentages based only on institutions using the criteria,
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Table 16

Use and Estimated Achievement of Evaluation Criteria
for Judging Effect on the Administration -
(N = 413)

Estimated Achievement?

No. of Percentage _Percentage

Colleges Indicating 1Indicating Total of
: Using Partially Met Fully Met Combined
Criteria . Criteria Criteria Criterig Percentages

® @ (%)

1. Administrators increase
awareness of the impor-
tance of teaching. 249 - 68 15 83

. Administrators increase
knowledge of staff ob- .
jectives. 244 67 14 81

3.- Administrators increase
knowledge of needs, re-
sources, barriers te, and
strategies for faculty _ ‘ -
improvement. 259 68 15 83

N 28 )

4. Administrators provide an

adequate budget for staff -

improvement and suitable

to the goals, purposes,

scope, and size of the

institution. | 264 50 15 65
5. Administrators justify the

staff development program

inside and ocutside the

institution. . : 252 51 31 82

6. Administrators are better
able to educate potential
supporters and attract funds
for staff development. 213 49 9 58

7. Administrators establish
increased rewards for ef- ‘
fective staff performance. 225 43 7 50

a L. . . . . .
“Percentages based only on' institutions using the criteria.
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Respondents also feel that they have had moderate success in increasing

administratoriawareness and knowledge in the area of staff development.

A
P \

This is evidenced by their achievéﬁent respoﬁses to items 1-3 in Table 15.
Only 50 percént of those surveyed felt that this had ejther "'par-"
tially"” or "fully met" criteria number 17 in Table 16 "Administrators
establish increased rewards for effecfive staff performance." A large
number cf staff development directors feel that there 1is continued need

fcr improvement in this area.

Criteria for'Judging Program Effe;t cn the'Institutidn

There has been conéiderable interest in det prmining the impact of
staff‘devglopment programs on institutions in recent y ears. Table 17
lists ten criteria that are being used by two-year colleges to measure
such impact. The respondeﬁts reported that their most.frequently used
criterion in thi; area was: '"6. Staff moralé is improwed.". A total of
256 colleges reported‘that.they used this critéridn‘as one of their’
standards for judging the quality of their staff .development program.
One of the problems with this criterion, and some of the others listed in
this table and in previous tables throughout this chapter, is the very
general nature in which the criteria are stated. Only in a few instances
do we see in the ten criteria reviéwed here, and.iﬁ the 53 criteria out-
lined in this chapter, very specific objectivély ﬁeasurablé standards.
Ways will need to be found to measure the achieve ment of most of the
criteria in this study, if these criteria are to be trud; useful in
future evaluation studies. |

Item 2. in Table 17 provides a good example of how an

ERIC
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evaluation criterioncan be stated in measurable terms,v In times of de-
clining resources one might hope that.a staff development program might
change college curriculum costs so that the same course offerings could
be offered for iess woney than in the past. It is obvious from the data
in Table 17 that a much smaller number of colleges are using this criteri-
on i24 colleges, and with chh less reported success. The lack of use of
this particular standard and ones like it; items 2.b. - 2.d., may be
due to the unwillingness of staff development officers to be very specif-
i¢ about their anticipated program outcomes. The lack of success in meet-
v~wiﬁg these same criteria, particularly criteria 2.a. - 2.c., is probably
)due to the diffiCulty in cutfing cost’s in times of declining resources and
enrollments when faculty salaries are likely to comprise 70-90 percent
of the cdllege‘s budget. One can offer fewer sections of the same course,
for example, in times of declin® 7 enrollmentg but still lkave to pay thé

}

same salaries to faculty teaching the remzinine courses.

This chapter h#® veviewed the respondents' use and reported achieve-
menit of 83 criteria for the evaluation of staff development programs in
community colleges. The criteria were grouped into four areas: (1)
Criteria for Judging the Staff Development Prcg:am; {2} Criteria for
Judging Program Effect on the Faculty, (3) Criteria for Judging Pregram
Effect on the Adminisfration, and (4) Criteria‘fer Judging Program &f-
féct on the Instituﬁicn. It was discovered that the most fre@uentiy
used criteria, according to the staff development officers §urveyed,:a11
came froﬁ the first area, i.e., Criteria for Judging the 5taff Develop-

ment Program. Tablé 18 lists in rank order the five most frequently

o : ] f;'.’




Table 17

Use and Estimated Achievement of Evaluation Criteria

for Judging Program Effect on the Institution

(N = 413)

Criteria

a consequence of improved teaching, graduates are
ter informed and more concerned citizens.

- curriculun costs are different because of the
ching improvement program:

The same offerings for less money.

More offerings for the same money.

More offerings for less money.

Higher quality offerings for more money.

duates of the institution are more employable.

duates of the institution are motivated to continue -

rning and are more fulfilled as persons.

~goals of institution are changed, with more empha-
being placed on teaching and learning. -

ff morale is improved.

same staff in all positions are more productive
the same personnel expenditure.

No. of
Colleges
Using
Criteria

227

124
137
122
146

227

220

210

o211

rcentages based only on institutions using the criteria.. .

