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ABSTRACT

Perspectives on good teaching at the college level
are offered. Some eviden e exists that students' retention of lecture
material is poor. One promising approach is the Personalized System
of Instruction, which emphasizes student involvement, high
expectatiors, and assessment and feedbrck. Some faculty members now
focus on recall and comprehensicn and do not require students to
develop skills in analysis, syntbesis, and evaluation. A problem
exists when colleges whose mission is primarily teachinra and student
development turn to faculty publishing as the route to academic
distinction. Good teaching is the first ingredient of gquality
education, and colleges need to find ways to encourage and reward
good teaching. Rasearch on student evaluations of teacher performance
consistently indicates that: there is general agreement among
students and faculty on the 2ffectiveness of *eachers; judgments by
students about teachers persist and are replicated years after they
graduate; and students' ratings positively currelate with the amount
of student learning. It is proposed that reseatch on teaching and
learning be done by classroom teachers (classroom researchers),
especially at teaching institutions. Advantages o. this proposal are
discussed, and external factors that have focused attention on the
quality of instruction are also identified. (SW)
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If Sleeping Beauty had dozed off in class at the University
of Bologna in the 12th Century and been awakened recently by all
of the noise about educational ex.ellence, she would have
awakened to a classroom that was quite familiar to her. Although
generations of students and teachers have come and gone; the
printing press has made knowledge easily available to the masses;
television producers have learned to disdain the "talking heaq,"
and computers offer new opportunities for interactive learning, the
talking head continues to reign supreme in higher education.
So far, "teaching as telling" has withstood the test of time.
But the times they are a changing--or are they?
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Collegiate education has been bombarded recently with reform -
reports, legislation, and threats of legisiation to improve the
quality of undergraduate education. Without exception, the
reports have called for greater attention to teaching in language
that is strong and uncompromising. "Central to the troubles and
to the solution are the professors...." declare the authors of
one report (Project nn Redefining...1985). The professors are
blamed for everything from "lifeless, stilted, pedestrian
teaching” (Bennett, 1984) to "a misguided overemphasis on
research and a corresponding neglect of teaching® (Project on
Redefining..., 1985). Graduate schools are charged with the pro-
duction of "too many narrow specialists" (Bennett, 1985) and
"awarding the Ph.D. degree to generation after generation of
potential professors professionally unprepared to teach" (Project
on Redefining..., 1985). And academic zdministrators come in for
their share of the blame too. They are urged to put into place a
reward system that wiil recognize effective teaching (Study
Group..., 1984; Project on Redefining..., 1985; Bennett, 1985)
and "give it as much status and attention as research now
receives" (SREB, 1985).

The message of the current batch of reform reports is clear.
Good teaching is on the agenda in the 1980% call for excellence
in eaucation. True, it has keen on the agenda before. One
hundred fifty years ago, tiie Yale report faulted collegas for
failing to bring the "minds of instnrictors to act directly and
vigorously on the minds of pupils..." (Quoted in Jevine, 1986).
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Is there any reason to think that the current campaign will
make any real or lasting difference in college teaching?

My answer is a cautious "Maybe"--not so much because we in
higher education mean business this time around as because forces
external to higher education are coalescing to demand mors atten-
tion to the quality of instruction.

In the first place, students have zlways been a major fcrce
'or change in higher education, but never any more so than in
today's buyer's market. We now have two groups of so-called non-
traditional students dominating higher education enrollments for
wvhom good teaching is especially important. First is the group
of lcw-performing students who need good teaching if the access
revolution is to have meaning. Second are the adults who are
likely to demand good teaching if they are to give time and money
to the task of learning.

It is not mere happenstance that some of the most interesting
“eaching is taking place in the community colleges where the work
of teaching is most difficult and where these particular student
pressures for change are greatest. It is notevworthy that the new
Carnugie survey shows 85% of community coliege students satisfied
with teaching at their college, compared to only 68% of the stu-
dents in research universities (Chronicle of Higher Education,
February K, 1986).

A second external forca for chanc > is technology. To be
cure, technology has been touted before as a competitor of live
professors, but the technology of the past emphasized "teaching
as teliing."” It remains to be seen whether the new interactive
technologies, which conform more closely to what we think is
required for yood learning, will demonstrate their value.

