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ABSTRACT

This research was comprised of a case study conducted at Grand View tynigersi
determine facultperceptions and perspectives of outcomes related to a Title Il grant-
funded, professional development program. The conceptual framework for the study was
based on a systematic process called the logic model (W. K. Kellogg Foundation, 2004). A
goal-free evaluation technique developed by Scriven in 1972 (Scriven, 1974) was the method
utilized for conducting atilization-focused evaluation (Patton, 1997). These evaluation
processes were conducted through the use of semi-structured interviews of twgrdopss
and four key informants to determine the short-, medium-, and long-term outcomes of the
program athis private, Midwestern, liberal arts university. Findings from thevreess
revealed that the long-term effects on the university included a renefaaldtly
commitment to teaching. Faculty involvement in professional developmentiastisinow
being used in hiring, promotion, and tenure decisions. In addition, there is a sustained

retention of students, and classroom technology has become an expectation oftthe fac
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

In 2003, a private liberal arts college applied for and secured a $1,576t/£52
grant from the United States Department of Education (Grand View College, 2003). The
five-year grant recommended three components for improvement: (a) traimgfor
advisement; (b) strengthening faculty/staff development; and (c)rgdaculty/staff access
to critical student information. The objectives of the grant were to improve fatafty/
knowledge and use of new teaching and retention strategies, increase student anolvem
and achievement in the process, and increase student retention and graduatiomt'She gra
overall objective regarding professional development was to “...equip facultyhsith
knowledge of styles and the use of pedagogies and information technologies that support
various learning styles and ability levels” (Grand View College, 2003, p. 40).

The faculty needs assessment for the grant application was comprisedfattdiyr
focus groups. According to the faculty profile within the grant application, iniaddd
traditional faculty responsibilities, the faculty also served on variouggeolemmittees,
made community presentations, assisted in student recruitment, and attemptetbfo deve
professionally, primarily on their own time (Grand View College, 2002). Among the four
faculty focus groups, one theme that consistently emerged was that, while Veanitey to
learn new pedagogies and technological advances to improve student leaangg, he
teaching loads and advising responsibilities made it difficult to explore oriergre: with
new approaches (Grand View College, 2003).

Some of the weaknesses identified by the four faculty focus groups in the grant

application specific to faculty development were: (a) inadequate facutyl&dge of new
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and innovative strategies to address the diverse needs of at-risk studentsgc@hbé¢ dieés
inability to offer sufficient professional development; and (c) obsolete instnatt
technologies coupled with inexperience with modern instructional technologieklifiom,
it was noted that faculty teaching overload was excessively high (argawdrsix credit
hours over the 12 credit hour fulltime load) (Grand View College, 2003). The existence of
these deficiencies was supported in@rand View College Faculty Handbo@k002),
which stated that the only professional development initiative wasdimidual faculty
funds to be used by faculty members to attend off-campus workshops or confereands. Gr
View College (GVC) did not provide any other professional development programming or
activities.

Information gleanedrom the faculty focus groups indicatddht faculty did not
receive training irfhow to teach”and few had the time or opportunity to update their skills
(GVC, 2003). Duringhe time preceding the implementation of the grant, faculty
development at Grand View College was limited to professional development for each
faculty member, fowhich a designated amount of money was added each year. Faculty
members were encouraged to use these funds to pay for workshops or conferenaes of thei
choice for professional development. The funds were not restricted to educational
opportunities that would enhance teaching or learning; rather, the faculty memiers
attend workshops to enhance their knowledge in their field (GVC, 2002).

This type of professional developmentansistent with early forms of professional
development throughout the nation. Prior to the 1970s, knowledge of an academic discipline
was the primary criterion for securing and advancing oaegslemic position. As

professional development evolved, it came to mean encouraging faculty torlddamkaep
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current in their chosen fields (Gaff & Simpson, 1994; Sorcinelli, Austin, Eddye&cB,
2006).

As noted in the grant, data from the faculty focus groups indicated that 85% of the
faculty utilized traditional lecture as their main teaching strateggdtlition, this report also
corroborated the fact that, although college faculty were eager to use newgiesiaga
instructional technologies, their heavy teaching loads (an average of six haload¥er a
total teaching load of 18 hours) and lack of internal and external resourcesafygcbitom
faulty from adapting to needed chandésancial resources dedicated to faculty
development were designated ‘@ne-half the amount provided by sister colleges affiliated
with the Evangelical Lutheran Church in America” (GVC, 2003, p. 27).

To address thegwofessional development issues, the grant writers proposed four
solutions:

e Implement community strategies that had proven successful at other comparable
institutions;

e Develop a Center for Excellence in Teaching and equip Smart Classrooms imorder t
provide faculty with access to professional development and new classroom
technologies;

¢ Pilot a comprehensive faculty development program in new teaching strategies
through an annual Summer Institute workshop; and

e Provide release time to faculty to develop or complete modifications to theaudarr

(later named Teaching Scholars).
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Finally, to ensure continued faculty development, the writers of the gramtagtjgp
recommended hiring of an Activity Director/Specialist whose responsbilitould be
assumed by the Provost at the end of the grant period (GVC, 2003).

These activities were to be developed and implemented over the five-yealr gferi
the grant. In addition, other faculty development initiatives implemented bytig hired
Activity Specialist includedmonthly educational sessions cal@dnversations on
Teaching a weekly online newsletter call@@aching IDEAindividual consultation with
faculty members; and mini-grants for Learning Communities to engage suigside the
classroom. Several faculty who applied and were awarded one- to threadirotegdiof
release time to create or revise curricula became known as “TeachirlgrStc{feamela
Milloy, personal communication, December 18, 2006).

As stated in the grant, overall faculty development would be measured according to
the following objective statement:

...by the end of 2005-2006, 75% of the faculty teaching high-risk gateway

course will have incorporated new teaching strategies and technologies into

these courses, a significant increase over the percentage (approxitbéteg!

using computer-based and other alternative teaching strategies in the 2002-
2003 baseline year. (GVC, 2003, p. 42)

The corresponding performance indicator for year 5 (2007-2008) of the grant ‘€G&gédf

the full-time faculty and 40% of the part-time faculty will have incorporatedteaching

strategies and supporting technologies into at least two of their courses; RBVE; p. 42).
According to an evaluation study completed by Kimpel (2009), 69 of 92 (75%) of the

fulltime faculty responded they have used active pedagogical stsatedvweo or more

courses since 2003. These data were obtained by counting every survey in which the

respondent reported using any two active strategies (strategies athé&dture or
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observational demonstrations) in two or more courses since the beginning of thelgraat. T
data were obtained by counting every survey in which the respondent reported using any tw
active strategies (i.e. other than lecture or observational demonstratitws)or more
courses. All respondents (69) reported using more than one active pedagogegy $h
their courses; therefore, GVC has exceeded the final performance indicés86 of the
full-time faculty using new teaching strategies and supporting techeslogat least two of
their courses.

The goal was to increase the number to 65% of fulltime faculty; thus, GVCdextee
faculty development performance indicator in tReyBar. Data were also collected to
determinghe percentage of time utilized in class for active pedagogical sest€yerall,
the 69 respondents reported an average of 66% of their time in class was spent on active
pedagogical strategies vers2# on passive pedagogical strategies.

While numerous solutions were proposed in the grant application to address
deficiencies in faculty development, the majority of the interventions weremented
according to discretion of the Title 1l Activity Specialist. Evaluatioriref comprehensive
faculty development program has been completed. The goal of this study wassothss
change in faculty’s perceptions and perspectives regarding the professiotacheve

program in this liberal arts college.

Problem
As the end of the Title Il Grant period neared for Grand View College, itimastd
evaluate the outcomes (both short- and medium-term) of the faculty development program

and the impact on the faculty. Earlier work by Kimpel (2009) provided quantitative data
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about which professional development activities the faculty utilized, the degréecto w
these activities met the faculties’ learning needs, new teachinggstitused since the
beginning of the grant period, and an estimate of time spent using active and pashing te
strategies. In addition, it was aldetermined that the faculty had met the goal for
professional development as stated in the grant application.

Kirkpatrick’s Training Evaluation Model (Chapman, 2007; Kirkpatrick, 1998)
provided a framework for the various levels of program evaluation to determine ande€ompa
what was completed and what was still needéds evaluation model provides a
straightforward, systematic way to evaluate training programsh{tat, 2005). The
evaluation completed thus far had been limited to Kirkpatrick’s first tlenesdd of
evaluation, reaction (how faulty felt about activities), some faculty legyaind some
behavior (application of learning in the classroom) levels of evaluation. Lewalliagon
of reactions is the most commonly assessed level in program evaluation<2 Lexedliation
of faculty learning usually occurs during the course of the training. L3\ealuation of
behavior addresses the extent to which new knowledge was applied on the job or resulted in
enhanced job performance (Chapman, 2007; Kirkpatrick, 1998; Mathison, 2005).

These evaluations have not included Kirkpatrick’s fourth level of evaluation, known
asresults which measures thedfect of training on the culture or environment. According to
Mathison (2005), the fourth level of information is the most valuable and is crucial for
identifying how training functions contribute to organizational success. In @adiecause
this evaluation process is carried out after training is completed, it elewitieg need for

pre-course measurers of learning or job-performance measuresghmihiates the need to
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measure all of the various factors that surround the training process. Concluawmgrdm
this evaluation process are based solely on outcomes’ measures (Mathison, 2005).

The final grant report required the institution to collect and aggregatealated to
the summative evaluation of the professional development program. Absent from any
previous evaluations were measures of any unanticipated outcomes of theggtiviti
outcomes of the program, and the impact of the professional development program based on
faculty’s perceptions and perspectives. Findings from this study can bedufdizsecuring
resources dedicated to professional development. This study utilized the loglqWioKe
Kellogg Foundation, 2004) to understand the relationship between resources needed to
operate the program, the professional development activities, and chargetanutty’s
perceptions and perspectives. Use of a systematic process, such as tmetyj not only
enablecdevaluation of the current professional development program, but also provided a
framework for future grant-seeking opportunities by visually looking atrihieee
professional development programming process.

Scriven’s (1974) goal-free evaluation technique enabled this researctientityi
unanticipated program outcomes and deterrtiaeeffect of the professional development
program on the academic culture. The lack of previously stated objectives redsesdabic
increased obijectivity, aiding this researcher to identify the outcomesfantsef

Utilization-focused evaluation (Patton, 1997) can aid to erikate¢he program
evaluation will make an impact on the organization. This form of evaluation enableteithte
users (faculty members) to find and apply evaluation findings to their intendetlalse. |
increases the likelihood the findings will be used for program improvement and

accountability. In this type of evaluation, the evaluator can employ methadse¢ha
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necessary to ensure that he or she focuses on the most important questions. The present
research used Scriven’s (1974) goal-free evaluation technique to identifyidpdiest

unanticipated outcomes of the program and impact on the organization.

Purpose

The purpose of this research was to study the outcomes and the change in faculty
perceptions and perspectives resulting from a professional development phaggach with
Title Ill grant money at a private, Midwestern, liberal arts collég@aifd View College) by
utilizing a systematic process based on the logic model (W. K. Kellogg Foamd2®04). A
goal-free evaluation technique developed by Scriven in 1972 (Scriven, 1974) was employe
as the method for conducting a utilization-focused evaluation (Patton, 1997). These
evaluation processes enabled this researcher (in conjunction with intended useufyor f
members) to determine the short-, medium-, and long-term outcomes of the pregvath a
as the program'’s effect on faculty perceptions and perspectives. Theysise that the
findings of the evaluation will be utilized by the institution. The goal-freéuatian
technique also enables one to focus on actual outcomes and identify any unanticdpated si
effects of the program that might have been missed because of narrowlpdomusntended
objectives (Fitzpatrick et al., 2004; Scriven, 1974). The goal-free evaluatlumdee used
within an utilization-focused evaluationasway to derive the final three phases of the logic
model related to short-, medium-, and long-term outcomes and impact on faculty’s
perceptions and perspectives. This process was used by the researchergo addres
Kirkpatrick’s (1998) fourth level of evaluation which asseds®s the professional

development program affected the organization.
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Faculty members, as the target of the professional development prograkewere
stakeholders. Their input was assessed through focus groups for writingrihagplication
and it was important that they be intimately involved with the evaluation of the pr@me
in determining how their perceptions and perspectives have changed as a tasult of

professional development program.

Research Questions
The following research questions guided this study:
1. What are the faculty’s perceptions of the short-term outcomes resultingd e Il|
Grant funded professional development program?
2. What are the faculty’s perceptions of medium-term outputs or direct products of the
program?
3. What are the faculty’s perceptions of the long-term outcomes or intended/unintended
changes in the organization related to the effects of the professional dev@lopme

program (W. K. Kellogg Foundation, 2004)?

Methods
This constructivist study utilized a basic interpretive theoretical petrgpeThe
goal-free evaluation process, used withurtiazation-focused evaluation, for determining the
objectives, outputs, and impact on the academic culture yielded qualitative datatifes pe
logic model (W. K. Kellogg Foundation, 2004), the researcher initially partedpa the
various activities to determine the objectives, outcomes, and impact of the piodéessi
development activities through observation. The observation was followed by two focus

groups and four individual interviews. The interviews were conducted to determine
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participants’ beliefs about the objectives, outcomes, and impact of the actiitezsthe
field notes and interviews were transcribed, the data were initially &uhiysing an open
coding method followed by a focused coding method, which helped to identify common
themes for the objectives, outcomes, and impact (Esterberg, 2002). A detailedidasaiript

the methods used in this study app@aShapter 3.