Percentage

Ind{cating
Partially Met

Criteria

53

30
36
29
47

54
61

62

69

59

Percentage
Indicating
Fully Met

.Criteria

10

— LN \O W

10

12

Total of
Combined
Percentages (%)

€3

33
45
34
57

69
71
74
76

64

8003
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used of the 53 criteria studied. It is interesting to note that not one
of the five most frequently used evaluation criteria in Table 18 is
directly related to the effect or impact of staff development programs

o college faculty members, admin%strators, or inetitueions: At this
time, the emphasis in the eva}uation of staff develepmeﬂt programs in
two-year colleges does not appear to be as much on program impact as it

is on having a well-organized, growing and visible programn. One might
have predicted this finding because of the relatively new emphasis the
whole staff development éffore has received in two-year oileges. in

the 1970's staff development officers have no doubt focused their atten- ..
tion more on program development than program evaluation. In the 1980‘s
it is suggested that this emphasis will have to change with the directors
of‘deve}cpment programs devoting a great deal more of their time‘and re-
sources to program evaluation. Such a change in priorities will be neces-
,safy to halt the previously mentioned declining resources for staff devel-
opment programs and te win further support for this most important pro-
-

j On the positive 51de, it should be noted that the five 'criteria
Ilbted in Table 18 are consistent with some of the best ieory on program
de;e10pment and evaluation in the f1e1d of hlgher educatim. The goals
and outcomes for example, of any staff development progrim should be
%leagly specified tefore a program can be adequatel «valwated in terms
of both intended and unintended outcomes or effect.

A second major finding reported iﬁ this chapter was that the most

frequently used criteria were not necessarily the most frejuently met.

As one can see from Table 19, three of the six criteria reported to be

el

-z
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" Table 18

Rank Ordering of the Five Most Frequenvly Used Criteria
' for the Evaluation of Communizv College
Staff Development Prograns
| (N = 413)

No. of Colleges
Criteria Using the Criteria

1. The content of cach program activity is well-
* ordered, comprehensive, and appropriate to the
levels and abilities of the participants.

(Table 14, #5) 293
2. Geoals and outcomes of the program are .clearly

specified. (Table 14, #3). 290
3. .Participants retain and make use of what is

learned. (Table 14, #7) 286
4. The staff development progrem is appropriate to

institutional size, resources, goals, and needs. i,

(Table 14, #4) 283 !
5. The staff develcpment program holds a significant

place within“the organization in terms of: role,

line, budget, visibility, status. (Table 14, #2) 279




Table 19

Rank Ordering of Six Most Frequently Met Criteria
for the Evaluation of Community College

Staff Development Programs

(N = 413)
Percentage of No. of
Respondents Repor ting Colleges
« "Partially" oF Using
Criteria : "Fully" Met - Criteria
(%)
1. Faculty are involved in..reorganizing
course or department curriculum. 5
‘(Table 15, #7c) 91 : 240
2. Faculty use alternative media, new ,
methodologies. (Table 15, #Za) ' - 88 | - . 263
3. Faculty 8hare with colleagues concerns
about goals, problems, and methods of '
teaching. (Table 15, #3b) _ 87 232
4. Program activities are determined by , .
the goals of the program. (Table 14, #4) . 83 ) 283
5.. Administrators increase knowledge of
needs, ‘ resources, barriers to, and strat-
egies for faculty improvement. (Table _
16, #3) - 83 * - 259
6. Administrators increas€ awareness of the ' coe
importance of teaching. (Table 16, #1) : 83 249

a 3. . . . s
Percentages based only on institutions usirg the criteria.

(,“
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the most frequently met'are criteria that were used ton judge the effect

of programs on the twé-year college faculty, itgms 1-3. Two other cri-

teria, items 5 and 6, are criteria thaf were used to judge the effect on

administrators. Only one of the most frequently used criteria were

from the list of ten items used for judging the staff development pro-

- gram itself. Ninety-one percent of the respondents in 240 colleges using

the:crterion;“Faculfy are iﬁvolved in rébrganizing‘coursecr department

curriculu%", reported either "éartially"_onn”fu11Y"‘meeting this cri-

terion. Relatively speaking, this was the most frequeﬁtly met evaluation

criteria according to the réspondents. . .
The data feported in Table l§ are significant becaise they do sug-

.«
gest that, at least in the eyes of program directors,>dévelopment pro-
grams are naving an impact on full—time faculty and administmtors., More

-Tesearch is needed to determine if faculty and administrators share

these same pérceptions, and to determine the spécific nature of program
. » 3 ) -

effects.



- Chapter 6

SOME CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1

A variety of goals,'practices,and avaluation criteria currently
exist  in ﬁhe community college staff development movernent, many of which
have emerged in the 19%0'5. How effective these compenenfs are is not
yet entirely known, but it would appear that more complete program_eval;
uation is toking place. The views of people who direct or are knowledge-
able about development activities at 413 two-}ear'colleges_were the basis
of thie report. Their perceptions of the goals, practices, and evalua-
ticn cfiteria in use on their campuses, while probably not free of bies,
help 1o sheé further light on this important area. Some conclusions,

implications, apd recommendations follow.