Third is the growing interest in assesgment and program eval-
uation. Student learning is a mission of every institution that
teaches undergraduates. And it is quite fair to ask how well we
do “hat job. For better or for worse~-and I am inclined to think
that much of the culrent approach to assessment is “for
vorse"--assessment is here, and evaryone wants to know what stu-
dents are learring in college. A concerted attack on the
measurement of student learning will ensble us to provide more
adequate feedback to teachers, departments, and institutions.
Ultimately, the most sophisticated forms of assesament will be
built into instruction and curriculum, providing continuous feed-
back on the processes of tsaching and learning.

Fourth is the new smpr .sis on alterable variables in educa-
tional research (Bloom, 1v80). In the past, censiderabls atten-

tion has been given to the study of the characteristics of teachers

and students--i.e. the qualities that they bring into the class-
room. These are vhat Ben Eloom calls static or unalterable
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variables bocause there is little that we can do as educators to
charge them. "This shift [to alterable variables) enables
researchers to move frum an smphasis on prediction and classifi-
cation to a concern for causality and the relationship between
means and ends in teaching ard learning” (Bloom, 1980, p. 382).

Fifth is the current lack of mobility for faculty members.
The necesaity for faculty members to "make it" in their own insti-
tutions and for institutions to concern themselves with the
long-term development of teachers places more emphasis on local
reputations as good teachers and coatributors to the college.

Finally, the major work force of higher education, the teach-
ing faculty are, we are told in the fall issue of change magazine
(September/October, 1985) "at risk" and "deeply troubled."

I interpret low faculty morale as a call for academic leadershir
that will restore the quality of curriculum and instruction to
their rightful place as the first priority of educational lead-
ers. For some years now educational administrators have been
giving their major attention to management issues. Midst wide-
spread concern for fiscal solvency, educational solvency has been
allowed to drift. cClark Kerr (1984) concluded his study of the
coilege presidency with the observation that trustees and faculty
alike want stronger educational leadership from their presidents.

For all these reasons, it seems likely that we are about
to take college teaching seriously. What would that mean?

First and foremost it would mean defining and identifying
good teaching. Rig¢ht now, the emphasis is on a definition of
gocd teaching as that which results in good learning, z..d the
most common wiy to measure student learning is by scores on aca-
denic achievement tests.

Does excellence in education mean high scores on achievement
tests that measure mastery of subject matter content? Yes, but
only in part. In this era of the knowledge explosion, what stu-
dents know when they leave college will not be nearly as impor-
tant as what they are capable of learning. Nevertheless, most
teachers sincerely believe that knowledge of the subject matter
that they work so hard to teach is important. Clearly, state
legislators and the general public think it is important. what
then do we know about how to teach for that admittedly important,
but incomplete, goal of a college education?

Lecturing to students has long been decried, yet it is the
overvhelming method of choice for college teachers. It is esti-
mated that teachers in the average classroom spend about 80% of
their time lecturing to students, who are attending to what is
being said only about half of the time (Pollio, 1984). Added to
the evidence of rather poor attention in the first place is the
finding that the curve for forgetting course content is fairly

9
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steep. A generous estimate is that students forget 50% of the
content within a few months (Brethower, 1977); a more devastating
£inding comes from a study that concluded that even under the
most favorable coriditions, "students carry away in their heads
and in their notebooks not more than 42% of the lecture content"
(McLaisch, 1968, p.9). Those were the results when students were
told that they would be tested immediately following the lecture;
they were permitted to use their notes; and they were given a
Prepared summary of the lecture. The test for immediate uncer-
standing was bad enough, but when students were tested a week
later, without the use of their notes, they could recall only 17%
of the lecture material. There must be a better way to teacl. sub-
ject matter. And there is.

Research on mastery learning and its various offshoots is
showing very positive results when the goal is the mastery of
course content. Ben Bloom and his colleagues at the University of
Chicago, after years of research on mastery learning, continue to
show rather remarkable results, most recently that the average
mastery learning student out-performs 84% of the students in
control classes (Bloom, 1984).

Most promising for those of us working at the college level
are the research findings on PSI (Personalized System of Instruc-
tion) which was introduced in this coviitry twenty-two years ago
by psychologist Fred Kellsr (1968) in a major address to the
American Psychological Association. The strength of PSI lies in
its ability to incorporate into its pedagogy the "three critical
conditions of excellence" identified by the Study Group (1934) of
educational researchers who prepared the NIE report entitled

ement - Those critical conditions for effective
learning are 1) student involvement, 2) high expectations, and 3)
assessment and feedback (p.17). 1In PSI, the expectations are
that students will meet pre-determined standards of 80% mastery,
that they will be given immediate feedback through frequent test-
ing, and that they must be involved to the extent of spending the
necessary amounts of energy and time on the learning task.

