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EVALUATOR: Ié;m interested in finding out how the Utah State Instructional BeveIopment

model came into being. Could _you describe that for me?

~

DIRECTOR; Five years ago ‘a new President Glen Taggart, arr1Ved at USU. Early in his
. administration he charged ‘a faculty/student committee“to undertake the task
* ’ g. of assessing the. stdtus of undergraduate education. On the basis of long

- j\ discussions in the ean}y@stages and after examining the efforts of similar
o projects at other institutions, the committee decided against a“¥ormal
written report on their study; instead they turned to ‘the approdch of, gction
research. They dfvided up into task groups; one studied the question of
general education, another delved into the groblem of dormitories, another
. worked on the issue of undergraduate research, another examined the lectures
dand lyceum series. 'A final group began to question what was happening in
\ ) instruction at Utgh State, asking whether something .could imp&ove the
\\ teaching/learning proces§§y . .

- L . ' : .

EVALUATOR: Was th&t final group the basis for the«Instructional Development?

» DIRECTOR: - Yés, in1tially that teaching improvement subcommittee had a limited- v1sion
) about some kind of self-help agency. Fortunately, the committee had- some -
funds which enabled 1ts membets  to go about thercountry and see what ,else

- was being done. They didn't regiize unt®l they” began to travel that a
! . new discipline called Instructional Development.was being born in the -
" United States., They wisited Michigan State, Indiana, the Teaching Research
~ Center in Orégon% the Instructional Resources Prggram at Brigham Young
University, and finally Florida State. Instructional developers %t each
. © institution were interviewed and a variety of approaches to 1mproving
[ & goniversity teaching were discussed,

‘o

3

1
P
At the same time the new President, and espec1ally his Provqst, ‘initiated
‘a study to coordinate the media production agencies on the campus. There
were.several: Television, Photography, Printing, Radio—-but they were
. all separate agepcles, located at diver@e corners of the campus, making
. ; *Sifficult for sfaculty members to usé them for undergraduate instruction,
T eésolve thg problem, the Provost appointed a consultant to develop '
- a proposal for improved organization of the media services, A .third effort, °
going on independently atfthe same time, was| aimed at producing a master
plan for the future of the library.' A systexs analyst was working with
the’library staff.to create new efficiencies: ard design a way to.help a
'moﬁest library become adequate for a university.
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*This paoer has emerged’from an interview with an external evaluator as )
part, of the on-going evaluation of USU's Instructional Development endeavor.
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*of a Learning.Resdqrces Program which would include the library, add to

- deal with the question of improving instruction. . .. *
How did your efforts relate to other instructional devefopmept programs ' ~
on other campuses? - ¢

' The section of‘Xhat proposal that dealt with the improvement of ‘codlege

vwmilitary and-+industry. JThe Vice-Provost at Michigan State went to industry,

‘training prograps for some sodutions:

you are using. . .

P ~ \

’

What did these groyps have in common? . .

At fig§t, very little. ,As the three groups gradually became aware oF each
othe;, they began interacting, éyentually,cogyescing into one blue ribbon-
committee. Out of this interaction ¢camd a lengthy proposal which was sent
to the Faculty Senate and then tp the President. It proposed the creation

it all the media production agencies, and then create a small divisionh to

£ .
: . :
| , .
.

instruction reported what had been disgcovered gpout the new instructional
develépment moVement. This movement was based principles of geﬁéral
systems theory, as practiced in industry and at\NASA. The wew centers
were impressed with -training programs which had been produced for the .

found people with Ph.D.'s in educational psychology who had been in the

business of'developing training materials dand enticed them to the university
o help faculty.develop instructional materials. They broughtJEheLr systems

management concepts with them to the aiena of higher education. In another

part of the country, Syracuse University leaders were talking about im—

proving college instructiqn; they turned instead to instructiohal media -

So at least two active alternatives

« ) : . . ’ . . ¢ \\.
These two alterpatives were a systems approach vs. one’from instrucgional’
media. Which did you choose? , .,}" o T

The USU faculty, through.a committee com SEEH’ﬁfimarfly of ipdividuals .with
humane interest in improving instruction, soon gaw that they were jumping
into a pool containing disciplines about which ﬁhey knew very little.‘: Thus
they advised beginning with a very™modest program that had- elements of both
options. .The resulting Learning Resources Program created a division
where instruction could be s&stematically desigﬁed and the division would
also relate to the media production ‘services that were 1dcated in the

~ t ~

y

were availabie.