Goal Setting

At least thirty-one different goal. statements are be ing used in two-

year colleges throughout the country. These goal;frepresent a wide range
L P -
of programs and activities that are attempting to meet the development

needs of full-time faculty, administrators, part-time faculty, other
academic support staff such as counselors and librarians, and non-

* academic support personnei such as clerical staff members, etc. At first
* - . M

glance, it would appear that staff development prdﬁrams imr community

colleges are trying to meet the development needs of more member of their

-y

- : . ‘
academic communities. More careful analysis of the use-of these goals,” .-

howevér, shows that' the emphasis in community'coilege staff development

progfqms remains on meeting tiie needspof full-time faculty. The implica-

»

tion of this finding‘is that if community colleges wish to meet the

~
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development needs of their total staff, more colleges will have to estab-
lish development goals for other than full-time teaching faculty.
Based on the findings reported in Chapter : of this report, it is

. recommended that:

1. Goals for community college ctaff development programs be
set so as to reflect the total needs of each grow of employ-
ees represented in the nollege.

2. The goals for community college staff development programs be
limited in the future so that maximum program impact can be
achieved in any given year.

5. Greater cmphasis be placad on meeting development goals related
to the needs of non-full-time teaching faculty, particularly
part-time faculty and non-academic support staff.

4. Greater emphasis be given to development goals designed to help
staff members prepare for futuresroles as opposed to present
job responsibilities.

<

5. Develcpment goals for staff development programs should include

specific criteria for the evaluation of goal achievement.

Development Activitics

Of the 48 staff development activities investigated, the respondents
rated the following four as the most effective:
-Travel funds uvailable to attend professional conferences.

-Use of grants by faculty members for deve10piﬁg new or different
approaches to courses or teaching.

~ -Summer grants for projects to improve instruction or courses.
i 4 o
. s _
-Faculty visitations to other institutions (or to other parts of
the institttiogg~to redew educational programs and innovative
projects. f

These practices also received similar high effettiveness ratings in
Ceni~a's 1976 research. This finding suggests that, over time, these

practices have remained as the ones likely to have the greatest impact

¢
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on staff behavior, particularly the full-time faculty in a two-year
collégef

. Jf the 35 developmént practices studied in both this project and
Centfa's, there has, however, been a decline in the effectiveness-tatings
which most of these items received from 1976 to 1979. This finding sug-
gds“s that e1ther new: practlces are taking their places or that colteges
arn~ focu51ng more of their development programming on a few of the more

effective activities. In terms of new practices, this study examined 15

and found two that appear to merit inclusion in two-year coilege develop-
ment programs. These two practices were:

-Non-academic staff tuition waiver program for individuals taking
courses in the colleges.

-Needs assessment conducted to determine program goals and practices.

Mcre research 1s needed to deﬁermine ijust how many different development

| .
activities are being used in community college staff development pro-

grams. This additional reseaxch should also sttempt to determine the
. i, . .
effectiveness of these practlc?s as viewed by the various groups of per-

sonrel ;= the two-year college\
\
Based cn the rfindings reported in Chapter 3 of this document, it is
recommenced that: 4

v
\

1. Staff develcpment prac*?ces should par rallel the staff develop-
ment goals cf the ccl .cg#iin order to have the ereatest pro-
grwaming impact on the college und its variocus staff members.

2. Tnose development practices!that have provea the most effective
over-the years for enhancin% student learning and for improving
community college curriculum| and instruction programs si.ould be
selected over practices that thave not been evalusted.

3. A staff development needs asséssment,of all college staff mem-
ber> should precede ths adoption of specific develcpment activ-
ities for a college's annual staff development program. Activ-
ities then should be selected on the basis of nee« and the

l*—,\
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goals of the institution so that there is a match between insti-
.tutional and individual needs.

4. Each staff development program contain at least one program
for each major personnel group in the college.

5. Whenever possible, each staff member should be ¢ffered a var-
iety of staff development activities to choose from. Just as
students have different learning styles and rates, so do facul-
ty; thus, the need for a variety of approaches.

6. The use of professional and personal development plans (some-
times called growth contracts) for all staff members be con-
sidered as a way of individus"" zing development for each staff
member. (Smith, 1976)

7. More research be conducted to determine the perceptions of re-
cipients of staff development programs as to the usefulness of
various practices.

Participation, Organization, and Funding

Generally, there appears to have been little increase in the number
of full-time community college faculty involved in Staff development pro- '
grams since 1976. Participation rates for various groups of full-time
faculty in this study were about the.same as Centra (1976) found in his
research. There may, however, have been an increase in other than full-
time faculty involvement in staff development programs over the last few
years. This study, for example, found over half of the colleges with
development programs reporting half or more of their college administra-
tors involved in Jevelopment activities. Other éroups showiﬁg some in-
volvement that were not investigated by Centra (1976) included part-time
faculty, clerical staff, and other ron-academic support staff. If there
has been an increased representation of these groups, then the develop-
ment programs in two-year institutions are becoming more truly étaff

development, as opposed to faculty development, ventures. It is obvious,

ERIC
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however, that many staff members have yet to be served by their college's
development_é:ogram.