Significance

Today, professional developmenbiscoming increasingly important to higher
education (Guskey, 2000; Sorcinelli et al., 2006). Meacham and Ludwig (2001) address this
importance in the following:

The faculty are the most enduring and valuable resource that any institution

has. Creating and sustaining a sense of shared educational purpose and zeal

for teaching among the faculty is of paramount importance in times of change

and fiscal stringency. Faculty who regularly share personal and intellect

effort can become energized members of the college or university community.

Their commitment to each other and to the institution increases.... Viewed this

way, faculty development, done well, is not a luxury but a necessity as higher
education faces the 2tentury. (p. 169)

Grand View College faculty and staff identified the need for professionalagexeht
through the four focus groups formed to assess needs for the Title Il granatplic

The significance of this study was to evaluate the changes in facultpfpenseand
perspectives on the university related to a professional development progratedninder
a Title Il grant at Grand View Colleg&impel (2009) previously conducted research using
the first three ofour levels of Kirkpatrick’s Training Evaluation Model (Chapman, 2007;
Kirkpatrick, 1998). The fourth levetesults,on the organization has been addressed. The
current study utilized a logic model (W. K. Kellogg Foundation, 2004) as a guide to

systematically evaluating the short-term, medium-term, and long-terrmnoescof the
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professional development program. The evaluation also employed goalditeation
developed by Scriven (1974) as the process within utilization-focused evaluatitom(P
1997). The researcher was unable to find previterature or research studies on the
practical application of goal free evaluation. This study will add to the body efl&dge on
the practical application of the logic model and use of the goal-free evaluagithod within

a utilization-focused evaluation.

Conceptual Framework

The conceptual framework that guided this evaluation process was based on the logic
model (W. K. Kellogg Foundation, 2004) which originated in the field of evaluation. This
model communicates the basic logic behind a program. Its purpose is to commieicate
underlying theory or set of assumptions that program proponents have to determae why
program will work or why it is a good solution to an identified problem (W. K. Kellogg
Foundation, 2004; McCawley, n.d.; Schmitz & Parsons, n.d.). Initially, program evaluators
used the logic model as a tool to identify performance measures. Ovgethignteol has been
adapted to program planning (Mc Crawley, n.d.). A program logic model links olgcome
(both short-term and long-term) with the program activities and the thebeststanptions
of the program. This model and its various steps facilitate thinking, planning, and
communicating program objectives and actual accomplishments. Applying tbenodel to
evaluation scenarios results in effective programming, offers gileateng opportunities,
provides better documentation of outcomes, and organizes knowledge about what worked
and why. Thinking about a program in this systematic manner provides “...thg aladit

specificity required for success and often demanded by funders and the corhiWinky
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Kellogg Foundation, 2004, p. 8). In the case of this study, the logic model was not griginall
utilized to guide evaluation of goal attainment for the faculty development proghasn
logic model was used as a guide in the use of a goal-free (Scriven, 19v28tianifocused
(Patton, 1997) evaluation strategies after the initial evaluation of the pooigss
development program outcomes. For this study, the model provided a systematicfprocess
identifying faculty’s perceptions and perspectives of outcomes related tcthiyf
development programs and the identification of unanticipated outcomes (Scriven, 1974).

There are three specific types of logic models. The first is a tiagprpach model
that deals with the change theories that influenced the design and plan of thenpgr
second type of logic model is the activities approach model. This model is gaaaed the
specifics of the implementation process. Finally, the outcomes approach focuse®arit
aspects of program planning and connecting it to the resources and activhie pafgram
and to the desired results. This model further divides outcomes into short- and long-term
outcomes, and impact on the organization that results from the activities. This typdedf
is most useful in designing effective evaluation and reporting strat@yids. Kellogg
Foundation, 2004). This outcomes approach type of logic model wasubedcurrent
research. A visual model of the logic model for evaluation is shown in Figure 1.

The logic model is most valuable when we focus on what we want to communicate
(McCawley, n.d.). In this study, the focus is on the outputs, outcomes, and impact of the
professional development program at Grand View College that was developetiterlll
Grant. While “...there is no best logic mode” (W. K. Kellogg Foundation, 2004, p. 13), there
are steps to build logic model regardless of the type of model being built. In building a

visual logic model there are several elements must be addressed, inthedioiipwing:
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Program Action - Logic Model

Inputs
Priorities What we What we do | Who wa reach What the What the What the
Lo . short tomm midium borm | ultimabs
Situation | Consider Concuct Farticipanis resulls arn results are mpactis) Is
Hesdsang | T Saff workdhooh. | .
T Nhin TR W Leaming Action Condiions
Vel _ Hevices -DI. . Aaareness Baldrics Social
M“- Waratos Devnlop Bt Krowledge | Pracsce Economic
R g, Mgty products,
problems Local dynimios. A— CLETICAIET, Cuglormarng AAdas Decssion- Chic
Stakeholder | comatonie T';:MH Skills misking Emvvircnmen il
angagement | o Meterisle Prewide Satisteetion Openions i
Intencod Equipment ecunsaling PR— Social Action
QulComes AssHas
ety Parinior "
Farne Wiork wilth
mitdia

Evaluation
Focus - Collect Data - Analyze and Interpret - Rieport

Adopted from University of Wisconsin Extension tttpvw.uwex.edu/ces/pdande/evaluation/evallogicmduiesl

Figure 1. Evaluation plan in the logic model

Situation is a statement of the problem or issues that the program is attemptingetolrémv

information that supports the identification of the problem is obtained from needsnasses

of the stakeholders.

Assumptions are the values or hypotheses behind why and how the change strategies will

work with the participants.

External Factorsor External I nfluences refer to supporting and antagonizing factors on the

program.
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Priorities of activities need to be based on the organization’s mission, values, visions, and
resources available.
I nputs are the resources that the organization invests in the program or brings to theprogra
It can include such things as human resources, fiscal resources, equipment, knowksjge bas
and collaborators.
Outputs are comprised of activities or actions that were completed and partiogpahes
people who were reached. This element helps to establish the linkage betweeblém pr
and the impact of the activities used to address the problem.
Outcomes are subdivided into short-, medium-, and long-term outcomes. Short-term
outcomes of educational programs include changes in awareness, knowledge, skills,
motivation, and/or attitude. Medium-term outcomes follow the short-term outcordes a
include changes in practices, behaviors, policies, technologies, and/or managetemits.
The long-term outcomes refer to the impact of the program on the organization. This can
include changes such as improved economic conditions, improved social conditions,
improved environment, and/or improved political conditions.
Evaluation is the plan to for assessing the program. Alternatives to assess thequosess
in planning the program are one part of an evaluation plan. This includes questiarg deali
with specific activities that were implemented and whether desired lgvetsticipation
were met, or whether participants expressed the expected degree daftgatisigpected. An
evaluation plan will identify indicators appropriate to the desired outcomes &s shor
medium-, and long-term. These outcomes should be measurable and answer questions such
as: Did participants demonstrate increased knowledge, enhanced awarenessabontot

Where medium-term outcomes adopted or put into practice? To what extent did the long-
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term outcomes affect the organization (W. K. Kellogg Foundation, 2004; McCawley, n.d.)?
Arrows are drawn in all visual logic models, to represent relationships amoeigthents

(see Figure 2).

Researcher’s Positionality

| became involved in this research as an outgrowth of my work with the Tigeaht
staff. | worked with the Title Ill staff in conducting a summative eatibn of the Title IlI
grant faculty development outcome for my capstone project and for use inrthereport to
the U.S. Department of Education. This work yielded mainly quantitative data and when
guestioned about goals for the various activities, | could not answer. The summative
evaluation was limited to faculty’s participation and satisfaction with the gmogyrtypes of
new teaching strategies adopted, and perceived barriers to involvement with tesi@nafe

development program.
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INPUTS OUTPUTS
Long-term Activities Participation Short-term
What is - What we do:
invested: Summer W;‘Od‘f"& t Short-term
Title Il Grant Institute reached: Vlos results:
money campus-wide Awareness
Conversations faculty
on Teaching /‘/‘
campus- B Teaching IDEA Faculty in Skill
wide facult . s,
y :> Learning knowledge,
: Learning Comm. i
Advisng ’ /ﬁ motivation
Advising Provost,
Title 1l Bt President,
Activity | Teaching Scholar Title 11l Coord.
Dir

Situation: High percentage of GVC faculty using “traditional” teaching strategies due to inadequate knowledge of active teaching strategies, lack of resources

dedicated to professional development & obsolete technology in the classroom
Priorities: 1. increase percentage of faculty using active teaching strategies, 2. Update technology in the classrooms, 3. Enhance resource allocation for

professional development

OUTCOMES

Medium-term

What are the What is the
medium-term ultimate impact on
results: the organization?:
PDAlhAviA

Policies, Culture, social
management conditions;
strategies, economic
practices, and/of conditions; political
procedures conditions

Goal: 75% of the faculty teaching high-risk gateway course will have incorporated new teaching strategies and technologies into these courses

Assumptions:

External Factors

1 If professional development activities were aftrthe

faculty would attend.

2 Faculty would want to improve their teaching aisé active
strategies and new technology in the classroom
3 Faculty want students to be more engaged inl#ssmom

1 Faculty have heavy teaching loads and livaited time for
extra activities

2 Lack of external reward sysfienimproved teaching

Evaluation-Collect dat-analyze/interprereport

Adapted from University of Wisconsin Extension Lodilodel worksheets available at http://www.uwex/eds/pdande/evaluation/evallogicmodelworksheets

Figure 2. Program Action Logic Model
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There has not been an overall evaluation of the professional development program. At
this time, there has been no evaluation of the short-, medium-, and long -term outoomes fr
the faculty’s perspective. After becoming aware ofrtiigsing information| decided to
conduct an evaluation of the professional development program using the logic model and a
goal-free evaluation method within a utilization-focused evaluation.

| actively participated in most of the activities offered since the betgrofithe
program. | also had the opportunity to read the grant for my capstone projectgrihdrefas
awareof the professional development goal as stated in the grant and the activijestsdg
by the grant application writers. | wakso aware of the finding from my capstone study
(Kimpel, 2009) that revealed the professional development program did meet itH Title
grant objective. Information | learned from the earlier study inclutteddegree to which the
activities met faculty needs; the teaching strategies used before emthafprogram was
started; how the Center for Teaching and Learning could better megy faeetls; the
percentage of time in class using active and passive teaching methods; andticqatuzm
in the activities impacted faculty’s teaching. Some of the professiondbgevent activities
had specific goals stated foparticular activity, but overall program goals were not stated in
the activity announcements, grant, or in conversations with the Title 11l gedhtThis
naiveté concerning program goals enalierito conduct a modified goal-free evaluation
without bias due to prior knowledge of the program’s outcomes or impact. In addition, my
close relationship with those who have been highly involved with many of theseexctivit
allowed me easy access to multidivisional faculty members who serveyl @articipants in

this research.
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Although this study was used primarily for evaluation, results of this study also
be used for future grant application writing purposes. This is vital for continuation and
possible growth of the professional development program. Additionally, this studyewill
utilized by the Title 11l grant staff to communicate the results of tladuation to GVC'’s
administration for securing other resources necessary for the operatianhmbtriam. The
delimitation of this study was that, because the study was conducted at g private
Midwestern, liberal arts college, the results may not be transferablertNeless, the
process used in the study could be replicated by other small, private liberallagesor by

other institutions that have professional development programs.

Summary

The goal of this study was to provide a comprehensive evaluation of the professional
development program at a private, Midwestern, liberal arts college (QWe€).
comprehensive evaluation was guided by the logic model (W. K. Kellogg Foundation, 2004).
This utilization-focused evaluation (Patton, 1997) used a goal-free evaluahoigtex
(Scriven, 1974) to identify the short-, medium-, and long-term outcomes on the organization
from the faculty’s perspective.

Chapter 2 provides a review of the literature related to evaluation, professional
development, evaluation of professional development programs, and adult learning
principles. Chapter 3 discusses the epistemology, theoretical perspectivedsnet

participants, and data analysis.
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CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW

The review of literature places this study within the context of previousrcbsea
evaluation, professional development, evaluation in professional development programs, and
changing perceptions and perspectives. Literature describing and supgokpagrick’s
(1998) training evaluation method, utilization-focused evaluation, goal-free tgalua

technique will be included in the review.

Professional Development

Professional development was a concept of tffec2@tury (Gaff & Simpson, 1994).
Originally, knowledge of an academic discipline was the primary critéoiosecuring and
advancing in an academic position. As professional development emerged, ib cagant
encouraging faculty to learn and keep current in their chosen fields. Since the 1970s, ne
approaches to professional development have emerged. A wide variety of meclavems
been used to promote greater skill in teaching and learning. Professional devélo@s
conducted to learn new content, design new courses, and learn new instructional techniques.
In addition, in the 1980s colleges began to utilize instructional development centers funded
by permanent institutional money to serve all faculty. This was a drachatnge from the
1970’s use of externally funded programs (Gaff & Simpson, 1994; Sorcinelli et al., 2006). In
the 1990s, the focus for professional development changed from that of teaching to
enhancing student learning (Sorcinelli et al., 2006).