"ather divisions. . .o _ :

.o : : - ? .
The concept of the comprehensive Learning- Resourices Program is illustrated
i the attached chart and shdws'how the_progtam lcan provide any size or
format of learning materials, wﬂEther,it be print or film, fiche or tape,
that faculty and students need for learning and teaching. Where those
materials are not obtainable, th program attempts to produce'it in such
alternatives‘as radio, television, printing, g?ﬂphica, or audiovisual
media. " b : T

Would you describe how you settled on the instiuctional development model |
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DIRECTOR: {n the early stages we may have felt that we had some answers about what
s " professors should do .to improve their instruction, but it didn't take
AN : long for us to see that we had to be pretty carefgl ébout telling peoplg,

. .'This ig what you ought to do." ¢

. One alternative we entertained initially was advocacy;,we could have pro-

. . . moted specific approaches such as a hlanket requirement for course per-

I . . formance objectives or a specific instructional media usage. * For example,
. ALl the faculty are supposed to file a syllabus for each course they teach.

- , One idea would be ;o.fequire them to write solid course syllabi with,'

) -behavioral objectives; this would cause them to do more rigbrous planning.

It was quickly obvious that su§§ha requirement. would Jengender more opposition

hd

than results. The resistance wquld likely be so intensive that it would;
destroy the‘whole program. In those first visioqégy days we might have
- responded' to that -opposition by\claiming.that critics were uninformed,
and they really needed the requirement most of all{ Had we takenm such 3
'a stance, we would ceﬂtainly‘have encountered able faculty members who
s could sabotage the concept of an instructiondl development* program becauseé
there are some academic as well as tactical vuLnergbili%ies in the use of
educational technology principles. JIt di¥n't take too long to discever
. + that instructional technology applications were in themselves 'still very
. - tenuous. ' 7. T ’ '

-
- “ -~

Ld ' . AR

- EVALUATDR: 'ﬁan you givg an example of a "hard sell¥rapproach? o ) _A

t . —

DIRECTOR: . Yes, the new college president at®a sister institutibn followed the approach

! , we rejected. He was committed to the idea of self-pacing; he thoughk, he
could sell the legislature of the state on a way of savi g mopey, so [ n-
. nounced that all-multiple Section courses would be cancelled and would be

; taught in indiﬁidual, self-pacing modules.’ He devoted .a ‘poriion.of the
. “budget to |the creation™f learning modules, but he ran into he ty oppositions:
v ' < Fortunately, qur President wouldn't even entertain the igeafﬁfﬁﬁsing such
coercion; but we might have que that mistake'if the}power had been avail-
able. 1Itsg absence forced us to examine.our environment more reflectively;
i  we concluded that ‘cajoling the faculty is self-defeating in the academic-
‘ atmospheré&. . 7o ‘

J

w - -«

-

- | . _ .
EVALUATOR: What other optigns did you consider as an alternative?
- e . < . [y
" DIRECTOR: ( There was another option we considered which was "exemplified hy the o
' g Teaching Research Center at Monmouth, Oregon, the Learning Resources Program
< at Brigham Young fUniversity, the British Open” University, ‘and the Federal%
e “Regienal Laboratpries. At such 'research, ard developmenthpenters a large
o staff of trained  instructiomral designers pfroduce learning materials on the
s . basis of an exp¥drit design model and with major investment of professional
e time and materials. Once completed, ese.learning materials aré said. to
Be "validated." . At these centers‘progggbigzsiéiggtructionél developers§ .
producé projects which they then make avai for faculty adoption.
v ’ : . §

»
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DIRECTOR:

And exactly how did you propose(to do that? . . v . |

» . . - . . @

. i A N f IS - A
That was the most highly respected route at the time because of the“CIﬁig//

that the learning,materials emerging from these‘laboratotiés-codld be
validated, guaranteeing student Iearning. Besides the fact that we didnlt
have massive amounts of money necessary to go that way, there are some

"philgsophical problems with that afdroach. It puts the developer ‘and the

learner in the ,center of the process$ while the teacher invests very little.