The study's finding that over half of all the community colleges
with development programs now have a unit or persom responsible for staf?
development is a positive tvend. The implication from this finding is
that staff development programs are incrgasingly being viewed as vital tc
the effective operation of two-year colleges. The other implication is
that many colleges with staff'development prégrams still' need to find
better ways to coordinate and administer this important ;dministrative
responsibility.

The low level of funding, usually less than one perc ent of the'col-
lege's budget, and the finding that fewer staff development prograns are
reporting funding increases than in 1976, have'major implications for
community college staff development efforts. Staff development coordi-
nators and directors are going to have to find ways O increase .the
financial base of their programs or they are likely to experiencé declines
in program quality in times of monetary inflation and declining finan-

ial resources. The increase of consortium arrangements since 1976 for
staff developmentkpurposes found in this research may be one way that
staff development officers are attempting to maintain program quality in
times of declining funds.

Based on these findings and others reported in Chapter 4, it is

recommended that:

1. Community col.ieges find new ways to involve more of their staff
members in development programs, particularly part-time faculty
and non-teaching staff.

T )

2. Each community college establisn a unit and person responsible

for staff develcpment. This unit should be highly visible in

7
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the institution with its director reporting to a college dean .
or other chief academic officer.

3. More colleges sét aside at least two percent of their budgets
for staff development activities and programs. This is the
amount of funding that has been allocated to staff development

i programs in Florida's community colleges since 1968, a system
~ of 28 commjnity colleges that has one of the finest staff devel-
- Opment programs in the country.

Program Evaluation

The most glaring shortcoming of staff development programs in com-
munity colleges in 1976 was the absence of comprehensive program evalua-
tion. This weakness remains today, with only 25 percent of the colleges

in this study reporting that there has been a‘complete :valuation done of

their programs. There has been little increase in evalwation activity 1in

community coiiege staff development programs since 1976 with 42 percent
of the colleges surveyed in this study and Centra's reporting ''no evalua-
tion" of "their programs. While many colleges report using a wide range
of tne 53 different evaluation criteria listed in thic study, few colleges
were ableto report that these criteria were "fully met"  The implica-
tions of these findings are that it is unlikely that the quality of and
support for staff development programs in this segment of higher educa-
tion will impruve greatly until more €évaiuacions axe conducted, °

~Major recommendﬁ}ions coming from this section of thé report are
that: | :

1. Each community -college that has not done so already should
undertake a complete evaluation of their staff evelopment
program in hn effort to determine its impact on the institu-
tior and its effectiveness in meeting staff needs.

2. A criterion-referenced model be used in fﬁture evaluations of

staff development pregrams. (The findings in this study
suggest that many colleges are already_ adopting eriteria to

Q‘J
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determine the effect of their development activities on staff
members. What is needed now is a more consistent applica-
tion of this approach with more specific criteria or stand-
ards stated in terms of outcomes and tied to program goals
and activities,)

3. Staff development orficers set aside part of their annual
budgets, perhaps 5-10 percent, for progra iation.

4. The approximately 100 colleges who repori~c comp!=2te evalua-
tions of their staff development progvams be studied. The
purpose of such a study would be to deterimine the benefits

T of such evaluations and to describe some evaluation designs
that other two-year college staff development officers‘may
wish to emulate.

‘A Final Word

Staff development programs have become an established part of some
35-40 percent of all commuﬁity colleges, according to data gathered in
this study. Increasingly, the emphasis in thess pro_rams is on meeting
the needs of all staff members and r.i " the needs of gull-time fac-
ulty. This is an apprépriate trend asd &ne in which the community col-
leges are serving as leaders for -:*hov sepornts of higher education.
Whether or not this upsurge of staif deveizoment activity which began !
the 1970's will continue into this #ew feocads, is aquestion that remains
to be answered.

Whether two-year cc.leges continue Lo sapport and foster devgldﬁment
programs may very well depeud on the -iénonstrated iwpact ~f tnuse pro-
grams., It is hoped that-this report will stimulate-zorecolleggs to
evzluate the impact ofktheir programs and that data frcm his research
will prove useful to colleges seeking new ways to improve their staff

igwelopnent prOgvams.

~d
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Appendix A

INITIAL LETTER AND SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE:

SURVEY Oé STAFF DEVELOPMENT PRACTICES



"April, 1979

Dear Académic Dean:

We are undertaking a national survey of two-year college staff develop-
ment programs and need your assistance. The project is supported by the
National Council for Staff, Program, and Organizational Development (NCS-
POD), one of several councils of the American Association of Community and
Junior Colleges (AACJC). Its purpose is to describe the goals, programs,

and outcomes of existing programs.

Specifically, we would like to know if your institution has what you
would consider an organized program or set of practices for staff develop-
ment and for improving instruction. If you have such 2 program, we would
like you to give the enclosed questionnaire and pre-stamped, return-
addressed envelope to the coordinator or person most knowledgeable about
it. We are interested in knowing of the program even if it is not insti-
tution-wide.

