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— e C Mini-Grants

INTRODUCTION . ~—

LI The role of institutional research has been defined and rede-

fined, but, in actuality, each 1nst1tution essentially. evolves its

own unique role for its institutional research ofticer. ‘Dressel,

A}

in his book Institutional Research in the University: A;Handbook,
provides a somewhat negative image ot institutional research -when

he writes that the basic purpose is to:
. . |
. ...probe deeply into the workings of an institution
3
for evioence of' weaknesses or flaws which interfere
(- with the attainment of purposes or which utilize an -
overdue amount of resources in so doing. In the re-

e o - sgarcH for flaws, no function, individual, or unit

should be regarded-‘as off-limits. (p. 23.) :

Uniortunately, there are always those on campus who with no
encouragengnt seek out flaws in an institutlon. Should they be

considered natural research officers?’ The’point being made 1is
¢ . N ]
that we feel institutional research shduld not be considered the

- academic counterpart ol the financial and fiscal auditor of the °

co%lege. In organizational terms, institutional research should

~

. not be functionally or structurally 1solated from the educatlonal
$

f‘unctions of the college such as te@hing, counseling, and advis-
ing. It should be ecz2ntral to the educational processes and con-
siqered‘froh a constructive point as'a:supportive service to

”~

effect needed organizational change. .

Al -
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For the precedaing reason and others to be mentigned later,

Delgado and its Kesearch and Development Division in the spring

of 1975 initiated a mini-gﬁgnpﬁﬁ?dgram for faculty. Pfeparation'
) \’,:N"‘e"' !
for this gradt program was begun:g<y§ar or so prior to the actual

{ T

institution of the program w'engiétént—writing workshop, resulting
' :t" ,,‘*f",:( N \‘ .-

r

in a pubiished manual, and a ﬁ&ﬁkﬁgop on the use of computers were

0 A
R ’

offered to the'faculty and st ﬁf 55 part of the proféssional devel-
opment program of the college. In these workshops, college person;
nel weég shown how to wriéé ai rant--the imporpance of wr%ting to
guidelines, being complete, q??erpn@, and concise, and especially
the importance of beiﬁg innovative. In the Statistical Packages
faor the SociallScienceé workshop, the -faculty were taught how to
use a canned compyter prégf&h, select needed infromation, pﬁnch
computer cardé, and read fesul@s of requested information.

Purposes

'The purposes for which workshops were held and a mini-grant

system begun were primarily five in number. They were to:
® Enqourage and assist faculty in the development ol
- specitic épant—writing ékillé\which could later be
utilizeé fo? securing large? feaé?alyu§§gte, local u;/‘
or foundation grants. There is nothing tA;t works
better than a "hands-on" éfant writing experience!
An importanﬁ and beneficiai'spillover effect also

fesults in those faculty and administrative member

174

v

who serve as readers-and evaluators of the min;-granﬁ§.

re .

e  Encourage and assist faculty to develep' dnd sharpen

4
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'Administration

specific research skills. . These skills have carry-
’ o

~-

over benefits for other\qsurses as well as for other
faculty members.

° Emphasize institutional commitment to'instructionally.

~ . ¢
oriented research .Recognition of such efforts by

the faculty through the a’%rding of mini- -grants is an

]

important institutional strategy for change.

® Embhasize another dimension of the role of research

s

as a change agent specifically ana directly involved

// ! in instruction in a supportive, nuturing, and en=
‘ . -

couraging role. ' T
. Make faculty members become more aware of speciric sup-
portive skills avaiiabie to them in the research de-
partment such as expertise in test construction w1th
reference to reliabiiity, validity, and learning theory
There are obviously other purposes which could .be listed. The
preceding were felt, however, to\ge the main objectites of our bro-
N

\ Y R
gram. Also, these stated purposes. present an opportunity for mea-

5N
\\

surement of accomplishment by unobsgrusive means. X : -

o
2

AV

ﬁ"'@"""’f’

The instructional imporvements grants brogram was administered

by the Research and Grants Managementébepartment with $2,000 from

National Science Foundation funds bein ng used to finance Iaculty
- ‘ q

proposals. ‘ , N ;

A letter was sent from the Researchjand Grants‘Management De-

1
5

partment to all faculty members inviting’ hem to submit grant

,
~
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&
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( queétions,athe’answens to which resulted in a thorough description