According to Guskey (2000), professional development reféts.tbose processes
and activities designed to enhance the professional knowledge, skills, and attitudes of

educators so that they might, in turn, improve the learning of students” (p. 18). Pradessi
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development is at the center of every proposal to improve education. The renewaltypf fac
members’ professional skills is a key factor “...that shapes teachei &bileach and
teach all students successfully” (Ellison, 2004, p. 63). Several authors (McLdigns (3l
Van Wyk, 2008; Meacham and Ludwig, 2001; Mintz, 1999) noted that professional
development can no longer be treated as a quick fix or a luxury. Ihatdoe viewed as
something done to the faculty but, rather, it is something that faculty and thetimstcan
undertakegogether to shape the identity of faculty life.

Today, professional development has becoming increasingly important to higher
education (Guskey, 2000; Sorcinelli et al., 2006). Everyone from parents to legistgixs e
higher education institutions to ensure that their graduates are preparedy® ieanga
meaningful work and to be productive members of society (Sorcinelli et al., 2006). Other
factors that suppothe need for professional development include a rapidly expanding
educational knowledge base that requires educators to keep abreast of emergiedgaiow
Educational reforms that require new roles and responsibilities of eduaadors a
administrators affect the role of professional development. In conjunction withctieased
importance of professional development is the concern about the effectiveness of
professional development practices (Guskey, 2000). More specifically, educater a
growing interest in evaluation due to: (a) a better understanding of parfalsgevelopment
as a dynamic process; (b) recognition that professional development isnaatigsedfort to
bring about change; (c) the need for better information to guide change; amcédsed
pressure for accountability (Guskey, 2000).

For schools to continue to be effective in a changing world, they must have the

capacity to adapt to the changes and ensure that those who work for the school perform at
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optimal levels. In order to keep educators operating at these optimum levels, suhstols
utilize professional development (Schlechty & Whitfold, 1983). According to Schledty a
Whitfold, two functions of professional continuing education are to: (a) support the
introduction of new programs, technologies, and/or new procedures into schools; and (b)
enhance performance capacities, refine skills, and expand knowledge in the facatign's
field.

Showers, Joyce, and Bennett (1987) studied how faculty acquire new teaching skills
and then implement them in a classroom. Temyducted a meta-analysis of approximately
200 research studies on faculty development at a time of rapid expansion in the staff
development knowledge base. They also reviewed studies that dealt with thaiaoafis
teaching skills and how faculty incorporate new ideas into their activeaogpeFindings
from their meta-analysis include the following college educators’ peorepdibout the
teaching influences that affect what an educator does when teaching

e Most college educators will take useful information back to the classrobm if t
training includes discussion of theory, demonstration of the new strategy, initial
practice with the new strategy, and prompt feedback on their efforts.

e College educators are more likely to implement new strategies andgtoifdaey
receive coaching while they are trying new ideas.

e College educators with high self-esteem bemeéite from training than educators
with low self-esteem.

e Flexibility in thinking

e College educators incorporate new skills into their repertoire.
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¢ Individual teaching styles rarely affect college educators’ altditgarn from faculty
development.

e A basic level of knowledge of a new skill is necessary to obtain a college @tkicat
“buy-in.”

¢ Initial enthusiasm for training does not enhance learning.

e The design of the training is the most important factaroaspared to the where or
when of training, or who conducts the training.

e College educators’ involvement in organizing or directing the program does not
enhance the effect of training, but social cohesion of the college educators does
facilitate their willingness to try new ideas.

While faculty acquire new knowledge during professional development a&jvitie
little of this knowledge has translated into changing faculty practicés icldassroom
(Schlechty & Whitfold, 1983; Showers & Joyce, 1996). Showers and Joyce retrestled
fewer than 10% of the participants who attended professional development adtiatie
focused on changing teaching strategies and curriculum actually impézhertheir
classrooms what they had learned.

A study by Michael (2007) also noted the failure to implement new knowledge
following professional development workshops. Michael’s research focuseticgtgobn
barriers to implementing active strategies following professionadldpment workshops.
The top five barriers are: (a) active learning requires too much prepanater(t)
classrooms do not lend themselves to active learning; (c) students do not know how to do
active learning; (d) active learning uses too much class time and coeé@geent suffers;

and (e) teachers have less control of the classroom when using active lsaatagjes.
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Although faculty perceptions of these barriers may be somewhat accurateahbe
tainted by lack of experience or lack of knowledge about this approach. Michael
recommended increasing professional development activities to remedy theswprblel
addedhat these activities need to include increased time for practicing thenagygies in
the classroom as well as time to share experiences with peers foragmmémt or support.

Expanding opportunities to practice new behaviors in safe settings is paramount in a
comprehensive model for professional development proposed by Licklider (1997). These
opportunities also provide the participants with time for reflection on their new kngevted
enable them modify their assumptions, beliefs, and behaviors. Other features of this mode
include study teams and peer coaching which provide opportunities for the patsi¢cgpa
share their experiences in a small group, analyze their experimentétiarew methods,
receive feedback, and provide for companionship.

Only one study discussed collective professional development. Garet, Porter,
Desimone, Birman, and Yoon (2001) researched the characteristics of high-quality
professional development. Their findings include the characteristics oftoadle
participation as well as the form of the activity and the duration of thatesi They
discussed the growing interest in collective participation in professionelogenent.

Although there was a paucity of research on the effects of collective goofals
development, Garet et al. (2001) believed that professional development should beldesigne
for a specific group of educators such as educators from the same schoolyvsfme same
department. They cited several reasons for this belief. First, educaton®tkan close
proximity to each other are more likely to discuss concepts, skills, and psothlatrarose

from their professional development experiences. Second, educators from theesaare ar
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more likely to share common curricular materials, courses, and common educationa
outcomes. Third, educators from the same areas often share the same studdnts so tha
students’ needs coultk discussed across the grades, levels, or departments. Finally,
focusing on a group of educators from the same area could help sustain changeigen pract
over time. In addition, collective professional development might contribute toedshar
culture in the designated area, such that educators who teach the sameotonthessame
departments might develop a common understanding of educational goals, methods,
problems and solutions. Collective professional development helps to create a forum for
debate and improving understanding, which increases educators’ professiarhl gro
Furthermore, a collective culture that is supportive of instructional refacititétes
individual change efforts (Garet et al.).

Garet et al. (2001) also discussed the types of activities that are mosvefier
high-quality professional development. Traditional methods such as workshops, institutes
courses, or conferences, while common, ranteeffective in providing educators with
sufficient time, activities, or content necessary for making changksimeaching. They
noted growing interest in reform types of professional education. Inclodatsicategory
are study groups, mentors, or teaching coaches. These activities oftptatakduring the
educators’ regular workday. The researchers found that reform types cSpwoéd
development activities are more responsive to educators’ needs and haverangieztee
on changing teaching practices than traditional activities.

Sorcinelli et al. (2006) explored the challenges facing professional developneat in t
future and revealed the top eight challenges facing liberal artsifitstg’ professional

development: (a) balancing multiple roles; (b) integrating technologghér)ging faculty
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roles; (d) assessing student-centered learning; (e) student-censéetadde(f) teaching
underprepared students; (g) departmental leadership/management; andilig) peat-
time/adjunct faculty. These challenges are related to the changmugdephics and
composition of the faculty, the desire of new faculty for assistance imaticin to the
academic culture, and balancing work and life outside of the institution.

Research conducted in a Canadian medical program (Steinert, McLelat, Boi
Meterissian, Elizov, & Macdonald, 2009) explored reasons clinical teachers did not
participate in centralized faculty development activities. The focus grduiged in this
study revealed four main reasons. First, some participants commented oruthe @bl
work, clinical pressures, difficulty in leaving the clinical site, and grymbalance all the
responsibilities. Their lack of participation was not due to lack of interest. Seewedals
participants cited the lack of direction from the faculty in the medical progrhay strongly
desired a sense of connection with the university through an orientation program upon hire
and more direction in regard to achieving personal and professional goals. Theaord re
cited was lack of recognition or financial reward. A number of participantthéglteaching
at the university was undervalued compared to research and they were nozeztogni
financially rewarded for their efforts. Finally, the location of the aatision the central
campus and other logistics were a hindrance to many participants. Travglmgiad find a
parking space, and the time of day and length of the program were factorsrdat w
specifically identified. Shorter sessions that are offered locally steggested to improve
participation (Steinert et al.).

While there is much support of professional developnvemich can no longer be

considered a luxury, traditional methods of professional development have not proven to be
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effective (McLean, Cilliers, & Van Wyk, 2008). Research has shown that little okthe
knowledge gained in professional development activities has transferred intesirang
teaching. One of the ways several authors advocated to correct this problermifas bee
programs to offer faculty time to reflect on the new knowledge and experimérit withe
classroom. This activity needs to be followed in time with peers so thegnedyze their
experiment in a supportive environment.

Little research has been conducted on the effects of professional development on
student outcomes. Griffin (1983) noted that evaluation of professional development programs
has been limited to evaluating the impact of these programs through immediafgipas
of the worth of the experience. Analyzing the effects of development programasobiet
behavior compared to student outcomes has received little attention because ofiabncept
and methodological difficulties with these types of studies. Griffin destobe possible
data source for development program evaluation agdireeptionsof the planners,
participants, and patrons. Perception data influence not only the subjects’ recaptivi
programs, but also shape subsequent activities of the participants. While perceptiats a
guantifiable, they are present and active. The usefulness of perception data éaglmiiis
limitations and is often helpful in decision-making processes. Griffini&\sopports the

style of self-evaluation completed by faculty in this study.

Transformative learning
In adulthood, one’s epistemology involves awareness of the context of the person’s
interpretations and beliefs and those of others. Informed decision-making sewptinly

awareness of a person’s epistemology but also critical reflection on ithieywvail the
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person’s assumptions. One theory of adult learning that encompasses this concept is
transformative learning. Transformative learning has been defined dyoM&2000) as:
the process by which we transform our taken-for-granted frames ofiredere
.. . to make them more inclusive, discriminating, open, emotionally capable of

change and reflective so that they may generate beliefs and opinions lthat wil
prove more true or justified to guide action. (p. 8)

Transformative learning focuses on how a person learns to act on his or her own
purposes, values, and meanings instead of those that have been uncritically acguired f
others. This type of learning enables people to have greater control ovevéseir |
Transformative learning is concerned with change in the way people seeltlesnasel the
world in which they live (Merriam & Caffarella, 1999). Learning in this pecsive
consisted of a change in a person’s beliefs, values, or entire perspective.

The process of transformative learning is based on life experience diartw
Merriem and Caffarella (1999) and Mezirow (2000), transformative learninguséd on
the belief that humans have a fundamental need to understand the meaning of thedeexiste
When old ways of thinking do not work, a person can either deny or postpone dealing with a
problem or confront it directly. The potential for change is dependent upon engagement with
life experiences to make meaning.

The transformative learning process involves five steps (Merriam &af@HH,

1999). Step one involves a disorienting dilemma or life experiences that a persoeneeser
as a crisis. The crisis cannot be resolved using previously learned problemg-sthtegies.
Step two begins when the adult engages in self-examination and leads to thegirticte
entails a critical assessment of a person’s assumptions. Step four conggoggstion that

others have followed a similar process. The fifth step includes exploring optidrisea
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creation of a plan of action. Step five is comprised of four sub-steps: (a) acdmiowtedge
and skills; (b) negotiating relationships; (c) building confidence and compe(dhead
reintegration back into one’s life.

Fostering greater autonomy in thinking is the product of transformativerhinki
wherein the objective is to help adult learners assess and achieve what thiylagunt
(Mezirow, 2000). Learning objectives can be personal, and focus on social or orgarlizationa
change. Transformative learners with objectives of social or organizatiarage will seek
others who share their insights. Like-minded learners push to examine esigturgl

norms in organizations or communities and become active cultural change agemnswMez

Evaluation

Among professional evaluators, there is no one standardized definigealaation
The termevaluation, has evolved and adapted to fit practitioners’ needs. One of the early
contributors to the development of theories concerning evaluation was Ralph Tyler who
introduced evaluation to the field of education. In the 1930s, Tyler (as citedpaffitk et
al., 2004) purported that evaluation is a process of determining the extent to which the
objectives of a program are actually being met In the 1960s, Scriven (as citegpatrick
et al., 2004) described evaluation as judging the worth or merit of something. Scriven (1991)
later changed his definition to, “The process, whose duty is the systematic ariv@bjec
determination of merit, worth, or value. Without such a process, there is no way to
distinguish the worthwhile from the worthless” (p. 4).

Stuffelbeam (2001) defined evaluation as “...a study designed and conductedtto assis

some audience to assess an object’s merit or worth” (p. 11). Fitzpatrick2&0:)
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described evaluation as “...the identification, clarification, and application afislbfe
criteria to determine an evaluation object’s value (worth or merit) inoelad those criteria”
(p- 5). They purported that the primary purpose of evaluation is to help stakeholders make
decisions or judgments regarding adoption, evaluation, or expansion of the evaluated object.
As an authority on evaluation, the Joint Committee on Standards for Educational iBmaluat
adopted part of Scriven’s (1991) definition and expanded it: “The systematic intiestigfa
the worth or merit of an object” (Joint Committee on Standards for EducationabEual
1994, p. 3). This group further defined the object of evaluation to include theregnam
Incorporated within the term program are “...educational and training pnsgraojects,
and materials” (p. 3). Evaluation has always meant to make a judgment about therwort
merit of an object. In the latter part of the 1990s evaluation was tied to detiglong, and
the objects of evaluation were specified.

The various definitions of evaluation emerged from two differing epistemaslofine
first epistemology is objectivist-subjectivist. Objectivism required@&wte to be
reproducible and verifiable; whereas, subjectivism is based in experience and
phenomenology. The second epistemology involves the utilitarian-pluralistic continuum
Utilitarians assess the overall impact while pluralists assessifaei on each individual.
Commonly, utilitarian and objectivism operate together, and subjectivism apetitiie
pluralism. These combinations lead to a wide array of evaluation methods and lagproac
(Fitzpatrick et al., 2004; Lawrenz, 2001).