If yours is a multicampus college and you have two or more coordina-
tors for campus-based staff development programs, then we would appreciate
it if you could have the enclosed questionnaire duplicated and sent to each ~
coordinator for completion and returned to us. If you also have a district -

- office coordinator for staff development programs, we would like to have
you request that he complete a copy of the enclosed questionnaires as well.
If ydur college does not have an organized program or set of practices for
staff development or instructional improvement, please write ''NO PROGRAM
AT THIS TIME" across the top of the enclosed questionnaire and return it
to us in the pre-stamped envelope.

Thank you for your help. We will be hublishihg a summary of our find-
‘ings and expect that this report will be of interest to you and your staff.

Sincerely,

Al Smith, Project Director
Institute of Higher.Education

enclosure

-\l'
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April. 1979
SURVEY OF STAFF DEVELOPMENT PRACTICES

Return to: Institute of Higher Education
” College of Education
University of Florida
Gainesville, Florida 32 611
ATTN: Al Smith .

© Code No.
Dear Colleague:

We are undertaking a national survey of staff development programs
at two-year colleges and we need your assistance. The project is sup-
ported by the National Council for Staff, Program and Organization
Development . (NCS-POD), one of several Councils of the American Associa-
tion of Community and Junior Colleges (AACJC).  Its purpose is to de-
scribe the geals, programs, and outcomes of existing programs.’

Thank you for your help in completing this questiomnaire. It should
take between 30-45 minutes of your time. Please return your completed
copy within the next two weeks. We will be publishing a gummary of our
findings and etpect that this report will be of interest to you and your
staff. <

Sincerely,

! Al Smith
Project Director

I. STAFF DEVELOPMENT GOALS

Below are thirty-one staff development goal statements takcn from the 1it-
erature and/or inferred from conversations with practitioners. Which of
these goals are a part of your staff development program. CHECK ALL THAT
" APPLY (Staff is defined here as a11 employees of the college, unless

u ed otherwise}.l

Check Your
Goals llere

1. To increase staff (faculty, administrator, suppert
personnel, clerical, etc.) responsivcness to student needs.

The survey goals used here have been adapted with nerm1551on from those
used by Dr. Robert T. Blackburn and his staff in their 1979 Fund for the
Improvement of Postsecondary Education grant on the assessment of facul-
ty development programs. The University of Michigan Center for the Study
of Higher Edwation, Ann Arbor, Michigan, 48109.

T
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. -2- Check Your
) S - o Goals Here

2. To increase the effectiveness of part-time faculty

3. To provide professional development opportunities for the
college's administrative staff. '

4. To increase academic innovation.

5. To increase administrators’ knowledge of the needs,
resources, barriers to, and strategies for teaching
"improvement. -

6. To facilitate a staff member's ability to participate in
institutional decision-making.

7. To help staff retrain for assuming responsibilities in new
areas. T

’

8. To increase the faculty's knowledge abdut the teaching-

e *
learning process. -

3 ———
-

9. To create a climate in which the attainment of effec-
tive teaching is an ongoing concern.

.10. 'To reduce student attrition.

11.  To acquaint staff with the distinct mission and objectives
of their institution.

12. To encourage staff to examine their central values and
beliefs concerning education or work.

13. To eﬁﬁance the staff's personal growth and self-actualkization.

14. To initiate a periodic review of the performance of all
staff members.
L™ )
15. To provide!professicnal development opportunities for the
college's jacademic support staff, i.e., counselors
‘librariang, etc.

16. To increase staff interpersonal skills.
17. To increase staff prbductivity$

17 7o improve;the faculty's ability te evaluate studert
- erformance. -

19. To increase student motivation to learn.

20. To increase the faculty's repertoire of teaching methods.

et/

i
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21.

22.

25.

26.

27.

IT.

To

-3 Check Your
: . Goals Here

.

%
improve the faculty's ability to plan and develop

courses of instruction riesigned to facilitate the achleve—
ment of clearly articulated objectives.

To

v

stimulate and assist academic departments in meetlng

their goals.

To acquaint staff with current issues and trends in higher
education.

To

.

increase interpersonal contact and a sense of community

among staff.

To
cl

To

sense: of personal and professional worth about teaching.

To
To
To

To

- To

."'. ot

improve the performance of non-academic staff, i.e.,
erical, maincenance personnel, etc.

instill a sense of importance about teaching and a " ‘

méximize the.use of avajlable teachiné—learning resources
increase s;aff satisfaction with their work.

renew fdculty interest in teaching.

increase student learning.

increase the facujty's skills in instruction.

her (write in)

.

. STAFF DEVELOPMENT PRACT\ICESl

\

'Listed below are a number of practices that might be used to help..
staff develop in their variety of roles. Of the following prac-
tices which you have used, please indicate how effective you feel
they have been as development practices. (Circle appropriate
responses.) ) "

1Survey questions from: John A. Centra, Facultf Development Practices in

u.s,

Tes

Colleges and Universities. Copyright (¢) 1976 by Educationzl .
ting Service, Adapted and reprinted by permission with <ome new

‘additions.