After completing a comprehensive review of the substantial
research that has been done on PSI over the past quarter of a
century, James Kulik (1982) of the Universitv of Michigan con-
cluded that the average study showed that PSI was "remarkably
effective." More than 80% of the studies found PSI significantly
better than control classes when it comes to student achievement.
When Kulik and his colleagues (1979) did a meta-analysis of 75 of
the best studies, they found that PSI boosted average student
achievement on final exams from the 50th to the 70th percentile.
That is impressive, but equally persuasive are these findings:

1. PSI's superiority over control classes is especially clear in
studies calling for integrative responses on final exams; there
1: less difference on exams calling for simple recall of informa-
tion.
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2. Achievement effects are clearest in s:udies using delayed
measures of learning (i.e. exams weeks or months after completion
of the course).

3. PSI is equally effective for high- and low-aptitude students.
4. Students consistently give PSi higher ratings.

There are other methods of teaching that appear egqually pro-
mising, but none, I think, with quite the extensive evaluation
that has been done on PSI.

I contend then that we do know quite a bit about how to
improve teaching Zor batter learning of sul act matter content.
I also contend that anyone pursuing excelience in ostsecondary
education needs to think beyond the mastery of subject matter.
As Alfred North Whitehead remarked more than a half century ago,
"A merely well-informed man is the most useless hore on God's
earth" (1929).

There is little disagreement that colleges intend to do more
than stuff the mind with quickly out:dated subject matter. Howard
Bowen's (1977) extensive review of the literature on the goals of
higher education concluded that the single most consisten* theme
of the goals literature is that "Education should be directed
toward the growth of the whole person through the cultivation not
only of the intellact and of practical competence but also of the
affective dispositions, including the moral, religious, emo-
tional, socisl, and esthsatic aspects of the personality" (p.33).
That widely-uccepted goal is what makes the assessment of higher
education so difficult.

But even if we confine this particular discussion to the cog-~
nitive goals of higher education, we would do well %o recognize
that the needs ¢Z the 21lst Cernitury are for broadly educated
pPeople who can use their minds to invent new products or proce-
dures and who can interpret trends and analyze prcblems. Peters
and Waterman, the authors of In Search of Excellence call it
*productivity through people.® Much has been written on the
importance of education to the economy of the post-industrial
society. The general conclusion is that productivity will come
from knowledge and people who know how to generate it and use it.
A good idea can be worth millions today--so much that Rosabeth
Kanter (1983, p.18) says "Idea power is the most important eco-
nomic stiuulus of all."

No wonder that employers, states, and the nation are so
interested in an educational system that will result in people
who have "idea power." 1Ideas are far more important to our world
than information which has become both plentiful and cheap. "Run-
ning out of information is not a problem," says John Naishitt,
“but drowninc in it is" (1982, p.24).

6
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There is some danger that students in our classrooms are

drowning in information j.ow. Many bone-weary teachers, concen-
trating hard on putting something into student minds that will
not leak out on the way to the next class, teach as they were
taught. There is nothing in the preparation of college teachers
to break the cycle of teaching as teliing, and information is
quite likely to flow from the notes of the professor irito the
ngtnbooks of students without passing through the minds of
either.

Despite the eloguence of those who appear on iagular cycles
to remind us that the ques’ioning mind is closer to the ideal of
the educated person than the well-stuffed mind, research shows
that most teachers, in universities as well &s in community col-
leges regard themselves as information disseminators (Axelrod,
1976; Richardson, et al. 1983). The response of many faculty
Rembers to the perceived poor quality of today's students is to
reduce cognitive demands to the low-level skills of recall and
comprehension rather than to require students to develop the
higher level skills of analysis, synthesis, and evaluation. Dick
Richardson and his colleagues (1983) call this "Litting," which
refers to the dissemination of isolated bits of information,
calling for little more than rote recall from students. For a
variety of reasons, instructors and students may jointly "buy
into" classes with low~level cognitive demands. Among the rea-
sons are these: 1) socialization of students throughout their
school years to absordb information; 2) growing demands on teach-
ers for concrete evidence of student "learning;" 3) faculty time
pressures which favor straightforward oral or written presenta-
tion and simple forms of student evaluation; 4) the increasing
identification of college teachers with narrow disciplinary
specialties rather than with the broader community of educated
persons and finally, the tendency of the academic establishment
itself to send confused nessages about what constitutes acadenmic
excellence.