One way to categorize evaluation is by the users of the information. Andrews (1997)
identified five different stakeholders of evaluation: (a) individual learrfb)ydearner-

interested second patrties (e.g., bosses, or division heads); (c) program dsyé&dper
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administrators; and (e) certifying/regulatory agencies. Each of shalseholders needs
different information from an evaluation. For example, learner-intereshdeparties need
information to determine whether their employees achieved the expected esitabated to
their job. Likewise, administrators need evaluation information to make buylgetr
resource decisions. Using a multifaceted approach to evaluation yields itidoromseful for
each of the stakeholders.

All evaluative definitions involve judging of merit or worth of something. The Joint
Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation (1994) definition was used in tin¢ curre
study. Consistent with their definition, the objective of this evaluation was tssasse
professional development program. Research by Andrews (1997) also supporésdha us

multifaceted approach to evaluation, which was the goal of this study.

Professional development

Evaluation serves several purposes in professional development. Lawrenz (2001)
concurred with this idea. First, evaluation can provide information that can be useadyto jus
a program. Program planners and program funders require this type of indorrSaicond,
evaluation can be used to determine accountability. From this approach, evaluation is both
formative and summative. The summative approach helps stakeholders know if the goals of
the program were met. A formative approach to evaluation helps to identify improgement
needed in the program. Finally, evaluation can help instill confidence in the usebflness
assessment by program participants and encourage the participants todekeearole in
the process. Worthen (2001) predicted that this type of internal evaluation withbenore

common due to its benefits despite the threat to objectivity.
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Professional development programs must be evaluated to document their value to the
academic institution, other educational stakeholders/constituents and, Ujtinfegetudents
(Ellison, 2004). In a study by Centra (1976), the findings revealed that only 14% of
professional development programs were evaluated. An additional 33% werdypartial
evaluated. The reasons for the lack of evaluation were limitations in facatfunding and
lack of knowledge of assessment practices (Centra).

Today, comprehensive evaluation of professional development is recommended
(Ellison, 2004; McLean et al., 2008). To be considered comprehensive, professional
development efforts should be accompanied by well-developed evaluation plans torgetermi
their effectiveness. These plans should provide evidence of the efficiency estiveffess
of the program and outcome attainment. Information derived from evaluation can help
educators support the development of new roles and teaching strategies thanhpadvied
student achievement and learning (Ellison, 2004). In addition, this information may be
utilized for its “...implications for the continued existence (funding) of prodess
development in the face of budget constraints and dwindling resources” (pla2bish &

Wwild, 1992).

The major task of program evaluation is to obtain accurate information about the
effectiveness of programs so that policy makers can make intellectisbds¢Fitzpatrick,
Sanders, & Worthen, 2004). This includes gathering information such as programs that are
working, the cost/benefit analysis of programs, the parts that contributdhmarether
parts, what might be done for improvement, and other considerations about the program.

One method to categorize evaluation is by the users of the information. Andrews

(1997) identified five different stakeholders of evaluation: individual learfesamser-
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interested second party (e.g., bosses, or division heads); program developerstradong;i
and certifying/regulatory agencies. Each of these stakeholders neeendiifédormation
from the evaluation. For example, learner-interest second parties needkitnbor as to
whether the employees achieved the expected outcomes related to their job, and
administrators need information to make budgetary and resource decisions. Using a
multifaceted approach to evaluation yields information for each of these stddwshol

The evaluation of professional development has changed greatly since the 1990s. In
the past, educators paid little attention to evaluation of their professional devetopme
because of the perceived costliness of the process, the perception thatoevalasia time-
consuming process that was meaningless and wasted time, and educ&tofsskatin the
evaluation process (Guskey, 2000, 2002; Harnish & Wilder, 1992). In addition, the
interventions themselves were often difficult to study (Harnish & Wild).

Many professional evaluators have recommended a multifaceted appraheh t
evaluation of professional development (Andrews, 1997; Collins, 1999; Guskey & Sparks,
1991; Sorcinelli, 2002). They advocated the evaluation of three types of outcomes:inhange
participants, change in the organization, and change in students. Andrews (1997) added a
fourth facet of performance which addresses achievement of outcomes fesiomdié
licensing or regulatory agencies. Assessment of these outcomes yaeldty of different
types of information that can be used for planning, and formative or summativetienslua
A multifaceted approach is needed if program evaluation is to make “...meanindful a
enduring improvements” (Guskey & Sparks, 1991, p. 74).

While many educators have recommended the use of a multifaceted approach to

evaluation, only one model utilizing this approach to program evaluation was found in the
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literature. Guskey and Sparks (1991) developed a model for program evaluatioilizeat ut
a multifaceted approach. Their model describes the relationship betweeategafpment
and student outcomes. The three main components of their model include: quality of staff
development, program content, and context. These three components, individually and
collectively, lead to improvement in student outcomes. Improvement in student outcomes
includes cognitive and affective achievement as well as how the learneabdeel
themselves as learners.

To utilize this model effectively, eight general guidelines must be fotloye
program evaluation should begin with planning and last throughout program implementation;
(b) a realization that change in any aspect of the system will affectpattte of the system;
(c) appropriate involvement of all stakeholders in the effort; (d) use of enaluratormation
to make improvements in the program as well as judge its value or merit; (ey@nants
that are driven by clear student outcomes; (f) the evaluation utilizes msitipices of data,
both qualitative and quantitative; (g) variable sources, including participant, zajanal,
and student outcomes; and (h) recognition that it is unrealistic to expect chastyekent
outcomes if organization and participant outcomes do not change (Guskey & Sparks, 1991).

The British Psychological Society (BPS) advocated a multifaceted appimac
evaluation of their continuing professional development with the support of the Department
of Health and Quality Assurance Agency in Britain. Attributes of the Bid$poehensive
evaluation included: structure, contents, outcomes, procedures, processes, andefficien
While collecting data on all of these attributes made for a multi-dimensmraprehensive
evaluation, few comprehensive evaluations exist. Barriers to this typalob&en include

the considerable thought and effort it takes to conduct this type of evaluatiod.dBeibe
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lack of resources to devote to this type of effort, the BPS decided to use an abthreviat
version of this type of evaluation for their continuing professional developmelmie(Mi
2007).

According to Showers, Joyce, and Bennett (1987), the many categories bliegaria
and their complexity cause problems in measuring the effects of facultppeent. The
variables include: people, social context, training components, and degree of emiliom.
Historically, non-research literature has tended to focus on only one of thed#emat a
time. Some researchers ignore the interrelationships of the other varethles/ariable
under study. This often leads to inaccurate conclusions and problems with iaterprett
the conclusions to policymakers and educators.

Gathering and analyzing data related to the use of new knowledge orrskills a
essential components for evaluating professional development programsiatidsacthe
central question to be answered is: Did the participants utilize their new knoydadiued
through the faculty development sessions, to change their teaching praGiicsksy (2000)
perceived this measure is just as important as evaluating student perfor@aeoannot
improve the learning of students without first improving the learning and professional
practices of teachers.

Evaluators agree that professional development programs must be evaluated in order
to document their value to the academic institution, stakeholders/constituentsiaratelyt
the students. In addition, many evaluators advocate the use of a multifacetetiappr

evaluation, which includes direct and indirect measures.
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Kirkpatrick’s training evaluation model

In the late 1950s, Donald Kirkpatrick developed a four-level evaluation model. Many
training professionals at this time believed that evaluation, while comprebemsant
measuring changes in behavior due to training programs. Others believed|texaalestion
lay in determining the results that occurred because of the training. Kickp@98)felt
that both were correct.

Kirkpatrick’s training evaluation model (Chapman, 2007; Kirkpatrick, 1998) is
comprised of a four-level program. Level 1, reaction, measures how participactsd to
the program. This is synonymous with the customer’s satisfaction with the pragnash2,
learning, measures changes in the participant’s attitudes, knowledge, &illd/asshe
result of attending the training programs. Level 3, behavior, measuressharnie
participant’s behavior. Even when there has been improvement in levels 1 and 2, the lack of
changes in level 3 may be related to lack of desire to change, lack of knowing whatrtd
how to do it, the wrong climate, or lack of reward for changing. The last level isasine
results. This level of evaluation measures the effect on the organization or aslauresult
of the participant’s training. It is this fourth level that distinguishes Kirikgds model from
the other comprehensive evaluations.

In the fourth level, the evaluator is looking for changes in the organization or in the
organization’s culture. Included in this level are components such as increasedignoduct
decreased costs, higher profits, student retention, faculty turnover, and improved
communication. Often, these measures are already in place and it is justreofralating
improvements to the training programs. Other results Kirkpatrick noted thiat ln@g

impossible to measure are: leadership, communication, empowerment or de@giog-
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Research by Kimpel (2009) addressed the first three levels of this model. Tthe four
level of this evaluation has not been addressed by Grand View College. It is vefyldoubt
that, if left to the current practice, GVC administration or faculty devetmprstaff would
investigate Kirkpatrick’s (1998) fourth level results of the professional dprednt
program. The administration and faculty development staff are focused mainlytingne

the outcomes identified in the grant and evaluating the learning and behavior athe fa

Utilization-focused evaluation

Utilization-focused evaluation was developed to ensure that program evaluations
made an impact (Patton, 1997). Essentially, this is a process of working in ci@barith
a targeted group of intended users to make choices about their use of the evaluation. The
focus of this method is to help intended users obtain and apply their evaluation findings.
Engaging the primary intended users in this evaluation process increalleslitteod that
the findings will be utilized (Guba & Lincoln, 1989; Patton, 1997). Hence, the underlying
premise of utilization-focused evaluation is that the evaluation should be judgsedibijtyt
and actual use (Mathison, 2005; Patton, 1997). The findings of this form of evaluation can be
utilized for assessing merit and worth, decision-making, making improvementseand t
generation of knowledge. This process also enhances shared understandingsersyng
which further enhances support for the program (Patton).

The utilization-focused evaluation method does not advocate any specific methods t
conduct an evaluation (Mathison, 2005; Patton, 1997). It is the evaluator’s decision to
employ whatever method will work to enable the users obtain the necessaryairdarm

Thus, the evaluation can use quantitative or qualitative methods, naturalistic amexpesr
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methods, or whatever method will provide the necessary information. The evaluator can
select from the entire range of evaluation techniques only those thatiibése garticular
evaluation (Patton).

There is a limitation when employing utilization-focused evaluation. Thisation
relates to attrition of intended users during the evaluation process. Attritidirec¢arough
job transition, reorganizations, or reassignments. Replacing users in the nmigst of t
evaluation process is problematic because the new user will bring a diffezadaagan
what was present at the beginning of the evaluation process. The best metholihigpr dea
with this problem is to have multiple intended users so that, if one or two leave during the
evaluation process, the impact is less critical on the evaluation (Mathison, 2008; Patt

1997).

Scriven’s goal-free evaluation technique

Early in the 1970s, evaluation was emerging as a discipline in its own right. In
discussion about the emergence of evaluation as a discipline, Scriven (1974) noted that t
basic distinction between research and evaluation research is thatiemaksg¢arch must
produce a judgment as a conclusion. It is a judgment of value, worth, or merit ofiisgmet
Similar to research, evaluation research is generalizable, usefulan gevelopment, and
decision-making.

Scriven (1974) developed the goal-free evaluation technique because he noted that
many side effects of programs were being ignored during traditionabgeatl evaluation.
Often, these side effects, or unanticipated effects, were the auttaimes produced by a

program. Scriven perceived that evaluators were often blind to these effectshey
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focused too closely on the goals. Goal-free evaluation reduces evaluator biaseaskis
objectivity (Fitzpatrick et al., 2004). Thus, whereas goal-based evaluatorste\giaés,
goal-free evaluators evaluate the products (Irvine, 1974).

Originally developed for summative evaluation, the goal-free evaluatbnitpie
can also work for formative evaluation. According to Scriven (1974), goals anestdted
too vaguely and they might cover both desired and undesired activities. Too oftenrgaals a
little more than rhetoric and seldom reveal the real objectives of the projectif ¢hey are
changed midway through the project (Fitzpatrick et al., 2004; Scriven, 1974).

Scriven (1974) perceived that evaluators are missing a part of the data when the
focus exclusively on the goals of a project. He believed that some of the most nhporta
effects will be missed. The goal-free evaluation technique does not exposevetyaine
already knows; rather, it reveals what everyone else has overlooked. Unint#adisdchave
to be large enough to be obvious to the unaided eye or they are not worth much. If the effect
is not large enough to be noticed, then it probably is not germane to the evaluation.

The goal-free evaluation technique contributes to a broad evaluation framework b
identifying and judging needs, opportunities, and problems to serve as foundatioaror fut
goals. It is also useful in helping to determine alternative program sésitegwever, it will
not meet accountability requirements. Funders and many stakeholders waintgmals
met. In this case, goal-based evaluation is required, but “...does not diminish thbililgsir
of goal-free evaluation” (Scriven, 1974, p. 46).

When confronted by Stuffelbeam about the possibility of an unscrupulous evaluator,
Scriven (1974) purported that the threat to the goal-free evaluation techniqueeateo g

than the threat to goal-based evaluation. He further noted that, because feegoal-
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evaluator’s reputation is on the line, this is enough to keep the evaluator honest. émadditi
any evaluation must be accompanied by supporting arguments and stakeholders should have
an opportunity for rebuttal (Irvine, 1974; Scriven, 1974).