3
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Response Kex

N

0 Absolutely no.idea of its effectiveness
1 Not very effective (or worthwhile)
. 2 Somewhat effective
3 Effective
4 Very effective (or worthwhile) 4
: Estimation of
Practice Effectiveness
(If you would like to comment about any . (Respond only
. practice, please do so bﬁlow) j if used) .
A. Workshops, Seminars, Programs ' .

1. Workshops or presentations that explore various methods
or techniques of instruction. 01 2 3 4

t9

Workshops, seminars, or shart courses that review subject

matter or introduce new knowledge in a field. .61 2 3.4
3. Workshops or seminars dealing with new or different .
approaches to develop curricula. . 0 1-2 3 4
4. Workshops, seminars, or programs to acquaint staff with
goals of the institution and types of students enrolled. 0 1 2 3 4
5.. Workshops, seminars, or programs to improve the manage- i
‘ment of departmental operations. . . 01 2 3 4
6. Workshops 9: nrogram in faculty affective develo pment. 0 1 [2 3 4
7. Workshops, seminars, or short courses for admini strators.0 1 !2 3.4
: i
~ . ~ : o |
8. Workshoﬁs, seminars, or short courses for non-academic &y

staff. 0 1/2 3 4

»

9. VWorkshops, seminars, or short courese for part-time !
faculty. 01 2 3 4

Other workshops, seminars, etc. (please list and ccmment on effectiveness.)
Comment about aabove practices: ‘

730
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Estimation cf
Effectiveness
(Respond only if used)

7

- o ]
— (5 QD )
g & & 3
= Gy Uy =
: ) © w 3}
f 2o o
- 3 p g o2 &
Pract{gs = L = £ =
{(If you would like to comment abont any: R e & .
: ) PR 1) -
practice, pleaase do so ‘b?low.) ~ 2 2 8 B &
B. Analysis or Assessment Practices
1. Systematic ratings of instruction by students ' -
used to help faculty improve. o 1 2 3 4
2. Formal assessments by colleagues for teaching or
course improvement (i.e., visitations or use of -
assessment form). ' 0 1 2 k.
3. Systematic teaching ox course evaluations by an
administrator for improvement purpocses. o 1 2 3 4
4. System for faculty to assess their own strengths -~
" and areas needing improvement. 60 1 2.3 4
5. Classroomvisitation by an instructional resource
person (i.e., a development specialist), upon o :
request, followed by a diagnosis of teaching. o 1 2 .3 4
6., Analysis of in-class video tapes to improve -
instruction, . 0 1 2 3 4
" 7. Faculty with expertlse consult with other faculty :
on teachlng or course improvement. : . 0 1 2 3 4
8. '"Ma:ster teachers" or senior faculty work closely ~ )
with new or apprentlce teachers. - 2 1 2 3 a
9. Professional and pergonal developmeht Tlan (some-
times called a growth cont*art) for 1nd1v;ouul _ '
faculty members. ;o -0 1 2 -2 4

10. Paculty evaluation of college“administrators.

o O
p— —
td
(70 I 2

F oy

11. Annual evaluation for all college staff members.

12. Professional and personal development plans for
all staff members. N LS |

-

t2
(73]
PeS
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Other tvpes of ¢nrlvsis or assessment practices (iist with estimates of
effectiveness). (o>mments about above practices:

Estiﬁation of
Effectiveness
(Respond only if used)

[} .
>= U > Y
C. Media, Technology, Course Development ;é e 2 T &
‘ : . HT B o =
1. Specialist on campus to assist faculty in use of o 5 E§ H E
audio-visual aids in instruction, 1nclud1ng closed- = = @ B\o=
c1rcu1t telev131on 0 1 2 3 4
2. Assistance to faculty in use of 1nstruct10nal tecu~
nology as a teaching aid (e.g., programmed learnlng
or comput r-assisted instruction.) ) o 1 2 3 4
3. Specialists ro assist faculty in constructing tests )
~ or evaluating student performance. 0 1 2 3 4
- . N ’ ¥
4. Spe:ialist to assist individual faculty in instruc-
tional or course development by consulting on course
objectives and course design. .0 1 2 3 4
5. Specialist to help faculty develop teaching skills
such as lecturing or leading discussions, or to en-
courage e of different teaching-learning strategles
such as #¥ndividualized instruction. 0 1 2 3 4
6. Outside consultant$~to;assist administrators with
' latest technology and management pract;ce. 0 1 2 3 4
7.- Speeialists on campus to assist part-time faculty'
with media, technology;, and course development. 0 1 2 3 4
8. Outside consulilants to.assist non-academic support
staff in -'sing latest technology and pradtice. .0 1 2 3 4

Other types of media, technology, or couise development practices.
Comments abOUt above practices:

T

Q .. - .
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Estimation of
Effectiveness
(Respond only if used)
o] N

=~ o
D W~ o »owm
D. Miscellaneous Practices c uw BB B
h _ : Z 0 v w >
1. Use of grants by faculty members for developing -0 T 2 3 4
new or diZferent approaches to courses or teaching.
2. Faculty visitations to other institutions:(or to
other parts of this institution) to review educational
programs or innovative projects. 1 2 3 4
3. Faculty take courses offered by colleagues. 0 1 2 3
4. Personal counseling provided individual faculty
members on career goals and other personal develop-
ment areas. 01 2 3
5. Sabbatical leaves for administrators. 01 2 3 4
6. Paid or unpaid leaves for non-academic staff for
professional development purposes. 01 2 3 4
7. Non-academic staff tuition wuiver program for
individuals taking courses in the colleges. , 01 2 3 4

Other miscellaneous practices. vomments about miscellaneous practices:

i s .
| I11I. Of the following practices used at your institution, please estimate
' their effectiveness on the same scale of zero to four.