Increasingly colleges seeking academic distinction do 80
through recruiting and rewarding feculty researchers. In the pre-
stige hierarchy of higher education, teaching is considered a
second-class activity. To be labeled a "teaching institution® is
to be damned with faint praise. while the "teacher" is seen
struggling with mundane student minds, the "researcher" is pre-
sumed to be responding to a higher calling to contribute to the
vorld's knowledge or at least to be £inding intellectual fulfill-
ment worthy of one's ¢raduate study.

The paradox faced by the academic community is that as indi-
yviduzls the great majority of faculty members--70% according to
the recent Carnegie Study ( r '
December 18, 1985)-~ say that their primary satisfactions and
interests lie more in teaching than in research. It is in the
collective culture of academe that research achieves such high

7
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status. In their recent study of faculty, Jack Schuster and How-
ard Bowen (19¢f5) express concern about the "research surge" now
taking place in institutions where research has not been a
priority mission in the past. "We doubt," they write, "that the
stanpede toward publishable research and scholarship, or what
sometimes passes as scholarship, serves the 1:ition's needs, or
the longer-terr interests of those campuses historically com-
mitted to effective teaching" (p.1lé€).

Unfortunately, today's opportunities for most institutions to
be more salective about faculty hiring h ve resulted, not in a
Petter match of faculty talants to distinctive institutional mis-
sions, but in more monolithic definitions of academic excellence
with the research university as model. Most faculty believe,
correctly it seems (Tuckman, 1979), that publications in refereed
Journals are a more assured route to alvancement than outstanding
teaching.

Yet, despite today's pressures for publication, 70% of all
faculty members say they are not currently doing any research
that they exmect to lead to publication (Chronicle of Higher Edu-
cation, December 18, 1985). No wonder our faculties are demoral -~
ized. There is a problem, I think, when colleges whose mission
is primarily teaching and student development are turning to the
publications of faculty as their dubious route to distinction.

Unfortunately for all of us struggling to keep up with the
latest knowledge in our ever-narrowing subspecialties, many fac-
ulty publish, not because they have anything to say, but because
they need publications for their vitae. New journals are
launched, not to disseminate knowledge, but to provide outlets
for upwardly striving faculty members. There are now over 1000
journals in psychology, 1300 in sociology, and 2800 in education
published in the United States.* 1In order to f£ill the 40,000
scientific and technical journals that exist today, an
article is published at the rate of one every 30 seconds, 24
hours a day, 365 days a ysar.

The cause of knowladge is not well-served by such undiscip-
lined proliferation of publications which serve only to choke off
access to significant knowledge. Unfortunately, some huge amount
of the published research that clogs our academic arteries is
trivial by any standard, and it is leading to a failure of heart
in the academic enterprise.

*Estimates from ' ory
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It may not be amiss to observe that if faculty were thenm-
selves more involved in the type cf scholarly activity that calls
for the search fer meaning through synthesis and interpretation
rather than the current overemphasis on data collection, manipu-
lation, and description, they might serve as better teachers and
better models of the educated mind at work. The teacher-scholar
was pushed off-stage by the research scientist in the 196ns, and
the zesults, whatever they may have done for the advancement of
knowledge, have not been salutary for undergraduate education.

Good teaching is the first ingredient of quality education,
and higher education is going to have to find ways to encourage
and reward good teaching. One of the major themes in the fall
issue of Change (September/October 1985) , analyzing the sad 3tate
of the faculty is that deep down teachers no longer feel valued
by their institutions. For most faculty membars, teachiny is
their profession. We cannot expect high quality education until
that sinple fact is recognized. That means that teachers will
need the wholehearted support of their institutions, starting
with the commitment to evaluate teaching performance in decisions
to hire, promote, and tenure faculty members. We cannot continue
to hide behind the excuse that we cannot reward good teaching
because we can't tell a good teacher from » poor one. That
defies our common experience, and it is also ¢ atrary to most
research on the question.