- Because the professor is only minimally involved in the development of the

validated materials, he often does npt adopt .them. Thig "caused us ‘to
reconsider whether the research and.develSpment model is appropriate

for the university. . |
If the industrial or the coercive approaches have drawbacks for the
university setting, where do you turn? : o

=
It is obvious that there is a subspantial‘digference between the university
and both the resefych and development laboratories and the industrial ,
atmosphere where thé systems develppment models, such as theﬁyASA systems)
emerged.. Much of the appliéd research that has been done on instruction

has been for the military and "indystrial environment or for the public
‘schools. The'uﬁiversity,has its own powerful environmert and set of

values.| The university places its major premium upon the professors and
thé,gtu~eﬁts, not on the administration or learning theory. Its product .
is not tangible, such as. those ih!the space or defense industries. Academic
instituti¢ns do not have a -hierarc¢irial organization which et policies

and tells people what to do. . On the conﬁrary, the faculty functions ‘on

the assunjption that 'they are theif own experts, -

Douglas‘Méqregor's words, where the institution pays a. high pridé for the
most talented people it can get d then leaves, them to'set their own
objeqrives, design their own Worw, implement it, and-evaluate it. The
admidligtration doesn't supervise professors extensively; scholars don't
punch| a clock and the{administraﬁion agsumes that faculty members desire
to be' productive. The administratorfsl;gb is to enable the faculty to

The univefsity is a pretty good :Eample of a Theory Y organization, using

work. Singe thiS'kiﬁd‘of power structure/drives the university, we had
to decide whether to confront the modelf and change it or to’accept it and
build‘an improvement .strategy wh&ch finds energy in ghe model. - >

. ] g . » ] .

A . a

As we looked at that model -of the university, some serious liabilities
surfaced in gonjinction with teaching. In many cases the univeérsity

‘professor's ﬁggtéption\of tdaching is that instructien is a by-product

of scholarship. -This view assumes that the prerequisite for being a
teacher is knowledge. Obtaining a research degree is considered to be
appropriate préparation in becoming a teacher. Then, as a scholar goes
before students he cah merely draw upon his ersonality and humanity,

‘which will enable him to communicate his knowledge to students. The idea

thatva scholar should learn how to teach,or'that he shoufd'design learning -
materials.has not been very seriously considﬁred. Scholars have seldom
felt that professional\literature on teaﬁping and learning is important
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. . for them. Instead they preparo each lesson by gathering information _
.o : -+ which they then transmit to gtudents. That limited view of teaching is
2 o the liability of.the model of allowing the professor to be sovereign.
- Nonetheless, we have conclu ed that the modell is so firmly entrenched
that we ought to work withig /the«model rather than to reject it.
When viewed across time, the success of the basic university model and its
’ ' .Theory Y dimensions engende: respect for its worth. !

°

EVALUATOR: ° How can an’instructional design team work with that much flexibility and

. ) a, "hands off" feeling? : ' ) D b
., ¢ . ' . . | -~ %’
“  DIRECTOR: - What we would like to do is to find a way to 1nterest the professor in
initiating the improvement of instruction rather than us intervening in
N ) ‘ the model to disrupt it. We would like to fimd some way of stimulating

the professor' s interests “into learning tleory and into instructional

design. We are hoping that the professor can be encouraged either by an

existing reward -structure, or some visibility on campus or rough power

. of research information or: by student feedback If the professor can
. " be encouraged to make an initiative of his own, then we can support that

initiative to produce an improved learning—teaching experience. Our

- basic approach is to accept™the professor's autonomy as the basis for

) . interaction and to direct the.-strength of the base, through appropriate

» ) intervention into meaningful improvement ‘activities. -
. " ‘ 1 I o )

EVALUATOR:L gAren't there-some drawbacks to that appr?ach7 d’

/

ta

DIRECTOR: ' There is a lot of vulnerability in.startfiing with the teacher, A critic
. could say that we should begin with the {student a§ the basis)for insturc-
tional development There is soundness Mg that. other could say that
%se should take the learning process as the basis. ritics will also suggest
that if the proféssor is the center of the learnin design, the product
is likely to be limited to his abilities and ¢hig w llingness. , We recognize
the strengths of these views, nonetheless we have/consciously chosen to
~N, ..- consider the teachei first. Since it is he who controls the selection
’ and presentation of learning activities to students, he becomes the gate
‘ keeper to instructional improvement. - A
? . ‘ . - - ° ) . N \ [ "
EVALUATOR: With the faculty member'qgosen as the starting point, what are the advantages

you see? °

»

. AN . . . :
DIRECTOR: In addition to accepting the p{gfessor as basis, we wer@ convinced that the
implementation of the arning improvement has- to be- considered right from
{_ oo the beginnings —The" IiaBility of the research and developmen? approach is
that it often fails to get a product implemented once ‘it has 'heen produced. .
We respect the research and development approach, but it consumes quantities
¢ of money that cannot even be entertained by most universities and starts:
B v from an assumption that does not link with the academic world, in our
Y estimation. That's W we s?ttled on our modest approach. We are now in
) the process of evaluating whether it has- merit. :

.
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EVALUATOR:  Did you ‘find any ‘allies in the faculty?