A
" of the proposal. For exafiple:

proposals in-‘which they set torth their. ideas tor instructional

improvehent At the same time, a Council for Instructiopal Im-

2 "\ >

proVement was established conSi;ting of ten members from the
- .

three sections_of the collegef—Campms Operapions and Acadenic
Affairs, Rehabilitation and Student Affairs, and Administration ' -
and Fiscal Affairs. - Council members were to read and evaluate

the submitted proposals according 'to criteria which were given. to ;

-

them(to guide their decisions. : ' b

-

Lomplete directions or guidelines were attached to the letter

sent to the faculty as well as the format tg be foliowed and the -
. ’ * . ‘ 4

criteria that would be used by the Council for Instructional Im-

. 4 %
pqovement for evaluating submitted prqposals. It wae stressed -
that favorable consideration would be given. to projects -that were

designed to improve instruction in high enroilment courses ar in

4
]

courses that could be shown to occupy a central place in the de-

parctment or college currifulum and to develop inheritable systems

of instruccion; that is,'vhe‘tangible results should be reuseable

by future students taught by the pfoboser/g§.well as by students

taught by faculty colleagues.

The format to be followed by faculty nemoers consisted of

1. Coufse and number of students whe will benefit.

r 2. A concise and thorough explanation of the instruc-

.

.o . b 3 .
. tional problem. N : -

“ - ¢ .

3° ~ Proposed solution ana expected results. ’




‘ N . v

I, Means to be used to determine the effectiv?iiﬁs
bf the proposed method o6f improving student

learning.

- —

5. Funds'requesued and cbmplete budget. . ‘ L

6. Appendix ot supportive material pertinent to the

problem, including letters of endorsement from ' v

department chairman and divisional dean.
. , 4 '.’
7. Resume of proposer. ‘ . X

) \Ten'copies of the proposal’wére spbhitted on or before an
established due date. The due date was strictly adhered to by

all faculty who submitted grants.

The ten members of the Councilffor Instructional Improqement

were given gopies of all proposals as well as cnicefﬁa to be psed

s>

) - |
for evaluavion purposeé. Grants were evaluated on a scale of ‘1-5

with 1 the Iowest and 5 the highest.

foliows:

1.

Extent of Proposed Program

The criteria used were as

N o s

. This mea;s the number of studﬁnt§ who will be-
reached. We at DeTmado have found that instruc-
tionmal problems are more likely .to exist in'our
high enrollmeég classes, than in smaller clas§es.
Also, potential recugn will probably’pe greater
when large number of students are affected. We

arbitrarily decided on the following scale for

— .

a3




' Rating : Number of Sbudents
+ . -
1 . 50 & below
) % . .
' .2 ' 51 - 99
3 > 100 - 149
b _ 150 - 199
5 S 200 & above
Instructional Problem A : v

rating purposesi

Rating ' ‘iNumber.of Students
r . 99 & below - -,
; 2 k \ 100 - 19h
v 3 ... 200~ 299
4 - 300 - 399
57 | 400 &.above

For sophomore courses,_ the numbers' were lower:

The,pn7poser was asked to demonstrate that students
were not adhiev1ng the stated course obgectives to ex-
tent desired. These objeéctives could be, for example,

affective skills (personallty development, self-

actualized efforts, value judgments), cognitive skills

(analytical thinking, decision making) or psycho—motor

‘skills (manual dexterity, eye-hand coordination).

Reasons were to be given why objéctiues were not being
met in terms of inability to provide students witn'the

necessary conditions for learning. These might include:

“a. An instructional page which does not take 1nto

‘ account students with different backgrounds and

’




- 7. J
* .
different ratfs ot learning.
:’ b. Lack of sufﬁ%e%ent pragtice to»learn desiréa / ’
o Gsan. -7 T
c. Adequate 1nstructional;guidanceiioppprtuniéy . a
. . fdr.reaéhing objectibes, and teedback not ‘
LT b?ing available thus making it i}ff;éult or ..
impossible for,studenﬁé to acduire‘anqnéemoh— -
‘strate hqsifed'dbjectives. | ‘ )
) ,Ppoposer was asked go givé reasons why éh; preceding '
three conditions c;uld not be met within the course
as it is established. It wds gmphasized that this
" item would be carefﬁlly evélqated becSuse gf its
Yimportance to the sélutidh. ’ . '/
3.;'Propoéed Solution ' - . \
The proposer was asked to shéw clgarly‘ppw his / o

-~ solution would benefit the students. QLeéngoals and

L

objectives were reguirea for proper evaluation. 1In
. "

aédition the proposer was asked tor a'syétem by which -
student Learﬂang”coula b% guided ana evaluated, and

) . how the methods or materials being aeveloped.could

'be distributed.