The goal-free evaluation technique is used when the clients are incapable of
recognizing their own needs. This form of evaluation technique is frequentiyvhsedhe
needs identified by clients are inappropriate, contradictory, or not refl@gtitaeir own
values. In addition, a goal-free evaluation technique works when program olsjertveot

included in the development of the original program (Scriven, 1974).

Academic culture

Academic culture focuses on embedded patterns of organizational behavior and the
shared values, beliefs, or assumptions that the members have about theiomstitiis
work (Peterson & Spencer, 1990). There are three main features of a cultéreufine
provides a sense of organizational identity by providing members with a senisata$ w
unique or distinct about their institution and how it differs from other academic imstgut
(Kuh, et al., 2005; Peterson & Spencer, 1990). Second, culture is deeply embedded and
enduring. Finally, culture is not malleable; change happens mainly by sudden, violent
upheaval or through slower, intensive, and long term effort. The complexity and elusive
nature of academic culture limits comparative research (Petersper&&, 1990).

Culture can be studied via one of four typologies: (a) geospacial; (b)dregliti
myths, or symbolism; (c) behavioral patterns or processes; or (d) values &l thek
members share about the institution (Peterson & Spencer, 1990). Academic chitlistics

and cannot be completely understood by limiting the study to only one of these.dspects
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addition, the meaning attached to these various aspects is not always apparenit i@ ca
derived externally. “The significance of these aspects can only bedénrough qualitative
methods within the context of the institution” (Peterson & Spencer, 1990, p.175).

Bergquist and Pawlak (2008) analyzed six organizational cultures found in academi
institutions. While each culture is distinct, the cultures operate collctisea part of a
larger system; thus, any change in one culture will have an effect on the otloedtfives.
They include the following: collegial, managerial, developmental, advocatyalyiand
tangible cultures.

Of particular interest is developmental culture. This culture finds mgamite
creation of programs and activities that further the personal and profeggionti of all
members of the institution (Bergquist & Pawlak, 2008). Within the developmentalecattur
three interrelated aspects of institutional life: teaching and leanpéngonal and
organizational maturation, and institutional mission. Faculty members who meptese
developmental culture view teaching and learning as the core of academe. Thigge fac
members consider themselves primarily as teachers, and their idaotifiwéh a specific
discipline or occupation as secondary.

Developmental culture leaders utilize expert power over other types of poguer (e
charismatic, positional, excreta). Leadership is indirect and coll@sardhis style of
leadership is modeled best by the servant leadership of Robert Greenleaf. Citasingbev
institution is brought about by encouraging increased collective awa@sdblems and
joint recognition of alternative solutions (Bergquist & Pawlak, 2008).

According to the Documenting Effective Educational Practice (DE&BY ¢Kuh et

al., 2005), strong institutional cultures foster cohesion of campus life and help pe&ple ma
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meaning of events. Academic cultures that value talent development, acadeievement,
and respect for human differences promote student success. In addition, DEE#bmstit
have a culture that values continuous improvement. These schools find ways of changing
challenges into initiatives that are advantageous for students.

More recently, state legislatures and the public have been calling for pvagiuc
studies in colleges to ensure that the faculty spend more time teaching dimddess
individual research interests (Fletcher & Patrick, 1998). This call direatiflicts with an
academic culture that continues to judge success by individual scholarshipfddalty are
being forced to spend more time on teaching-related activities. FletahBasck
recommended four activities for faculty developers that will promote the newatiobjand
strengthen the academic culture: (a) provide models for student learnihglfhttachers
create active learning environments, (b) undertake research to exammeabeof various
teaching strategies on student learning, (c) collaborate with otheusamits (e.g., human
recourses, student affairs, etc.), and (d) facilitate interdisciplirmdigboration to promote
conversations about teaching and learning.

A recent case study by McLoughlin, Wang, and Beasley (2008) completed at a
Midwestern urban institution focused on the implementation of technology among faculty
staff, and students in the College of Education and Human Services. The faculignse
believed that bringing about technological change in academic culture hastardpact on
the role of faculty and is perceived by them as “...creating additional (ussag®work”

(p- 101). To change the academic technological culture, the institution provided ¢gghnol
training via tutorials and small private lessons. To overcome the barriackaffltime

among faculty, training focused on a specific skill for a limited time witrditive
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scheduling options. Faculty who became exemplary technology users were publicly
recognized and their activities were included in their professional destrarcture. Hiring
practices changed to the hiring of faculty with existing technology s&illd technology
criteria are now a part of every search process. Over a 12-yeaa,gbg academic culture
has steadily changed so that the use of technology is the norm and technology nor-users ar
an exception.

In a case study conducted by Cornwell and Stoddard (2001) at St. Lawrence
University in New York, the focus was on how interdisciplinary teaching and ttelec
interdisciplinary scholarship have transformed the academic culture. Dgaprs were
introduced. The First-year Program created “...a kind of institutional ferment a
destabilization” (p. 163) which allowed a shift in academic culture. Facthibywere
accustomed to autonomy and automatic reproduction were faced with a shift todeam-te
interdisciplinary materials and crossed the boundary between acadethsts@ent affairs.
This type of teaching transformed faculty development and the institutionaleculas
transformed.

The goal of the Cultural Encounters Program was to “...create a new ituallec
paradigm for the study of cultural interactions globally” (Cornwell &dgard, 2001, p.
170). The goal was to incorporate Western and Nonwestern material in evesy twour
prepare global citizens for the2dentury.

Over time, the Cultural Encounters program institutionalized the notion of faculty
development seminars at St. Lawrence. Faculty members now expect to gariicipa

seminars and workshops that add depth to their teaching and scholarship. Interdrgcipli
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faculty development has become a central part of the institution’s faciiliyec(Cornwell
& Stoddard, 2001).

The lessons learned from the St. Lawrence experiences are that theybiest wa
promote institutional change is to provide faculty with the opportunity to work togather
intellectual projects across disciplines, and there is a need to implememyabchanges
that balance power between interdisciplinary programs and traditionabpreg€Cornwell &

Stoddard, 2001).

Summary

Several evaluation professionals have defined the concept of evaluation; however,
each definition begins with the basic premise that evaluation is judging thie werit, or
value of something. Much has been written about professional development and evaluation
of professional development, but most of this literature has been limited to ttedoreti
articles. A few anecdotal case studies have examined how professional devglopm
programs have changed the academic culture of a specific institution. None ofthdses
utilized a specific evaluation model. The lack of literature or research strdtbs practical
application of goal-free and utilization-focused program evaluation methodstatevine
effects of a professional development program has indicated the need for émé stualy.
This study will add to the body of knowledge on the practical application of the logielm
(W. K. Kellogg Foundation, 2004), goal-free evaluation technique (Scriven, 1974), and
utilization-focused evaluation (Patton, 1997). The study will also add to the body of
knowledge by revealing how a grant-funded professional development program changed

faculty perceptions and perspectives at a private, Midwestern, libeyabdlege.
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CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY

This case study utilized a qualitative study design based on constructionist
epistemology. According to Crotty (2005), in constructionism, meaningful reatitgated
through interaction between human beings and their world. In support of constructionism as
an evaluation epistemology, Guba and Lincoln (1989) posited that it is an effort by {weople
make sense out of situations they experience. People make interpretations basgd on t
experiences—as seen with their own eyes or heard by their own ears. Agénehes | did
not attempt to discover meaning but, rather, construct meaning through interatitmewi
participants. | wanted to know about their experiences, and how the Title IHsyyambrted
faculty development program changed the academic culture of Grand View CAligpert
of the data collection and analysis, | did not try to control for my biases (E§te2062).

| chose basic interpretivism as the theoretical perspective becauseantevasted in
studying what my colleagues perceived to be the short- and medium-term @jtaochéhe
long-term outcomes on the academic culture and environment. | was not interested in
studying the phenomena of outcomes or impact but, rather, the perspectives wmhiruc
the participants’ regarding the outcomes and impact of the professional development
program on the academic culture. In basic interpretive research, the mesé&aseeking to
understand a phenomenon, a process, the perspectives, or worldviews of the participants
(Merriam & Associates, 2002). Basic interpretivism is based on the rhs€arc
interpretations of what they think their participants are doing or perceivimg limits the

insight to the researcher’s perspective. The interpretations are rmtdidiut based on the
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researcher’s perspective. The researcher is part of the data collectianaysis (Esterberg,
2002).

The purpose of this case study was to provide a comprehensive, summative
evaluation of the Title Il grant-funded professional development program foraaepr
Midwestern, liberal arts university (in spring 2009, the name was cham@&aand View
University) utilizing a systematic process known as the logic model (W. kad¢e
Foundation, 2004). This evaluation used a goal-free evaluation technique (Fitzgatlick e
2004; Scriven, 1974) within a utilization-focused evaluation method (Patton, 1997).

The data collection method used in this case study was a succession of semi-
structured interviews of focus groups and key informants. This type of interview is used
when the researcher has defined the problem before the interviews (Lincoln & Guba, 1985)
Focus groups are also useful when the researcher wants to know padi@pamons or
attitudes versus people’s behavior (Esterberg, 2002). For each focus group, onaitie two f
time faculty members from each of the four academic divisions were asgaditipate.

The focus groups were moderated by an outside person who was familiar withighis da
collection method. The moderator possessed a doctorate in research and wgsdeasdo

nurse researcher in a local health care system. Her job was concernedegtthglthe

discussion and keeping the conversation going. | served as an assistant madieedpor t

with the audio taping, note taking, and any other logistics or environmental conditions during
the focus groups (Krueger & Casey, 2000)..

The number of focus groups can vary and, initially, the plan was to include three
groups. A succession of focus groups transpires until redundancy of information edreach

there is saturation of the data and no new information is obtained from the focus group
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members (Krueger & Casey, 2000). Informational redundancy is the critedgdnrus
naturalistic inquiry to determine when to stop sampling (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). In this
study only two focus groups were conducted when redundancy of information was reached.

After the focus groups concluded, four key informants were individually inteedew
for their perspectives on the effects of the professional development progrenoiifLs:
Guba, 1985). The same semi-structured interviews were conducted on a one-tosone basi
with these key informants. Three of the key informants came from admimisteatGVC.
The other key informant was identified by the three administrators as someoraa/been
on the college campus prior to and after the implementation of the faculty development
program. This informant was viewed by the administrators as a person who was
knowledgeable about what was happening on campus. The fourth informant was a faculty
member who recently became a division chairperson and was unanimously identified by t

other three key informants.

Participants
In this study, a maximum variation sampling method was utilized. This method of
sampling allowed for unique variations to emerge from the effect of the povfalss
development program (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). In naturalistic investigations, maxim
variation sampling is the sampling method of choice (Lincoln & Guba). If ther seene
diversity in the nature of the participants interviewed, results of the internagawbe applied
to a greater range of situations by consumers of the research, thus enhancing the

transferability of the research (Merriam, 2002).
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To maximize variation in this sample, participants were selected frdudlafhe
faculty members who have been at GVC prior to the 2003-2004 academic year.&ianticip
in the faculty development programs was not used as inclusion criterion. Membersiaaf the
focus groups included faculty members from each of the four academic divisionsresnd t
of the key informants came from administration.

In the first focus group there were six faculty members present. Two faceitypens
who had been invited missed this meeting. These six faculty members reprebdoted a
academic divisions: two from Social Sciences, one from Natural Sciencdspimne
Humanities, and two from Nursing. Three of the focus group members were Teaching
Scholars, which meant they had received compensation or buy-out from theirgdaatin
to revise, update, or create new courses that incorporate active pedagcgiiteds. The
participants were higher education instructors who had taught at GVU #0380 §ears.

The second focus group was comprised of eight faculty members, also repgesent
all four academic divisions: two from Nursing, three from Humanities, one fromalSoci
Sciences, and two from Natural Sciences. Of these group members, only two achiede
Scholars. The number of focus group members in each group met the criterion ofadpal gr
size for noncommercial focus group as identified by Krueger and Casey (2000)fdtesse
group members had taught in a higher education setting from 12 to 29 years, andalipecific
at GVU from 11 — 29 years.

Collectively, these focus group participants had taught in higher educatnor
30 years. They had taught at GVU for this same amount of time (8 — 30 years)!, Gvey
averaged 19.8 years of teaching, and an average of 17.7 years of teaching aivedt. F

the 14 participants were Teaching Scholars.
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The four key informants were comprised of three administrators and one faculty
member who was also a department chair. The fourth key informant wasiedenyifthe
three administrators as someone who knew what was happening around the campus. The key
informants had been in higher education in some capacity for 16 to 32 years. They had been
in their current administrative positions from 2.5 to 18 years, with an aver@ge ydars at
GVU. Participants did not have to take part in any of the faculty developmentiestivibe
included in the sample. In addition, several key informants were interviewed who,éetaus
their position within the college, had an “inside view” of the culture (Lincoln,uf& 1985,
p. 258). Among these key informants were the college president, the past provost, the vice-
provost, and a fourth informant who was a “legitimate, committed, and accepted rhember

the college (Lincoln, & Guba, 1985, p.258).

Sources of Data

After Institutional Review Board approval for this study was granted g Btate
University and Grand View College (see Appendix), solicitation began to re@mbers
for the first focus group. An outside moderator conducted the interview of thegmys
using a semi-structured interview process. This method of interviewingeallsame control
over the interviews so that the moderator could ask about the specific outcomes and impact
Semi-structured interviews are less rigid than structured interviegdvalkow the participants
some freedom in expressing their perceptions and opinions (Creswell, 2003; Esterberg,
2002). The participants (both focus group members and key informants) were asked the
following introductory questions:

1. What division are you from; what is your job title?
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2. How long have you taught in higher education; how long have they been in their
current position?