¢ DIRECTOR

A

We soon discovered that not all university professors were resistant to
using a team approach for improving their instructioﬁ};some;are ready dnd
‘willing. These professors alreatly had considerable knowledge about learning.
désign. On our cdampus they tended to be in some concentrated fields like
Business Administration, Educational Psychology, Business Education,
Industria% Technology, Special Education, Communications, and Instructional
Media. Those people had had experientes in graduate school which opened

up the world of learning theory or educational systems and were just’ °

waiting for morey to be made available to undertake innovations. Not
. oﬁly did ,we .dffer these people‘our modest services but we invited‘some of
" them to be our consultants; in this way we have developed a panel of
experts who.haye been very helpful. How dia'we et them involved? One of
the first things we didwas to troubleshoot for them' They needed a little

money or.some space, so'we helped them on these managerial matters. That
‘was a very madest thing. : )

-
- -

o

, EVALUATOR: Can you be specific now and déscribe how you aétually use your appfoéch

Q
DIRECTOR:

, EVALUATQR:

DIRECTOR:

V, %g,“v T

»

with the general faculty? ]
The mainstream problem was how to interest fapul;y members who have good
will about improving teaching, but are somewhat resistant in trying new
things: Often they have heavey commitments to research or'ape'loaded with
many students and don't have the time to spend on coutse development.
Sometimes they are apprehensive about trying something without a. guarantee
that"it will work. 8_have settled on a three-step abpro?éh which proceeds-
»_“}ncrementally as the professor takessan initiative. *Eirsf we sensed that
a general awareness program was essential for letting ﬁacﬁlty members knqw-
what they might initiate. We cert inly didn't intend to §it in the office
and wait for people to come and propose something, though there'were some
who would do that. We surveyed the literature 6?“institu;ional renewal,~ and *
when we found something that fit exactly info‘a specific field, we sent
it off to the faculty member. After we had gone through sgores of articles,
we decided to prepare,our own little intrdductary handbook on tea;?ing and
s package it with lots of "bizazz" to make it seem palatable.: We seént that
out ‘to faculty and it began to stir_interest: We also conducted regular
.seminars, each devoted- to a specific ‘tgaching approach such as computer-

’

assisted instruction, simulations, the seminar, the lecture, 'self-paced
instruction. ~ .. ' - '

Where do the next steps fit with the awareness ones?
v A N .
Next we tried to find a’way”to encourage professors who.could take the
initiative themselves. We weren't the slightest bit original in £hoosing
our strategy, settling .on the concépt of the competitive grant as the wd&
to ‘enablé faculty members to take an initiative. . )
The grant has a specific social value in higher education. A person who
.rqgeives a grant achieves immediate status. At the time he has~to‘commit hd
himself to a certain kind of .output. e settled on the idea of making a
number of smaller grants available in the amount of two, three, four, or
five hundred dollars. We announced these, made them competitive, set
guidelines,-aﬁd establi@hed a council that sould referee them.

. 8 . . e
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Did the competition induce some complications? '
Y ~ S O Y
Rather early(in the, granting process’ we esta lished a policy to fund as
o ‘ many propbsafs as possible. So wheq a propgéal writer called gbout the
(: i) grant, we willingly chattéd about it and oftén worked together. At that
C ’ point the grant writer was hoping to get funded, and he or she was usually
rather willing to entertain suggestions., Itiwas also a point ,where N
@ we could begin modest consultant work, which:frequently took 'the form of
: ' -suggesting £hat the proposals have learninf™outcomes as an evaluative
" ' criteria. For a $200 mini grant we didn't expect anyone to be able to
& demonstrate major learning outcomes; it would cost much more than that ,for
. , the evaluation. But we did éncourage the faculty to shift their thinkin
from what ,they were going to do in their classes (such as a filkg or ‘a map
or a moHel) to what they warnted the Atpdents %o do. We were able to":
begin shapi the design, yet it wasjonly d modest influence; the main ~“. -
ithrust was 4till left up to the professof. As we met.with these scholars
P gf on the mini-grant pProposals we always tried to get them to think abput