Response Key

Absolutely no idea of its effectiveness
Not very effective

Somewhat effective

Effective

Very effective

NN O

Respond only if
practice exists

Practice

{If ybu would like to comment about any practice,
pleasc¢ do so below.)

1. A specific calendar period is set aside for profes-

sional development. o 1 2 3
2. There is periodic review of the performance of all
faculty members, whether tenured or not. 0 1 2 3
3. Sabbazical leaves with at least half “salary. 0 1 2 3 4
A policy of unpaid leaves that covers educational
or developmental purposes. 9 1 2 3

(r
(N




Respond only i~

Practice practice exists

5. Lighter than normal teaching load for first-year 0 1 2 3 4

faculty. . :
6. Temporary teaching load reductions to work on a .ew

course, major course revision, or research area. 0 1 2 3 4
7. Travel grants to refresh or update knowledge in

a particular field. 0 1 2 3 4
8. Travel funds available to attend professional

conferences. ' 0 1 2 3 .4
9. '"Visiting scholars" program that brings-people to

the campus for short or long periods. . o 1 2 3 4
i0. Summer grants for projects to improve instruction _

or courses. 0 1 23 4
11. There is a campus committee on staff or faculty

development. ' ' : 0. 1 2 3 4
12. Needs assessment conducted to determine program

goals ard priorities. o 1 2 3 4

Other practices. Comments about above practices:

o

IV. PARTICIPATION

What proportion of each of the following groups of staff members wou.d
you estimate has been generally most involved in development activities?

Approximate Proportion
(Circle one in each row)
Very About

Few Some  Half Most

1. Younger faculty in their first years of teach-

ing. 1 2 3 4
2. Faculty with over 15 or 20 years of teaching

experience. 1 2 3 4
3. Non-tenured faculty. 1 2 3 4
+. Tenured facultv 1 2 3 4
5. Good, teachers who want to get better. 1 2 3 4
6. Faculty who really need to improve 1 2 3 4
7. Part-time faculty. 1 2 3 4
8. ’College administrators (including department

chairpersons). 1 2 3 4
9. Clerical staft, 1 2 3 4
10. Other non-academic support staff. 1 2 3 -4
1. Other (ypecify) 1 2 3 4

(r
N,




V. FUNDING

A.

C.

Epproximately what proportion of the total money spent for staff

development activities at your institution during the past year
has' come from each of the .ollowing sources The total should
add to 100 percent.

Write in approximate¢ percentage

»

o

Institutional general fund

pos
.

2. Grant from federal governmént or
foundation

o

o°

3. Direct funds from the state

4. Other %

Should add to: 100%
What percent of the total annual institutionél»(college) budget
does #1, under A on the prev.ous page. represent. (circle one)

O

1. -1 4. 8-10%
2. -4 5. Over 10%
3 7

o o® g©

5

Has the proportion of the annual institutional budget used for

staff development (circle one):

1. Increased over the past two years?
2. Decreasea over the past two years?
3. Remained zb~ut the same?

VI. ORGANIZATION

A.

Does your institution have an on-campus person or unit(s) for

staff development or instructional improvement (e.g., Office of
Educational Development, Instructional Resource Unit, Teaching
Improvement Unit, etc.)}?

1. Yes 2, No

If yecs, please list the ‘title of the unit(s) and the number of -
full-time equivalent professional staff involved.

Title Number




£

~-10-

C. How long has it (have they) existed?

~ .

(U.mbér of years)

. A .
VII. institution part of a consortium or +: ‘opnal group that con-
centrages on faculty development? . (Circle r¢.. -ce)
1. Yes 2. No
If yes, give the name. . o .
VI.I. HAs there been an avaluation o: q.2 stafk developmein pvas .. -
ctivities at your institution? . ‘i-cle Tespense)
: 2
L. Yes ' 2. Ne

If yes or in part, could you descri’sy the evaluation below oy zruvide
a copy of the report if available? ‘

IX. CRITERIA FOR EVALUATING STAFF.DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS.l

Listed below are a numper of cviteria or standards that might be
used in evaluating your'staff dev.lopment program. Of the following
evaluation criteria, wlicl, vcu have used, please indicate the cegree
to which they have been me:,

0 Arlioiutely ne idea of Cur success
}. N‘A’Y ' A ".
2 Parvially met
& Fuliy met
{é Criteria .
(Tf you wouid like to comment about any M '

criterion, please do so below.)