3. How long have you taught or worked at GVU?

4. Are you a Teaching Scholar (for faculty members)?
Then, they transitioned to questions about their perceptions of the outcomes and impact of
the professional development program and what they saw, heard, or experienced to support
their perceptions. These questions were cued (by having them writing on a whiedooar
that the participants shared the same understanding of the definitions for shoetckunth m
term outcomes and academic culture (Krueger & Casey, 2000).

After the first focus group achieved saturation of information (i.e., there was @0 mor
new information identified during the session), the moderator began member checking by
reviewing the key ideas with the group for their approval, clarificationditing (Merriam,

2002). The second focus group members were solicited using the same criterianbatsne
from the first focus group were excluded in subsequent sampling. The second focus groups
continued in the same manner as the first group. Both focus groups took about one hour.

As the assistant moderator, | tape-recorded the focus group interviews and took hand
written notes simultaneously. The use of written notes to augment the audiovtaging
necessary in the focus groups because people either interrupted or talked overtane anot
and, sometimes, the conversation rapidly moved from one end of the table to the other. The
hand-written notes helped in transcription and analysis of the data (Est@®@2y) These
data were transcribed inMicrosoftWord documents.

After the focus groups were completed, one-to-one interviewing of the key

informants took place. The same semi-structured interview technique anadogiestre
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asked of the key informants. The interviews were also audio-taped, and writtenveote
taken. Once a key informant had no more new information to add to the interview, | began
member checking by reviewing the key points that were identified during oruiévie At
that time the key informant could edit, clarify, or approve of the information he or she

provided. Finally, the data were transcribed MiicrosoftWord documents.

Methods of Analysis

| initially analyzed the transcribed interviews using an open-coding method.
Esterberg (2002) recommended open coding to enable the researcher to view patterns in t
data, and identify themes and categories. | then move to a focused coding analysis. Thi
analysis enabled me to center on key themes identified in the open-coding phaggetetbm
the focused coding by sorting the word-processed phrases into themeseidantifie open-
coding process and physically placing them into categories.

First, the transcripts were color-coded by short, medium, or long term outcome. Then,
in the margins of the page, the participants were coded as to focus group pauickegnt
informant. Initially, sorting was accomplished by separating the triéescpages into short-,
medium-, and long-term outcomes as the first three overarching categaohgdfson’s
transcribed quotations were cut into individual strips of paper. Then, the strips of paper
within each of the three main categories were sorted into sub-categmezsdn recurring
themes (Krueger & Casey, 2000). Once initial sorting by themes and categasie
completed, the strips in each group were checked again to ensure the initia@ssootrect.

A thematic title was given to each pile of paper strips.
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Ensure rigor in the research

| employed several methods to promote goodness and trustworthiness to enhance the
rigor of the study. First, | utilized triangulation, which used several sourctato derive
the findings from this study (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Merriam, 2002). More specifjcally
these data sources included the interviews of the two focus group and the four key
informants’ individual interviews. This strategy helped to confirm findings fileerfocus
groups and key informants (Merriam, 2002).

The second method utilized was member checking at the end of each focus group and
individual interview as noted previously. At the end of each individual interview, dier t
moderator or myself verbally reviewed the data and initial interppatato check for
accuracy of content. The key informants also had the opportunity to review theiptaorss
of their interviews. These methods enabled the participants to correct arsyierr
interpretations or volunteer any additional information, and provided an initial summary of
the information that aid in data analysis (Lincoln & Guba, 1985

The third method to enhance rigor was peer review, or peer debriefing, which entailed
discussions with colleagues regarding the process of the study, congofigmeyindings,
and a review of tentative interpretations (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Merriam, 2002). Peer
debriefing sessions were conducted with the focus group moderator regaedimgdéss of
the focus groups and to review initial interpretations of the data. Aftertalcdlection was
completed, a peer debriefing session was held with the Title Il Grant @Gatydand the
Activity Director to double check the congruency of the findings with thestateces as

well as review the interpretations.
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A fourth method to promote goodness and trustworthiness was ensuring adequate
engagement in data collection. Adequate time must be spent with the data suchdhta the
becomes saturated. As noted previously, Lincoln and Guba (1985) suggested that saturation
of information (i.e., when one hears the same statement over and over or when no new
information is forthcoming) marks the conclusion of the focus groups as well asitioé al
subsequent focus groups. Two focus groups were conducted. After the second focus group,
saturation was achieved when no new information was forthcoming and there was a
redundancy of information. This definition of saturation also held true for the individual
interviews. When the key informants had no new information to offer, they were asked if
they had anything else to add to the interview; if they said “no”, the intervievd @mdie
saturation was achieved.

In addition, adequate time immersed in data collection enabled me to purposefully
seek out cases that might disconfirm or challenge the emerging findingatd€2002) and
Lincoln and Guba (1985) referred to this process as negative case analysisvelfbere
several concerns voiced by participants that did not fit into any of the identiietes
during the data analysis. These were negative situations that occurretion tel¢éhe
professional development program and were included in additional or negative digsana

The fifth method of maximum variation was previously described as a type of
sampling. In this type of sample, purposefully seeking diversity in the caastics of the
participants allowed for a greater range of application of the researahgsnaly the
consumers of this research (Merriam, 2002). To achieve maximum variation in g sam
faculty from all four academic divisions were included in each focus group. Tin@gzats

varied in that some took part in part or all of the Title 1l sponsored facwialement
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activities whereas other participants were not involved in any of the facultjogenent
activities. The participants varied in gender (6 males & 12 females) and in themoin
years they had taught in higher education. As previously stated, the three keyamto
were selected from administration whereas the other participantSraeréhe faculty.

The final method to enhance the rigor of this study was to provide rich, thick
descriptions of the information to contextualize the findings of this study sudin¢he is
transferability to similar situations for the consumers of this researetrigvh, 2002). To
assure anonymity of the participants all descriptions that were direct queresdentified

only as “participant.”
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CHAPTER 4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

This section presents the results of my analysis of the three outcasdarthe
Program Action-Logic Model; the conceptual framework used in this reseatditiohal
findings from my analysis are also presented at the end of this section.

Results

The data were first analyzed by time periods; short-, medium-, and long-term
outcomes. Then recurring themes were identified within the data from edwseftime
periods. Other findings from the interviews that were not recurring themidseveiddressed
later in this section.

The participants often found it difficult to identify what outcomes occurred daring
specific time period. Some outcomes overlapped time periods or occurredrbBee
periods. In other instances, faculty members could not recall the exagtlignean outcome
occurred. For example, some patrticipants identified improved student retentionngccur
during the short-term period whereas others noted it occurring during the medmnhe
participants also found it difficult to determine which outcomes were dinegtited to the
Title 11l grant activities or other changes in the academic culturan®the time since the
completion of the grant, a new Provost was hired, an accreditation visit redlii@saiéy to
focus on better assessment, the liberal arts core curriculum was dés#sggned, there was
an increase in the student population, and a standardized student evaluation tool (the IDEA
tool) was adopted. While most of the outcomes identified in this research can dg direct
attributed to the Title IIl grant activities, these other changes msayhalve influenced the

outcomes.
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Analysis of the interview data revealed 14 different outcomes. Spdgificalr
direct and one indirect short-term outcomes, five medium-term outcomes, andafaur m
long-term changes were identified. Figure 3 illustrates the completion ofdgeak Action-

Logic Model and lists the findings or outcomes for each of these periods.

Short-term outcomes

The short-term outcomes occurred from the start of the grant to about the first two
years or from 2003 through the end of 2004. These short-term outcomes related to changes i
awareness, knowledge, skills, motivation, and/or attitude (W. K. Kellogg Foundation, 2004)
regarding faculty development within the first two years of implemientat the Title Il
grant. The participants perceived four direct outcomes and one indirect outcaext tela
the newly implemented faculty development program (Figure 3).

1. The first direct outcome that faculty perceived was the increase in cdiores $a
discussions among the faculty members. This was a change in attitude and awvarenes
These conversations crossed departmental boundaries and the faculty began to
discover they were not different from one another in regards to teaching. As one
participant simply put it;We started having conversationsOther participants
stated, Teaching is not just a solitary activity. | think they also started to talk to each
other more,”and“After the grant things became more interdisciplinarA'third
participant stated'So suddenly, | think in terms of attitude, it was sort of wonderful
because we actually had programs where people were talking and to me there was a

kind of philosophical shift that occurred. It was a positive attitude.”
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Renewal of
faculty
commitment
teaching /
student learning

Faculty
involvement in
professional
developmer

Continued
retention of
students

INPUTS OUTPUTS OUTCOMES
Activities Participation Short-term Medium-term
What is L , —
invested: Title Wgﬁzqwmee(:o. - Who we __Increased Hiring an
Il Grant Institute reached: Most '”terdePart:Ue”tm Activity
money campus-wide conversations Director
Conversations | 4 4 faculty Conversations Imol tati
H mpiementation
Campus-wide on Teaching [] focus on teachir of Eollege-wide
facuy? B Teaching IDEA [ Faculty in developmental
d Learning Comm activities
] 0 C g ‘| | Enhanced sense of
. earning Comm. community/
XSVIéggd Faculty > decreased isolation Chanr?e in
teaching
Advising Workshops / Provost, Development of behaviors/Increa
Title 1l President, Learning sed technology
Activity Teaching Scholar Title 11l Coord. Community model in classroom
Dir. Involvement in Increase in

NSSE data
collectior

student retentic

Situation: High percentage of GVC faculty using “traditional” teaching strategies due to inadequate knowledge of active teaching
strategies, lack of resources dedicated to professional development & obsolete technology in the classroom

Priorities: 1. increase percentage of faculty using active teaching strategies, 2. Update technology in the classrooms,

3. Enhance resource allocation for professional development
Goal: 75% of the faculty teaching high-risk gateway ceusdll have incorporated new teaching strategiestanhnologies into these courses

Classroom
technology is
an expectation

Adapted from University of Wisconsin Extension Lodilodel worksheets available at http://www.uwex/eds/pdande/evaluation/evallogicmodelworksheets

Figure 3. Short-, medium-, and long-term outcomes of this resesirupthe Program Action Logic Model
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la. Directly related to the increase in discussions and conversations outcome wa
an indirect or secondary outcome of these discussions focusing on teaching.
Not only had interdepartmental conversations increased, but these
conversations related specifically to teaching. Faculty members lebganrt
what each other was doing in the classroom and they found this very
motivational. Some faculty members were motivated to learn to be better
teachers, some wanted to learn new teaching strategies, and others had a need
to share successful strategies they used in their classrooms. In addition,
faculty members began to see commonalities in their teaching across

disciplines. Several of the participants noted the following:

“So, just having those conversations and just thinking about teaching
was what | remember early on.”

“I just got the sense that everybody at Grand View was a great teacher
but nobody was sharing ideas with each other.”

“I think that one thing that happened was there begun to be more
focus and discussion around teaching and how to integrate that into
the classroom, different awareness on teaching and qualities of an
excellent teacher.”

“Faculty development became the buzz word on the campus. We
gained more understanding of what other disciplines that you
encountered where doing within their disciplines. We found common
things we could use in our own disciplines.”

“I felt like a lot of the things | was doing in the classroom were
actually talked about and discussed and that to me was motivating, it
creates awareness, and | think this adds to your knowledgebase.”

2. A second direct short-term outcome that can also be related to the ingrease i
communication about teaching on the campus was the enhanced sense of community
and decreased sense of isolation that some faculty members felt. Thisheaga in
awareness and attitude. One of the key informants noted that the facultyisaggf

was“not very healthy”prior to the grant. This informant believed that a contributing
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factor to the poor self-image was related to the lack of any form of faculty
development program on campus and that the fatultlid not really have a feeling
that we, the institution, were interested in theiftie participant believed that as a
result of the grant funded faculty development program the faculty’ ssadfe
began to change. In regards to this outcome the participants stated the following:

“It gave us a venue to bring faculty members together so you could support
each other.”

“It created a sense of community that some of the common struggles that we
might have in class could be discussed with each other and it brought some
unity and focus into what we were doing on campus.”

“I believe it helped faculty really feel valued, it helped faculty feel as though
we really did care about what you were doing and attempting to do
professionally.”

“I think in terms of my attitude towards the institution | was feeling like | was
actually being developed as a professor, which | am not sure was happening
as much as before.”

The third short-term outcome was the development of a Learning Community model.
This was perceived as a change in knowledge. At the beginning of the grantthe firs
Summer Institute that was held,.only involved people that were freshman advisors
or were working in the learning communitieg\ttendance at this first workshop
included 41 faculty members (Pamela Milloy, personal communication, February 26,
2010) in 2004. This first workshop was held tolook more closely at developing
Learning Communities. They had discussions about different types of learning
communities such as linked courses, integrated courses, and etcetera. So, the focus
was on learning communitiesBecause people had started to talk with each other
“...they started to think about how their fields work with other fields,

interdisciplinary work, that sort of thing.A key informant noted that it was also
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during this early time that several faculty members attended a confenelaesas
City, Missouri on learning communities (grant-funded trip). Theses famdtybers
were able to bring back the information shared at the conference to colleagues for
consideration of the possibilities for developing linked courses that would increase
student retention and focused on use of new active pedagogies. In the first years of
the grant, the faculty...pulled together to do some learning communities. Faculty
had the opportunity to work together with another faculty member to produce a
linked (at least 2-3 linked courses).”
The last short-term outcome related to involvement in the National Survaydeh®&
Engagement (NSSE) data collection. This was considered a change in knowledge and
awareness. According to the participants, one of the focuses in the frssbf#ae
grant was:
“more about assessment and retention, the effectiveness of teaching and
retention students. ...in these early conversations how do we know we were
retaining them with skill development?” and “How to design the first year

seminar course for our students that made use of best practices, engaging
students, and so on?”