B d

v é . learning<rather\tban focusing solely on teaching. . '
iav So that became what we called our‘secoﬁdAéﬁ initiative level.x, It worked.
g Over seventy-five fa@ylty members have applied for minifgrants, and Wwe "
" have ‘invested $200\to) $500 in each project. The money has gon€ exclusively
for production--none* it gaes for travel.or faculty salary. The result

. is that ‘the faculty invest many hours of*work for a few dollars. It is
~ ‘generally someth ng the faculty members wdhtgd to do anyway or a modification
@« - of their original idea. . - :

Y K . 3

EVALUATOR: How would you judge theléuccess of the mini grant program?

DIRECTOR : Right fronm éhe beginning our perception was that the mini grant prograﬁ .
¢ : was a fairly low-level activity. It enabled some modest improvemerts of
" instruction‘gnd showed a level of instit“tional support §gr teaching -
improvement, but it did not produce.validated learning developments. It
was not evaluated gktehsiyely. In ébmg instances we may have been
"taken for a ride."*-Qpe of the @}obléms we had with these kinds of grants
was that we had to coﬁétaptly guard against giving people money for things -
they should normally, be péyipg for with their owm, depaftment budget. 3o
we gad to wrestle with request for travel or for money to buy films. These
| kinds of things seemed to lack serious faculty involvement. ' What we were
asking for in the mini grant was fof the faculty members to invest their
time in the design of learninél\:We would-pay for whatever intermediate

»

AN # things were necessary to support their efforts, , .
. CE .

Because the mini grants were refereed by a respectable group of faculty,
they have had more serious consideration than such things as teaching
awards. We feel that teaching awards are ex post facto, They do not
cause things to happen. They are not product-oriented. The granting

; approach is much more effective as an incentive for improvement,:and yet

it still depends upon faculty%awareness and does not seem offensive to-

. the basic model of the university. It is within the spigﬁf

approach, . b

*
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-but you mentioned a third stage. Could you elaborate on that?

_Once it is approved we begin the actual g
‘quarter is -spent conceptualizing the project with the scholar so tHat the-

" . X ¥

’
.

I think I can see the.gdvantages you cite for the mini grant sfrategy, .

o
3 4 ’ *

We hoped to gef started on'ge&uiherfnstfhctroﬁal-deyéloPméht'so as a third
level of our sStrategy; we cqnyinced'the admigistrationﬂt offer some

Faculty Develd%ment Grants which améunt 66 $2500.. nables a4 faculty
member or fatulty team to work about.a year designing, roducing, and
evaluating a project. The department must contribute half 6f the faculty -~

salary for feleased.time one quarter,' and we produce the other half..

, «MWe also contribute ‘$1000 of production’ support mon€y. The vital featurg of
.the program is, again, thdt the faculty or department initiates the idda.

We provide consultant help, and work in the formative stage with them

in writing of the proposal. The proposaly goes to faculty panel of referees.
d&velopmént process. The ‘fifst

desired .outcomes are ‘stated explicitly. Then we move into a period of
production, during which time the faculty member is given released time,
moves out of his or her office, and sets up quarters in our center. This
fosters full time work in the atmosphé?e,wﬁéfe they can rub shoulders with
our consultants while writing, designing, and produ¢ing the learning

‘materigls. After that peripd the professor goes back into the ddpartment

full time and does a field test of the Project with some evaluative helf. -

This is whaf.wekcall instructional development. -

»

Have some avoidable pitfalls become apparent in thg’instructional develop-
ment stage? _ ' o :

. 1

We have made a lot-of mistgkes with these gran%s, but also we learged )
some rathe? important fundamentals. For example, the;mind set we borrowed
from the systems designers and the applied educational psychologists has "
caysed us to focus rather heavily on the lgarning materials product. \ Now

" we have concluded that the focus was only half right. To be consistent

with our whqle view .about the nature of the University, we have decided

to look much more closely'at-the enviromment into which this learning -
product is to be introduced. Right from the beginning we need to consider
the attitudes of the students.who will be imposed upon during the field

test as well as the attitudes ofg faculty colleagues who are not included

in the development but ‘may be influenced by it or may have attitudes about
it which we should:consider. o a ﬁ%kﬁ