Proposals could be changed as imbiemed%ati&h pro-

eeeded, but the committee required alwell—develobed
t ’ AW

‘plan. !

g
'~ . ., l\

4. - Expected Results ( \\

) v ) . ,
A thdrough description otf expected results was

requested by the committee. éhanges will be per@ittea

‘ v
-
’ -

!
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. & v, .
as, program progresses so long as reasans -are given'
. <
. &

In'orger tor the tammittee to evaluate this section

.

+ of the proposal,’ the to1ldwing criteria’were used.
‘ h o i ¢

af\,mxpected.re§u1t§ should be Iisted such as

. R indiyidualized packéts will. be designed
\ Vs ' .. P . ) e
or 6 formal spoken English tapes produced."

" (Vague expected results were rated'loﬁ. The - }

L _committee felt that perhaps the faculty flember
- haa not thought out his ppoject-adeqhétely.)

b. No one expects ﬁiracles, but some taﬂgible.

[

'resﬁlts are expected. The number estimated

’
¥

above should be realistic. What can a faculty
member reasonably produce within a'semester?

¢.  The: resutts should be useable by students
taught by proposer (now and later) as well

.

és,by students of colleaguyes. Inheritance ,

g value was rated high. (Charisma of instructor
added 0 to rating!) ;

d. Results should include procedures that will.

L4

check and facilitate student learning, and, .

- \ .
’ also} provide access to the aeveloped learning

\

s methods ahd matefials. " For instance; where
M - i

will materials be housed for easy student-

. instructor access?_ Will tests be computerizea?

&
<

’ Will ther® be pre-tests, post-tests?

‘ 4 : . )
' 5. Determination of Effective Evaluation Procedures

Proposers were asked to de cribe how they intena

.

A%
»
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. . R . . . i ' . .
. " . ..to evaluate their developed products or tech- :
‘- L P . ) ‘ .
LR - N . -
' -niques(- It was 'suggestea that evaluations . in= - . 4
. . R . ‘o - . v ’ .
" clude;, L , coe ! 2' v o
- I 'i . // "

.. a. A way to measure student ach}eVeméntr—pre:teéq;,

Eg

' post-test, ability to use 1nform§ﬁion léarmed. -

&
* . . . - -
. : b. A way to measure student”reaction to proposer's
. ‘ ¢ ” Nz K]
L . N
method-~satisfaction, suggestioss% ete. . "ﬁ -
’ A 7 N YO
- . ¢c. A way to measure -tangible results (packets; - =
* ¢ IS N . . , "’v

+ _tapes, €tc.) i ‘ C

d. A way-to'measure overall project éfr¢0tivéness.

(Success in advanced cqurses, emplbym?nt, etc.).

& . ’
The Council for Instructional Improvement held Severil meet-
N it

s

ings after members had-read the proposals. Unclear portions |of
; . 3 M -
proposals were discusgea and, at times, clarified at these meetings.

If not, the proposer was requeségd to meet with the committee and

» v

answer duestions. ! 1 . L w
. ¢
Each membgr_of the council then ratea all proposals inaividuzl-

ly and assigﬁed a certain amount of money to the proposalsghe deenad

. o . ™~ .
worthy of funding. Averages were taken of the assigned amounts ana

L4

* results submitted to thé Reseafch and Grants DeVeiOpment Department.

. ,  The Director of the Research and Grants Development Depdrtment
) "\1' .

and the Institutional Kesearch Otficer tollow d the same procedures

.

‘as the council ana atterided ‘meetings- ot the éo%Fcil to discuss the
-\ N ~ ’ . \
proposals. They submittea inaividual evaluations of the grants and
p ' .

. their results were tabulated separatéiyrﬁrom thoig of the council
[ ¢ ‘ ! ‘ '

and an average taken-of their"resdits. Both sets of averages were
~ ' .