One participant noted that considerable time was given to:
talking about student engagement, student leaders, student ambassadors on
campus and how we worked with the freshmen when they first come. ...the

awareness of how to engage the students on the campus started building that
very first year.

Grand View chose to use NSSE as a tool to evaluate student involvement because, as
one key informant statedl...it gave us comparative dataAccording to this key
informant, the NSSE data providéed.external validation for the institution as a

whole that we were doing some pretty good thin@ste the institution started
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tracking the NSSE data for a few years, the participant nbtede were moving the
needle. ...There were some areas of NSSE that showed we were behind the pack, but
overall we stacked-up pretty welll’he NSSE tool continues to be used as a
benchmark for the institution.
The patrticipants did not perceive any changes in skills during the periodsbicitie
term outcomes. This early period of the grant was focused mainly on changuugajt
awareness, and knowledge as per the participants’ perceptions. Many dighehanges
provided motivation for the faculty to learn new skills during the period of medium-term
outcomes; thus, new skill acquisition was perceived as occurring during the middle of the

grant period.

Medium-term outcomes

The medium-term outcomes occurred from approximately 2005 — 2008. These
outcomes addressed changes in practices, behaviors, policies, technologies, and/or
management strategies (W. K. Kellogg Foundation, 2004) at Grand View. Thepattc
noted five direct outcomes during this time of the grant implementation (Figure 3):

1. The most easily recognized medium-term outcome was the hiring of ayActi
Director for the professional development program. Prior to this hiring, the
department head for the Integrated Studies Programs was responsible foratiaginit
the learning communities and coordinating the first Summer Institute. @&ngao
one participant;Now we had a person in charge and managing all of the
professional development activities and policies Rey informant verbalized that

they were glad to have someone whtsentire focus was looking at faculty
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development needs and then to augment practices to help faculty grow in their
abilities especially teaching.Another key informant verbalized the following:
| think the management, what we were learning was that she was viewed as a
true support person of the faculty. | think she was sort of cheerleader, coach,

facilitator, organizer, and the roles she now plays at the Center sort of
emerged in ways that we could only vaguely anticipate.

The Activity Director replaced the Integrated Studies Programartieent
chair to assist in management of the new learning community model and coordinating
future Summer Institutes. This was the only perceived change in management
strategy noted by the participants. She was also credited by participgmts wi
developing the emailed newsletiegzaching IDEAand startingConversations on
Teaching.One key informant noted th@onversations on Teachimwgas developed
“...s0 that faculty can get together and share their expertise and [Activity Director]
really got it going.”
It was during this time that many of the professional development actweéies
institutionalized, such that the Summer Institute was an anticipateg gearit,
faculty could expect monthigonversations on Teachingnd weeklyTeaching
IDEAs. These changes in practices and behaviors were noted by several paticipant
A key informant noted;The Summer Institute was sort of established on the
calendar that time set aside in early summer to come together and sit with the
experts.” Attendance at these activities steadily increased during this time. Anothe
key informant verbalized] think those monthly sessions were very important, very
crucial and attendance at those sessions grew gradually and as a percentage of the

faculty, was really quite goodNot only had new activities been introduced and
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institutionalized, but the Summer Institute and some other activitiesalgerepened
to the entire campus. Administration and staff were invited to attend. Onegaantici
stated,’l think this was the time that the Summer Institute went from being just the
people involved in the learning communities to being everybody on campus and
maybe including the stafflh this period, several of the learning opportunities that
emerged were developed and lead by staff members such as the Studentn&ffairs’
student two-year initiative called “Conversations on the ED@Edvising
workshops and quarterly advising newsletters.
Another medium-term outcome that became evident was the increased techmology i
the classrooms. This was perceived as a change in teaching practiceSaar e
A participant reportedWe saw more Smart Classrooms, online learning, and
increased use of Black BoardThe Smart Classrooms contained a computer with
Internet access, projectors, and larger screens for different sorts af Benie
Smart Classrooms also contained document cameras, smart boards, and clicker
software. A key informant statetln the beginning, the grant had two Smart
Classrooms total and within the first year we had seven Smart Classrooms that were
funded by the grant.This participant also notetiThe number of faculty members
using course management systems in this period of the grant rose significantly.”
Another key informant noted that by the middle of the granve were having
pretty significant impact with faculty use of and comfort with instructional
technology. The down side of that is that the institution was in a race to stay ahead of

the faculty. ...That's a happy problem to have.”
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4. The fourth medium-term outcome noted by the participants was an increasenh stude
retention. This change in behavior was noted as the increase in retentiontwhérst
full-time students from freshmen to sophomore year. According to data from the
Activity Director, retention of these students prior to the grant ranged from
approximately 53% (Fall ‘92) to 68% (Fall ‘03) and the range increased to 64% (Fall
‘05) to72% in the fall of 2008 (Pamela Milloy, personal communication, March 2,
2010). As noted in the perceived short-term outcomes by one partitiptre grant
was connected to more about assessment and retention and the effectiveness of
teaching and retaining studentJther participants stated the following perceptions
about retention and the grant:
The original intent of the grant came from the President as we were trying to
improve our retention rate. | believe that was the original intention and we
have definitely shown a very strong upward trend in ours, especially in our

freshmen to sophomore retention. ... | really think that's been a good
outcome.”

“Retention did go up so there had to be some retention. We kept very close
monitoring of retention figures and retention did go up.”

It was difficult to discern whether the retention rate improvement began
earlier in the grant period. Nevertheless, the participants were able ifyident
this outcome during the medium-term time period.

5. The last medium-term outcome identified was the adoption of a standardized
evaluation tool (the IDEA tool). Previously, the university had used a self-developed
tool that could be aggregated by a computer-based scoring system. The adoption of
this new evaluation tool was attributed to changes from the grant-funded professional
development activities as well as the need to discontinue use of the previous tool

because of a lack of ongoing support for the scoring system. The previous tool had
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provided faculty members with little useful information for improving theichezg.
The new IDEA tool provided much more useful information as well as benchmarks
from within their departments and with comparatively sized institutions thattes
data for the IDEA database. One key informant ndtEae adoption of a
standardized evaluation instrument was an effective advancement in pinpointing
specific areas of the teaching experience that might be enhanced. It caused faculty to

have a better focus on student perceptions.”

Long-term outcomes
The long-term outcomes represented the changes that faculty perceived to ha
occurred since the end of the grant to current times (2008 — Present). They revasges
in such aspects as improved economic conditions, improved social conditions, improved
environment, and/or improved political conditions (W. K. Kellogg Foundation, 2004). The
participants in this study noted four main long-term effects (Figure 3).
1. One of the cultural changes noted by participants was a renewal of theirtc@nini
to teaching; however, this commitment changed from a focus on teaching to a focus
on student learning. The commitment to teaching has always been strong at Grand
View. A key informant noted that that the.faculty’s commitment to teaching was
as strong now as when | came, if not strong@rtie participant felt that faculty was
now actually doing their job. The participant notddhink that people are actually
doing their jobs in teaching.Another participant noted how this commitment

changed from teaching to learning, and notéék changed to more student centered
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learning. We know that worksThis was the most noticeable change in social
conditions and environment, as other participants stated:

“We encouraged conversations and collaboration. It has a positive impact on
teaching. Our practices are reinforced in our mission statement.”

“I think our biggest outcome is people are thinking about their teaching and |
don’t know if they were before. ... | think it's the biggest part of the grant to
open up the idea of talking about teaching and getting people out and talking
to each other. It's a good thing.”

Another perceived long-term social change could be seen in how faculty’s
involvement in the professional development activities was being used in hiring,
promotion, and tenure (P & T) decisions. In regards to hiring, the participants noted
that,“l think it has definitely impacted the hiring process. ... We tended to bring in
people who have really gravitated toward lot of things like engaged teaching and
trying to do it according to best practicesXhother participant noted that the
candidates were now being asked to teach or present like they would in a classroom,
and stated;l think that did make a difference in terms of who really could get
students enthused about the subject matter, those experts at teaémathér
participant reported] see a lot of new faculty members who came from the
professions. Now we help them to learn how to teach versus throwing them into a
classroom to sink or swim.”

Regarding promotion and tenure decisions, the participants ‘hatetat we
have been talking about is becoming a part of what faculty members needed to do
when they are talking about their teaching and presenting thattothe Pand T
committee. ...the portfolios have gotten much more specific, much more exteksive.”

key informant also reiterated that this was just starting to take place ped too a
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closer connection between faculty development and P and T decisions. This
informant stated...there needed to be a closer link between data gathered from the
evaluation instrument, the faculty development activities, the faculty engagement in
those activities and the evaluation of that engagement as part of the portfolio review
process.”In addition, the P and T committee can use the faculty development
activities as a form of coaching for professors who are strugglimgtiaeir teaching.
A patrticipant reported the following insight:
| would hope that we have given our faculty members some additional
resources if in the peer review process there are differences noted. The P and
T committee can make referrals to or refer faculty members to get involved
with Conversations on Teaching, the Summer Institute, or the CETL. ...some

of these kinds of comments are efforts to assist colleagues and encourage
them to improve and to get engaged in these kind of activities.

A third long-term effect was that the retention of freshmen to sophomore studéents ha
continued. This trend was first noticed during the time of the medium-term outcomes
(retention rates approximately 64% to 68% in 2004-2006), and continued to 70%
to72% in 2007-2008 (Pamela Milloy, personal communication, March 2, 2010). As a
key informant noted'One thing is clear, we have improved retention rates and we
continue to inch up in our retention rates and that is of course one of the very
important goals expressed in the grant applicatioflie informant also noted how

the improved retention rates helped to increase enrollment and subsequently helped to
“...stabilize our financial condition. | think that has been borne oAtparticipant

also remarkedWe talked a lot about strategies and sharing strategies and | think
that has had a very positive effect and we clearly retain students. You can see that in

our retention rates.'While most participants did not perceive or report on any
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economic changes, the retention of students indirectly does affect the economic
conditions at the university.
The fourth long-term change was faculty expected that their classvomuitsbe
technologically equipped. This environmental change was first noted in the medium-
term outcomes. As previously mentioned by a participant, Grand View had created
more Smart Classrooms than originally planned in the grant application. troaddi
new building was built during the period of the grant and all the classrooms in this
building were Smart Classrooms. One participant stalteapw becomes an
expectation rather than a satisfier until or a dissatisfier if not in a room that is Smart
because faculty develop their class work and course content to need those kinds of
support.”

Most participants did not perceive or report any long-term changes directly
related to economics or political conditions. One key informant did comment about
perceived changes in economic and political conditions but noted that it was hard to
attribute these changes directly to the faculty development program:

Let us start with the economics. We, it is difficult to separate out single
variables in GV’s growth or in our financial success. But one thing is clear,
we have improved retention rates and we continue to inch up in our retention
rates and that is of course, one of the very important goals expressed in the
grant application. And, indeed, in the grant application we said that improved

retention would help increase enroliment which would then solidify or
stabilize our financial condition. | think that has been borne out.

This key informant was also the only participant to discuss the politicatetiem
this case the apolitical effects of the professional development program:
| have kind of sensed that Title Il was apolitical. | think the reason | am

struggling in coming up with an answer to how Title Il funded professional
development program has had an impact on the political environment may be
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because the faculty sort of accepted or worked through that Title 11l process
without a lot of politics involved.

Additional findings
There were several findings from the interviews that did not fit into anyfgpeci
theme or pattern, but need to be addressed. An issue that was noted during the first focus
group was that some of the senior faculty had not been involved in any of the professional
development activities offered through the grant. One of these faculty membe was
also a participant, voiced anger at not being consulted or asked to present at any of th
activities. In speaking for other faculty members who were not present,rtiogppat
voiced:
We've never been asked during the whole time the grant has been going on to
present at an activity. In terms of managing, giving value to the people who

have a lot of expertise, published on their teaching strategies, to have never
been asked seems kind of negative to me.

According to the grant application (GVC, 2003), “External consultants will
provide expertise GVC staff do not possess, facilitate transformation of student
advisement, and for faculty development. Consultants will make presentatibas at t
Summer Institutes and present academic year workshops (p. 82). Thus, external
consultants were utilized because of the lack of internal expertise and lack of
advancement in the use of active pedagogies by the faculty. Even though the grant
provided funding for nationally known experts to present at the Summer Institute,
much of the time in these workshops is utilized by faculty to revise their teaching
strategies. Furthermore, most of professional development activibesdbr and
encourages all faculty members to voluntarily share their expertise intlarstip

of teaching and learning. Development activities such as the Conversations on
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Teaching, the Summer Institute, and Teaching Scholar program ak @\rU
faculty members as presenters. Another senior faculty member took up timseatg
and voiced further concerns that the faculty development funding had not been
equally distributed among the faculty members.