Q

’

What have begen the most imbortant things which have been learned from the
third stagdf? s S : . ) R
Maybe the most important social environment of learning is the set of
priorities of the academic department. We have found out.that the developer
needs to know several things about them. Is the instructional development
project running counter to the godls of a department? Is the project

- going to run into a direct clash, with the values of the discipPine? What o

are the implications of changing leainipg style that the project may bring
about? Is it goink to be possible to deploy students in a manner required

by the project? How much of the project’ is learning improvement and how, ¢
much is Hawthorne effec't? How much is the success dependent on one person

who may not be permaneqt?' I3 the project so threatening to the existjng

system that it will generate excessive opposition or, even undermine the | <
endedvor?.; ’ '

~ ‘e
v *
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"depgrtmenis., wd}king with the professor makes the project's authorship

u .. - I
. . "

¥
e : L , : (I .
These sound like major questions to bk explored. Aren'tﬁ%hese common
to all projects? b o - BRI 3 -
- L . ~ s

14

. N R N . 4
- These ,are some of the environmental issues that are generhllxqraised

only after a project is destroyed.- Then developers begin to say: 'It
would have worked if@;ﬁé=faeultyvhad not been,.so defensive." '"The project
was thoroughly valida ed bat, the guy was so sharp that the department -
couldn't stand to have him around". These and other excuses are used as a
defense against the unfortunate .fact that the designers “did ‘not build these
realities into the initial model%:~ When we design a ptroject‘we have to ® L
design changé. There are many dimensions of change that, while only
ancillary to the learning ‘materials, influence the-changé process signifi-
cantly. Here we are cdpsideriqg an-aspect of the sociology of institutions.

‘
11

In other words, théﬂoutside-institutional factors were the ‘long term

determinants of‘success or failure of the project.

4+

- ek

’ Q . . .o
Well only partly. We had our own internal difficulties too. -Ghawihg at ! )
us all’ the time were thése questions: Where is validated learming improve= "
ment? What about the use of Hesign? What about systems? What about ;_
evaluation? We had been'studying the .systems’ development model used by
Indiana, Miﬁ&jgan State, and Brigham Young University. We were saqmewhat
resistant to\them because they were too elaborate. - The models use jargon - .
extensively; they are often perceived as straightjackets by faculty members °
if we ipsist on using them. They seem to be very.prodyct oriented, like .°
the productipn of the rocket; they fic the industrial model more than. the .
academy, We are still giving them serious study, gnd we have found a

modified use. ~ - , N ;. .
- . L] . ‘ B , a

What about evaluating the cutcomes? ‘ ) .

. X ! ¢ ' ! )
We were similarly uneasy about the lack of evaluation in our. program. How
does one ow what's going to come out of all this activity? «Is-it going
to have any learning outcomes? -We were convinced that we needed' other
expertise in the office. ,We hired af evaluation and design consultant.
This ‘person had had a lot of evaluation experience and some design experience r
at Florida State. When we hired him we -soon s§w that we were going to.'
fdeed help in evaluating, but we needed support in desigm-first. So gradually
he became our specialist in the creation of vingtructional materials. , Now we
have hired another staff member to really deypte himself to evaluation, g+

-

)
3

In what difection do you éee the model evolving? . : o

-~ A

On the basis of the ekperience that we've had with mini-grants -and the -
gaculty devélbbmgnt grants as well as the wisdom we have garnered from. '
other institutions involved in instructional development whky are tryihg
the same thing, we are going to begin experimenting with a modification
of the model. HUp Lo this point the model has4f9cuséd on the professor as
the basic unit. We are not discoveridg that there are liabilities which
we think can be overcome by working with teams of professors or whole
very visible as well as vulnerable because a professor may leave, may not®
get "tenure, may engender jealousies, may be using the project for motivations
other than they were funded, and éoﬁbn. Team effort offers the hdvantages.

. . M 0 4
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- with a learning ¢onsultant,. the role of consultant changes, Although,

- it sometimes seems like a challenge to that concaptualization, creating a

EVALUATOR ; -

DIRECTOR:

DIRECTOR:

EVALUATOR:
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.0f inconspicuous authorship, more longevity}.and a larger inves'tment of
-priority by a department. In dddition, we Are attracted to the general
. principle ¢hat'groups~;end to be more créqtive-than individuals: . \

‘In our first\exﬁeriences with design ééohps we afevhaving some encouraging

the team, . .