. then submitted vq;fhe Vice President 'for Campus Uperations and

N -«

N

. 4




‘- . /\‘ * s ~ ‘ B - g . . . . ) : ‘P .
Academic Affairs for his comments '.He, in turn, submitted the

complete q?okage to the president for\&gproval

‘7‘ o - . .
.+ Results - " - - L '

T?e results of the mini—grant pgggram were aIl that we hopea

for. ;Facuity interest in ‘hew,” different innovative teaching

-, - - ‘ J
NS ideas has been stimulated to judge from campus comment. ° An everf
. ‘. v e T

B greater number of proposals is anticipated next yearv » :' RN
The coilege plans to allocate funds from its general budget .
. ’ . . & ! & \ TN
to perpetuate and enlarge the mini—grant’program hext year' q
* )4 ? R ’

Supporp<by the administratlon of faqulty teaching opjectives will

.
T

2 /

", be reinforced by %heyavaiiability of these funas.

Problems arose during the course of the program too. Lively

discussions and compromises occurred ATl proposals were worthy

~ of funding and decisions were difiicult tp make The $2 000 “sum

\-

"was grossly inadequate .Bug these were nice probiems '. N

. -

. 4 \} Q

There”were other problems too. Some evaluators lagged behind --

in their reading. Discussions bogged dd%n wnqucouncil members

Also, some proposers Were on annual leave

\ .

consequentlys arrangements for them to.

were unprepared. _some .°

on another campus, and,

attend meetings became more involved., ' o ' . —— :
. * . . e, ¢ ) K2 *
.- C . ‘ 4 .
Considerations * =« -z - ’

‘.
’ e 1

If your institution intends to initiate an in-house grant pro-

gram, tneﬁk\\?e certain observations concerning the program at

v

' Delgado which might prove useful. e o :
. e < ) -
) , .. Timing is a critical factor

g

"A period of no less than one moenth shouid be provided . ‘¢

-for proposal deveiopment and another month for reading,

-~ »

[

\)‘ ‘ . . -~ 3‘ “ A . -4
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Te

o>

adhered to unless a specific QaiQer is given . .

.tars should be'represenﬁati§e of various sections .

" able End appreciative .of the grant-writing progran.

- Proposal Award

evaluation, epa.awqfding of grants, It is sug-

gested'that'proposals he written and submitted -~
during the spring seﬁester; with awards made in
the .summer for projects to begin in the tall

semester. - ‘-

Dates should be-firm. Although we are not .a

.ot o - . \ . ' 4
federal agency, cut-of'f dates must. be strictly
& T . . , o " s

( forccause. Thls is particularly important for

tHe grant - submiss1on dace -

4

Grant Evaluators and.Selection. The grant~evalua- )

and: divisions of the college}énd somewhat knowledge- - =~ |

able about grant writing. While it is good to

>y . \

initiate personnel.fo the orocess, it is imporrvant , -

that there be a. core of persons already knowledge- .

;"

¢ . A ,
Proposal' Ratings.  There snould be a clear process -

be in writing anq made known to everyone The i
y
process and torms must be simple to avoia’ confusion - o
3 . A

by which proposals are fated.‘ This prooess should ‘ :
|
|
\

- and misunaerstanding\ There should also be some . .

check and balﬁnce s&stem for instance, our researcn . T
* 0& . L3 [
¢
department rated separately from the council evalua- .
> : .

 tors so that two unblased rafings could.be echieved-

aigafombined., ' ) ey

This award should be made by the B

24 )

Caa
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“®

'*to’each person receiving one.
'office
o refer‘to the announcement of federal grants ffr

*four respective institusions..

'Items To Be Funded.

-structional time,” equipment,

" of inexperience only.

» /'\
X

, - ;-
L . -
B4 . - -

. i ' N- - "' - - T ’;' . ‘ *
prestaent, and # letter of award shoula be sent-
- Also, the announce-
ment for publication should come fromethe president’

A

If‘you wish to use an exampréz you can -

Doésn't your congress-
. . ’

e -
-

man make the formal announcement‘7 ] ‘ : *

2
¢ L]

It should be clear what items

»

are to be funded in the proposal request For

4

Qexampie, will the institution pay for releasea in- B

supplies, consultants,‘

and so on°

rd

stuaent labor, These questions should be

- 'resolved early because doubt avout what is to be

funded can lead To difficulties.