A key informant also noted the lack of participation by faculty. This informantinote
that before the grant, some faculty members never used the limited fZevttppment
money that was available. They might use this money solely for membership irsiomdés
organizations, but some never utilized these funds at all. They never attended ariy type
professional development activity. The informant reported:

| found very uneven use of the faculty development funds. Some faculty

members used up the money, their allocation immediately ... but there were a

number of faculty members who did not make use of their faculty development

monies outside of the membership category.
This informant noted that since implementation of the grant-funded professional
development program there was“anincrease in the number of members who had not made
use of these monies beginning to make use of the new resources from the grant.”

A negative finding voiced by one participant was that all of the professional
development has actually increased the amount of time faculty dedicatechingedane
was a problem prior to the grant, but it has continued after the grant and has not been
adequately addressed through the Teaching Scholar program. The particghant sai

If we are expected to do really well in the classroom we all need a little bit

more time to devote to it. That is one of the problems all of this development
has actually done. ... we don’t have the time to try all of these new ideas.

The participant also noted that some people did not take part in the learning communities
when they discovered how much time it took to develop a linked class. The participant was

concerned that this lack of involvement because of faculty’s new awarenessimiethe
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commitment for effective teaching would continue into the core curriculumaaviBhe
liberal arts core curriculum is now under revision and again this participau thatt faculty
“...need time to develop courses, time to develop especially the new core. ..1lgasrjggo
take a lot of time and effort for the new core.”

Another concern that was voiced by one participant was fear that the work of the
Activity Director out of the CETL would be very closely tied to the new studehti@van
(IDEA) tool. There was fear that the Activity Director was being pneskto help faculty
members improve their teaching based solely on their student evaluation scores and not
based on a&complete look at teaching.This participant went on to state:

| mean I think they go together but | wouldn’t want to see the CETL turned

into an IDEA center you know. The Activity Director just focusing on IDEA

even though those are good objectives. | don’t know. It shouldn’t be
everything.

While the additional findings represent some of the negative effects didhges at
GVU, not all of them are directly related to the professional development profiam
participant was not happy with some of the changes occurring at the univeesfyguk
group or interview provided them an opportune place where they could voice their concerns
Nevertheless, these effects were usually attributed to only one partisipardéptions. No

themes were identified from the individual concerns that were voiced.
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CHAPTER 5. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The purpose of this case study was to determine faculty perceptions and p&spect
of the effects of a Title Il grant-funded professional development progt&nand View
University. The conceptual framework for the study was based on a systemadtiation
process, the logic model (W. K. Kellogg Foundation, 2004). A goal-free evaluationgee

(Scriven, 1974) was utilized for conducting an utilization-focused evaluation (Patton, 1997)

Findings

While the logic model has been used mainly by extension program to evaluate goal
attainment of programs, it proved to be a useful guide for evaluation of acadenge<laa
this small, Midwestern, liberal arts college. The findings from this stexigaled a
progression of outcomes consistent with the logic model (W. K. Kellogg Foundation, 2004).
The short-term outcomes involved changes in awareness, knowledge, or motivation, whereas
the medium-term outcomes revealed changes in behavior, practices, and technology. The
long-term outcomes showed changes related to the social conditions and environment. Only
one participant indirectly addressed political and economic conditions. While tbherlodel
was not utilized to guide the evaluation of goal attainment for the professimetdpiment
program, it was found useful in guiding the evaluation process in this study to gather
gualitative data that were missing from the quantitative evaluations previouslyated in
relation to the grant goals. The logic model guided the use of goal-freeefgctb74),
utilization focused (Patton, 1997) evaluation methods to identify faculty’s percs@nd

perspectives related to the professional development program.
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The goal-free evaluation technique (Scriven, 1974) was utilized to caltedtyf
perceptions of outcomes such as increased interdepartmental communicatioal oénew
faculty commitment to teaching, and expectations of technology, which werecipetetl
effects that were crucial outcomes produced by the program (Scrivéizatidin-focused
evaluation (Patton, 1997) is the process of working in collaboration with a targeted fjroup o
users to make choices about their use of the evaluation. Engaging the primmatgdnisers
in this evaluation process, increases the likelihood that the findings will be used&Guba
Lincoln, 1989; Patton, 1997). In this study the intended users of the professional
development program were the faculty members. Studying faculty permspind
perspectives related to the changes from implementing this developmenhpoagra
provide the institution with valuable evaluative information for decision-making. The
Activity Director of the CETL should find the information in this case study usesful
decisions about continuation of the programs, changes needed to incorporate setyor facul
members in development activities, or to ensure that the assessment of facitipmdent
needs utilize more information than what is available from the IDEA studenia¢iosis.

The findings from this study also contributed to a comprehensive evaluation of
professional development (Ellison, 2004; McLean et al., 2008). Thus far, the evaluation of
the faculty development program has been limited to quantitative informatiomeghthethe
Title 11l staff and by Kimpel (2009). The information and results from tagecstudy were
not a part of the initial evaluation plan submitted to the U. S. Department of Education as
part of the grant application. Nevertheless, this case study adds to a comprehensive
evaluation by providing qualitative data of faculty perceptions and perspectithes of

changes that occurred throughout the implementation of the faculty development pdgram
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few of the findings from this study were unanticipated outcomes consistartheipossible
products of a goal-free evaluation (Scriven, 1974).

It is apparent from the findings of this study that Grand View Universitgdaiof
professional development has evolved into A@htury model (Gaff & Simpson, 1994).
Prior to the grant, professional development was limited to primarily encagrégiulty to
learn and to keep current in their chosen fields (Gaff & Simpson). If the fatudge to
utilize their faculty development funds, then the money was used for professional
development within their fields. As a result of the grant-funded professional dewglbpm
activities, the faculty now focus their development on learning new content, desigw
courses, and learning new teaching strategies. The establishing of aa@& e hiring of
an activity director are consistent with changes since the 1980s to utilizefteeek centers
to serve all faculty (Gaff & Simpson, 1994; Sorcinelli et al., 2006). Finally, thdt{és
focus has changed from teaching to learning, which is a trend in professioriapdesret
that emerged in the 1990s (Sorcinelli et al., 2006).

The diffusion of the professional development program has followed the pattern of
diffusion for most innovations as noted by Rogers (2003). At first, only a few people adopted
the innovations. These were the innovators and from this study, the innovators of the
professional development program who were the faculty members involved inlthe ear
learning communities. They were comprised of 26 faculty members who altiévedirst
Summer Institute. Over the course of the medium-term outcomes, each yeé&acutiye
took part in the professional development activities, which is consistent withrtierdi
trajectory of the diffusion pattern. Specifically, 38 faculty membeended the Summer

Institute in the second year, and 54 faculty members attended in the fourth yegla(Pam
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Milloy, personal communication, March 2, 2010). Finally, the trajectory levEssdewer
and fewer people remain who have not been involved in the activities. In 2008 and 2009, 69
faculty members attended the Summer Institute (Pamela Milloy, pémnenunication,
March 2, 2010). To date, only a few fulltime faculty members on campus have not been
involved in any aspect of the professional development activities. The tqudsent the

asymptote of the diffusion pattern and mark the end of the diffusion process (Rogers, 2003).

Limitations

There were several limitations to this study, which can interfere rautisferability of
these findings to other settings or situations. The logic model proved to be a goodanodel f
guiding the process of gathering one dimension of evaluation data; however, the outcomes
were limited to Grand View University, a small private liberal artstirtgin. Another
limitation was that the findings were specific to the outcomes of the prafiessi
development program created from their Title Il grant. Other collagdsuniversities who
implement new professional development programs may find similar positive @a#cbut
they may not be the same outcomes as those found at GVU. The data analyzeduiythis st
were limited to qualitative data from faculty perceptions and perspectivesti@tinze
outcome data were gathered and analyzed by the Title Il staff anueK{2009).

In addition, participants in this case study were limited to faculty andnéstrators.
No academic staff or new faculty members (hired after 2003) participated study. Some
of the findings may have been different if student affairs staff people anthoeky
members had participated in the study. Further research including thepespddé and

faculty members is warranted.

www.manaraa.com



75

Replication of this case study is not possible due to the time period when thistresear
was conducted. When the study was conducted, the participants had difficulty recalling
outcomes directly related to the Title Il faculty development progratrer@hanges in the
institution (new provost, change in number of students, etc.) were confounding influences
such that the participants found it difficult to determine which changes wereresatts to
the professional development program. In addition, a year has passed sinceltisocoot
the Title 1l grant, and some participants had difficulty recallingcdyavhen certain
outcomes occurred. Kirkpatrick noted that evaluating this fourth level of resolt®n
difficult especially across an entire organizati@cause of the frequency and scale of
organizational changes which makes it difficult to attribute an outcome to aditese
(Chapman, 2007). According to Chapman, external factors greatly affect an oigatszat

performance which can hide the true cause of positive or negative results.

Conclusions

The logic model proved to be a good model for guiding the process of gathering
additional outcome data from faculty’s perceptions and perspectives. Use ofltfregoa
evaluation within a utilization-focused evaluation method helped to identify uipatéd
outcomes that can benefit the university with additional useful evaluation informati
(Patton, 1997; Scriven, 1974). The case study provided findings that were part of a
comprehensive evaluation of the professional development program. Overall uiheHeald
very positive regard for and was proud of the changes that the professional demelopme
program had brought to their campus. The challenges that lies ahead for GidUnaiatain

involvement in the professional development program once its novelty wanes and for the
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faculty to make the opportunity to share more broadly (with other institutionsXkéaare

doing as a result of their growth in the scholarship of teaching and learning.

Recommendations

A subcommittee of the Faculty Welfare Committee at GVU has been foonnedit
determine the definition of scholarship for faculty and develop criteria to ewdhiataspect
of faculty work. The impetus for this subcommittee’s work came from some of diemme
and long-term outcomes identified in this case study, such as the adoption of #he IDE
evaluation tool, the increased use of technology in the classroom, faculty’s tooamtnio
teaching/learning, and the use faculty’s involvement in professional developnfeand T
Committee decisions. The findings from this study can provide useful informatilis to t
subcommittee. The findings include faculty commitment to teaching, the neeengtlsén
faculty involvement in professional development as part of the P and T Committeerdecis
and hiring decisions, and the concern that the Activity Director’s learnirig mssessment
not be based solely off of the IDEA evaluation tools.

Another initiative underway is a committee that has been established to ewaldat
redesign the liberal arts core curriculum. Due to the success and growthedarthed
communities (a short-term outcome), the use of linked classes is being apjgliethdsl| for
the design of the new core curriculum. Information about technology as anatieof the
faculty, a participant raised concern about people who do not want to teach in linked courses
because of the time involved. Concerns were also raised that faculty neetethe dievelop
the new courses in the core curriculum. These are findings that could prove udeful to t

committee.
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It is recommended that a closer links are made between faculty development
activities, faculty engagement in those activities, the evaluation of thagement, and the
portfolio review by the Promotions and Tenure Committee. As noted in the long-term
outcomes, this process has already begun, but a closer connection needs to $igegstabli
This would prevent the likelihood that faculty evaluations are based solely on the IDEA
student evaluation tool and not on a more comprehensive evaluation of the faculty’s teaching
and learning abilities. It would also prevent CETL from becoming an IDEAecesd was
feared by a participant. Faculty development initiatives should be based otiveoheeds
identified in the portfolio review, and not just on the scores on the IDEA tool.

Further research utilizing a systematic process based on the logic model (W. K
Kellogg Foundation, 2004) with a goal-free evaluation technique (Scriven, 1974) eshbedde
in an utilization-focused evaluation (Patton, 1997) could be conducted as part of the
evaluation for the subcommittee that is currently working to define schqdamstifor the
new core curriculum. These evaluation methods can produce important qualitative data of
faculty perceptions and perspectives that may go unheard if evaluatiortesl limsolely
guantitative information.

The faculty noted the increased retention of students during the medium-term and in
the long-term outcome periods. This was consistent with some of the goals ofahi Tit
grant to increase the retention of students (GVC, 2003). While the faculty pdrtes/e
increased retention rate was related to the faculty development programguickyot
verify that their involvement in faculty development program was the sole daasé of this
phenomenon. Further investigation into all the variables and which variables inlpartic

related to the increased retention rate is warranted. This could provide theiamstitith
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very valuable information that could guide decision making for various departrnehtas
admissions, marketing, finances, and the faculty.
Reflection

When | started this project | knew | wanted to do a study that would prove useful
rather than do a research study just to complete my doctorate. | waseohitet this
study’s findings would not be useful to anyone beyond the Title Il staffl have the
opportunity to continue to evaluate the Title Il funded professional developmentmragra
Grand View University, but | did not realize that other faculty initiativesampus could
also utilize these findings for their work. More importantly, what | had notipated was
how soon the information from this study would prove useful.

The two initiatives currently underway, to define scholarship and to connect the use
of the new student evaluation tool to P and T decisions, have needed the findings from this
study as they progress in their efforts. Members of the scholarship suliteesrhave used
the findings of faculty’s changing perceptions of scholarship to broadendbp# sf
scholarship beyond research within one’s field. Faculty now see scholarship expanbeng t
areas of teaching and learning.

The subcommittee working on connecting P and T decisions to student evaluations
have utilized the findings from this study to stay focused on teaching as the paitnayte
in hiring and promotion decisions. | have had the opportunity to share the concerns voiced by
participants in this study to not let the CETL become focused on the resultd@Ehe¢ool
as the sole determinant of ongoing professional development activities.

Most of all, completing this work has given me credibility among my ped&ssaaid

View. They take my input into these subcommittees seriously and acknowledg&ahat w
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have to share comes from well-documented findings. | am not just sharing my own
perceptions and opinions, but the perceptions and perspectives of many of our now seasoned

faculty and administrators.
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