. .o . : \

TheoretiEally,byes; but doeg this happen in practice? _— -

" : < ' \ i T
Whefi a group of’fagulty‘members work together to design a learning project
as the. neutral facto; in the group, he becomes mores of a process person
and referee, he can still raise deésign questions and have some influence
on the grouwp.. In the tradjitional consultant relatidnship ‘with oné “faculty 3
member it is rather difficult for the consultapt to intervene because the v
single professor hQ§ his own conceptualization; when the consultant intervenes,

communication barrier between the‘conéultantoand_the‘cIieng, When a.group
is doiﬁg the &onceptualizing together, the consultant.can play a more-
natural role. 1In that set@ing there are severalr individuals who see their
concepts as ,still formative and‘ﬁgfcﬁae ‘the coﬂaul;ant in the process .
of developing the ideas. — e o, o .

BN . R >

~

success. We stumbled into this approach by accident whég a group of pro- .
fessors asked us if they could have a multiple faculty development grént, . “‘_“)
We almosf said no, because we. hesitated to deyote a large portion of our”
resourcessto one department, but we decided to)take the risk and It proved ,
to'be a most productive venture. Now we. are orking with two full depart-
ments .apd consider this' to be the most promi¥ing experiment on the horizon--
a test tlo see if working with teams of faculty will be more productive than -
individual ﬁrqjects. We are not going to drop the single professor efforts,
but maybe a priority will emerge, i - T
. s
Could you describe your- staff and.its relation to the.iﬁstitutidn?'\
Iﬁitially,)zﬁe Instructional Development Division Was one'préfessor serving
h?lf—time }n the program qggé% part-time secretary. He was conggiousIy
selected from the Arts and Letters faculty to encourage acceptance of the \
effort by -the whole faculty. After the first year a full-time consultant
was added who brought skills of dnstructionsl design into the program.
Next some graduate studegts with media production” skills were added on a
part-time hasisx\ Finally,’a part-time evaluation specialist has joined

’

Are there enough peoplé“to‘gét the\Job'donej N -

This Division has.not been lifited to using that veéry small staff. " We
have pended upon suppqﬁé from ttfrentiré Learning Resources'Program,~
inclu %pg the library;adf media services. - -

A O ; .
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Ideally, the staff or, that organization are all members of a team.

Historically, the various divisions evolved separately-and then were

put together on the'basis of a ratiomale, but we have had some d1fficulty

in learning how to work together. There have been ups and downs in that
" relagionship; we.are on an up at the moment. p . ‘

. -
1

EVALUATOR@ﬁ How do your projects fit in with those of other service organizations

" DIREQTOR:

on campus? . o R . . .
. p”&v-\»~ S

- It takes coqsiderﬁble sklll to find. ways in which our objectives in<“this~
Division cad‘support nnstead of conflict,-with thé objectives of the
other divisions such as the television service or the* 1ibrary,acquisitions .

3

- departmént or the. 11b§ary distributions division #or -example. The projects

«  that have éemérged out of our Division of necessity are disseminated cgutside

'of our Division--some in ‘the classroom with the professors, some Py the
_Audiovisual Seryices, . and 'some in otherjpiv1s1ons ‘of the progra??‘ We
“put considerable demand upon their services without increasing 6péir re-

. sources. That has proved to be a problem. We have had to discdss such
requests, on, a daily bagis with the various services te see that ‘we do .
not unreasonably. requzit their time and resources. Their limitations ’
gometimes put constraints upon what we can design. That's just_a simple
.example of the generalization that we are 41l competing for a {imited -
set of resources within éne budget, each division having its own priorities
dnd’ trying to find{a way to bend the priorities of.the other divisions
in their direction. Despité’gbese tensions we still maintain.that we'are
ahead by being a part of the Learning Resources Program rather than being
a separate agency which would come to these services simply as a customer.

. We_haveé been able to regllocate space, manpower, and budgets swithin the
6€Erall program to respond to the shifting needs of instructional inndva-
tioms. , ot ~ o "

° s

" EVALUATOR: I'm still not completely cl€ar on the role of your staff in d®aling with.