2

One last consiaderation.® The effort exbended is well

worth the result. Problems that developed were those

In .fact, we at Delgado College’

look: forward to a relatively problem~free mini grant

£ = ‘ * —
program in 1975 76 L j* - _
. * ] M
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1.

2.

3.

- poote [N - '
Delgado College .3
- - " Mini-Grants Awarded 1975 .
. R :
Title: Personalized Se1f~Raced Instructlon for -

Louisiana Hlstory : !

* v

Applicants'propose an alternative to traditional
lecture method of teaching Louisiana History by

designing a self-paced individual workbook.

Funds reqpested for a research assistant to help
in evaluation of effectlveness ,of text

Title: Organization and Implementation of Clerical and
Busines$ Program .for Sbudentuaw1th Speclal Needs.

Applicant proposes a program for llnwulstically,

educationally, and economically disadvantaged. - °

~ students (approxama%ely 25) to hHelp them attain

..a functional leyél for college secretarial "
courses. Learnihg aids, and indiwidualized - .
packets are t¥ be developed and funds are requeSued
for a recorder; cassette racks, oveﬁhead proj or,
and film strip projector which are needed in th
“preparation of original material and oeaching aids.

~

Funds recommended by Council $560.

Titlex Alternative Speech Library.
. ) Applicant proposes an alternative speech library
s to assist students who experience difficulty with
formal spokensEnglfsh. Funds are requested for
100-200 Cassette tapes and a cassette.system.

Funds recommended by Council $507 .
- 7

- ~ ) ’,. 46

Funds recommended‘by Councll $737 e = e T




b.

5.

Title: .

] o~
Title:

- P
-~ - »

Enhancement of Philosophy and Sociology Programs
with Original Slides of Levant.. » «

The proposer will be in the Levant for the —
summer and‘requests, funds for additional travel

and for .the development of slide presentations

for philosophy and sociology courses.

Funds recommended by Council $46.50°
These funds were recommended '

for slides. No funds were “ ,

recommended for additional . ‘
travel.

-

Improvement in Work Ahjustment Techniques
Through In-Service Training and Follow-up. R

Appllcants wish to conduct an investigation

which will utilize follo ~up data as a basis

for improving the work adjustment services .
of the De&lgado Rehabilitation Center.

"Funds recommended by Council _ 58’14?\
for expendable supplies $160.90.

i
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Composition of Evaluating Councils

B
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Campus Operations and Academic Affairs

)
Academic Deans or 'their representatives %

L / . ¢ . * '
° 3

Rehabilitation and’ Student Affairs

» ot

‘Assistant Vice President fot 5;
Rehabilitation and Student Affairs ¢

.

Administrative and Fiscal Affairs

< ., Diréctor of Auxiliary Enterpriseikgr

—.—-——_.—.—.—_——-_—-..____.—_-_-—-..——.—.——_..-.._—-——_——-.--..—.-_—.——-———.—_———-.—

. "‘%_
' COMPOSITION OF RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL

Director of Research and Grants Management
Institutional Research Officer '

3 ‘Total

n IP‘H




Appendix C

Evaluation Form and Criteria
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L .
COUNCIL FOR INSTRUCTIONAL IMPROVEMENT

Evaluation Form

Rate each proposal against the stated criteria. Assign ratings using a five-point scale as
follows: 5, very favorable; 4, favorable; 3, average; 2, unfavorable; 1, very unfavorable.

1. Extent of Proposed Program (number of stuéénts to be reached) ;ﬁ 1.
2. Instructional problem: . 2.
3. Proposed solution: ) . - ' 3.
4. Expected results: ’ 4.
5. Evaluation procedures . ; 5.
i
TOTAL RATING A Total
-ﬁ -
6. Overall rating of the proposal N - i
xf :
ey
. - @ )
7. Remarks on budget: | . ~ﬁ "
. B/ VI ,
/ ;gqu .
N g‘ . ‘{5? =
K <
. hig ;
N iy
’ N j 2‘.;
. . Kj‘»/g'i ‘
8. Remarks on overall rating: o S
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!
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9. Recommended sum: . ' ' N
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