<

4

lThe criteria used hére nave béen adapted and reprinted fr:.a Evaiggg}ng
Teaching Improvcment,Programs (1978) by William R, 0'Connell, Jr. . d L.
Richard Meeth with permission of the Council on Learning und Chang. ¥aga

zine Press, NBW Tower, New Rochelle, N.Y. 10801,

s
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Criteria for Judging the Staff Develdbment Program

The staff development program is appropriate to institu-
tional size, resources, goals, anrd needs.

The staff development program holds a significant place
within the organization in terms of: role, line, budget,
visibility, status.

Goals and outcomes of the program are clearly specified.

Program activities are determined by the goals of the
program.

The content of each program activity is well-ordered,
comprehensive, and agpropriate to the levels and
abilities of the participants.

The variety of instructional resources and methods are
congruent with the goals of the program and abilities
of thec°participants.

Participants retain and mnake us: of what is learngd.

The program activities and” operation are cost-effective
in relation to goals and purpnses.

. N .
The number of participants in the srogram's activities
is sustained or increased in suc.ceding program offerings.

The program demonstrates a “r: .le et z¢” within the
institution. )

Other criteria. (omments about above criteria:

Crteria for Judging [rogram Effect on the Faculty

Faculty identify themselves more -.ror.ly as teachers:
a. Increased reading about t~achig

b. More ¢ nversation about texciiing.

¢.” More adequate vocabulary for describing teaching.
d. More writing about teaching.

Faculty cxhibit increased knowledge of and saills with

alternative teaching methods:
a. Use alternative media, new methodcl :gies.
b. Demonstrate improved performance.

Faculty demonstrate stronger collegial relativaships

regarding teaching. : .

a. Encourage co!leagues and 2ssist them in solving »aeir
problems. "

b. Share with colleagues concerns about goals, problems,
and methods of teaching. .

o No idea

o

[w)

<

Do oo

o O

-

[

- Not met™

met

N Part.

i

(3]

(3]

D N

Fully met
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v

vl L L Lt

W
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Faculty exhibit increased understanding of themselves
as teachers:

O A0 on

Increased satisfaction in teaching.

More enjoyment in teaching, ‘

Less disdainful about teaching and students.

More selffionscious about inadequacies in teaching.
Evidence of attempts to clarify assumption about
teaching and learning.

Exhibit enthusiasm for content and instructional
methods,

Faculty demonstrate evidence of professional self-renewal.

- Faculty demonstrate improved communication skills through

greater clarity of presentations, goals, and assignments.

. . Faculty use their knowledge and skills to improve teaching
institution-wide:

-~ d.

-

9.

a.
b.

c.

Support activities of the teaching improvement program.

Are involved in reorganizing course or department
curriculum.
Create training programs for new instructors.

Faculty demonstrates more responsiveness to individual
student interests, expectations, and backgrounds.

a.
b.
c.

f.

More ~:tention to student personal needs ard valugg,
More informal. faculty interaction with stucents
More attention to student concerns about personal
identity. )

-Mor'e attention to student concerns about vcgktional

- Adentity.
e. A

lore effort to foster student interpersonal relation-
ships. .

More effort to facilitate inforied student decisipn-
making for course selection and utilization

Faculty apply evaluation criteria, standards, and method-
ologies that are clear and appropriate to the goal of

the learning experience.

Comments about above criteria:

(r

e

‘-

OO o© No idea
— — — — Not met

oo

OO

[

met'
RN Fuily met

posmsr
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D. Criteria for Judging Program Effect on the Institution 28 8
1. As a consequence of improved tesching, graduates are better
informed and more concerned citizens. : 0 1 2
2.. The curriculum costs are different because of the teaching
improvement program: .
a. The same offerings fcr less money. 0 1 2
b. More offerings for the same money. 0o 1 2
c. More offerings for less money.. -0 1 2
d. Higher quality of offerings for more money. 0 1 2
3. Graduates of the institution are more employable. 0 1 2
4. Graduates of the institution are motivated to continve
learning and arec more fulfilled as persons. 0o 1 2
S. The goals of institution are changed, with more emphasis
being placed on teaching and learning. 0 1 2
6. Staff morale,ishimprovea. 0o 1 2
‘7. The same staff in all positions are more productive
for the same personnel expenditure. 0 1 2
Comments about above criteria:
X. Ir:titutional Characteristics (Circl: one in each category)
A. Source of control: )
1. Private 2. Public
B. Religious affiliation: _
1. None 3. Catholic
2. Protestant 4. Other religious

, . : group
C. Total student enrollment (full-time):

AS

) 1. under 1000

&_/ 2. 1000-2500
C\t. 1000- 5000

5%

]

5,000-10,000
1¢,000-20,000
Over 20,000

[« 3T, B -3

(

Fully met

w

[ R T VR RV
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Name of institution

Your name

. Title

Finally, we invite you to include additional comments about the staff
deve lopment program or practices at your institution--its basic strategy
or emphasis, its most critical problems, etc. If there ispa document
that describes your program, you may wan*t to forward a copy to us. Com-
ments may be made on a separate sheet of paper.

Return to: Institute of Higher Education -
' College of Education
University of Florida
Gainesville, Florida 32611
ATTN.: Al Smith

~