DIRECTOR:

?3 L]

-

the faculty of outside departments.

Let's, go back to the or1g1na1 question about how our staff relates with the
institution. We are naturally in direct contact (with the faculty; pro-

. fessdts approach ys directky for an’ idea, a serv ce, or a grant, or we
meet them in a seginar, faculty meeting, or éven informally. We have
found that it is essential that we then relate any request they make to
their academie env1ronment. We get to the ‘department chairman or dean
;o/find out iQ:we can have their support 1f we work. with this faculty
member. That 1is a crucial matter. We also approach deans, and department
heads and encourage them to shift:their priorities for the benefit of °
instructional innovation. There are also a whole host of_ administrative
agencies on the campus with which we try to relate, the most important
being the chi@f academic office of the campus, the Proyost: We are kipd
of advocates in tﬁit office, pressing for this priority or that priority,
asking them to support onebprogram or another.. Far example, we press the
Provost's office to see that the faculty evaluation program is condu)ﬁﬁy/
each year, or that the faculty development funds be made available to
professors whq,wish to attend institutes on teaching, Or wWe press them

V/”for an increase in funds fdr faculty deveLdpment grants. Another of our
Y,
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efforts has been to press the space allocation committee, which works

® Provost's office for improvement of.instructional Space.,
So'in this way we're sort of an advocacy office, and we see the whole
campus; as well as the extension services, as an’afea°whepe we have a
logical role to-exert influenee on the institution's bure%ucracy to

"help it be Tespbnsive’?b the imp¥ovement of ipsgruct}bn.

/.

* ... o
Within the sg§écture of the Merrill Library and_Learning Resources Program,

‘whe}e_does the Division® of Instructional Developmént fit?

’ - . .
On the prog&am's organizational chgrfxis,apﬁé;rs to be the division-thag
designs the,things that the’ other . divisions either produce or disseminate.‘
In, fact, much of the traffic ‘of é§e~other divisions never comes through . »
this one because 1t was intended as a small consultant serviced The

" requests which come to our Divisijon very often just go through the

other divisions for iGBlementation if there is production or'dissemination
to be done. Occaqionqlly'somethingﬁmight come in here -and go out produced
and never go through the other divisions, but we generally depend on

resources®available in those other divisions to.do.the production .and ° .
* dissemination, and we create a good deal of work for them, "o
. ~- : : _ S ' . ..sz; '
Does much work get referred from their shops to yours? P
. - R ’.' . - -.. . B
It is not ve common for something from another division to be referred \°

to ours. A look at a model would suggest that to be the case, but
generally when a faculty member goes to one of the other divisions he
knows what he wants; he likely wants a service that is already being

offered there. For example, a College of Educationéteachér would go to .

_the Instructional Television people and would request to use the micro-

teaching laboratories. That is a standard on-going service, Most of the
other divisions could be described as having standard on-going services,
Our division functicns on a different approach. When a pérson comes he

" generally brings a problem rather than a service request. The first thing
- we have to do is to spend a' good deal of time deciding what the problem

is and what possible solutions might be. Then we create.a solution which
is probably one we've never specifically done bhefore. ol )

o 7

What is the relation of tfe direcf%r of this program to -other directors;
and what kind of status does this department have? ’

All four divisions have associate directors, and we have equal status,

We meet weekly in a policy meeting with 'the director of the program;

he is over all four. We g0 fro -him for most of our problems and report .
through him to the rest of the University. 1In that regard ¥ am pleased . .
because our Division is much smaller than the other divisions., and yet

we have equal status as a divisioni There has been some question of
whether our Division'pugﬁz not to be enlarged by taking’ some of the services
‘from the other parts and having them report to us. We genefally‘prefer not
to become an agency that execuytes progﬁzm but one that” designs ‘them; -

but that question is always in\consideratfin. N ' ' ‘

s

H

Could you sum things up that we'

e talked oyt today? o
o . «

To conclude, I'd say that our model of awéreness, initiative, and develop--
ment has enjoyed modest succass. \ It emerged from-a small program and is;
appropriate to the limited resour es which have been devoted to it. We-

. . ~ .14 . s . ) ‘ *
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are not so committed to it that ,e cannot change;, and in fact, we.are
artfng to modify it. We are p eased that ‘the program has won gradual'®
acceptance by the faculty and thht it +1s making some limited inro#ds into

improving teaching and learning [at a, small university. .
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