There are many styles of effective teaching but good teachers
have common characteristics, and they can ba identifieq with
pretty good agreement by both students and colleagues (Wilson,
1975) . Although mcst college teachers now accept the usefulness
of student evaluations, and two-thirds of the faculty in the car-
negie survey agree that "teaching effectiveness, not publicaticn,
should be the primary criterion for faculty promotion® (

+ December 18, 1985, p.26), there are still.
many myths and misurderstandings about student ratings which have
become the most common form of teacher evaluation. There is now,
however, reasonably consistent agreenent in the research on stu-
dent evaluations for the following assertions:

1) There is general agreement among students and between students
and faculty on the effectiveness of teachers.

2) The judgments which students make about their teachers persist
and are replicated years after they graduate.

3) Student ratings are relatively independent of student charac-
teristics which are commonly thought of as sources of bias, such
as grade point average, actual grade and expected qrade in

| course, and class level.

4) Student ratings are positively correlated with the amount ‘of
student learning. (Gaff & wilson, 1971, p.479). ¥

J
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While these positive research findings do not mean that the
evaluation of teaching should be based solely on etudent ratings,
they do suggest there is little basis for the myths that have
grown up around student evaluations of teaching (See Eble, 1976).
There is no evidence to suppert the myths that popular teachers
are mere showmen, that the mature perspective of alumni will find
virtues in the professors that vere not ~espected ten years ear-
lier, or that there is lack of agreement on what constitutes
effectivs teaching.

I can find no legitimate reason for not increasing institu-
tional recognition of good teaching. More than 90% of the stu-
dents in every kind of institution from community coileges to
research universities, believe that "tcaching effectiveness, not
publications should be the primary criterion for faculty promo-
tion" (Chronicle of Higher Education, February 5, i986) and a
majority of faculty everywhere except in the research universi-
ties agree (Chronicle of Higher Education, December 18, 1935).
The Governors' Task Force on Quality is urging colleges and uni-
versities to improve their assessment of teaching, ohserving that
many legislators are convinced that universities "underestimate
the states' interest in the quality of teaching" (Chronicle of

Higher Education, January 8, 1986, p.18).

If the states are genuinely interested in the quality of
teaching, they will need to give more attention to its support.
Ironically, part of the problem lies in the fact that teaching
has » stable and predictable source of funding, while research
funding is unstable and competitive. In times of scarce
resources, research grants are even more attractive than usual
because they provide discretionary funds for both colleges and
faculty members. As travel funds and clerical help are cut back
in state and institutional budgets, teachers gain access to the
good life in academe by securing a research grant which will
provide discretionary dollars. lot surprisingly, colleges
hard-pressed for funds encourage and reward those who bring in
additional money.

Teaching, in contrast, has a stable base of funding.
Teachers will b/) paid and students will receive academic credit
whether learning takes place or not. Thus there if no incentive
for oithor teachers or colleges to expend their energies on
tezching.

The State of Tennessee has one possible answer to this
dilemma in its performance-based budgeting which enables colleges
to supplement their core budget by demonstrating progress toward
specified measures of student learning. That approach has the
advantage of getting departments to work together toward common
goals, and the superior teacher becomes a considerable asse. to
the department. Many departments already provide modest funding
for course development, but they might also ccnsider incentives

4
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such as making additional travel funds available to outstanding
teachers or to faculty attending conferen-zes sn teaching.

Being a teacher is a challenging intellectual task. Done
right, it domands knowledge about human learning, and it requires
evaluation of how students are responding that is every bit as
exacting as a physician's monitcring of the responses of a
patient to treatment. Unfortunately teaching has not been
perceived as intellectually challenging because we practice it at
such a primitive level. The professor who gets bored by giving
the same lectures year after year concludes that his mind will be
recharged by learning ahout recent develcpments in his dis<ci-
pline. That is today's commonly-accepted aatidots to "going
stale,” and I certainly don't reject it as one solution. But if
college teachers were practicing their profession at a more soph-
isticated level, they would discover that the classroom is, or
should be, 2 challenging research laboratory, with questions to
be pursued, data to be collected, analyses to be made, anc
improvements to be tried and evaluated.

Donald Schon (1983) has written a provocative little book
entitled "The Reflective Practitioner" in which he contends that
research in profescions such &s law, management, and education
has proved of little use to practitioners. He observas that
"Teachers have gained relatively little from cognitive psychol-
ogy" (p.308) and it is hard to disagree. The questions for
research seem not to be the questions for practice, and efforts
to connect one to the other have not been successful. Schon sug-
gests that practitioners who reflect thoughtfully on what they
are doiing, will get us further along the road to improving prac-
tice in the professions than will discipline-based research.

Schon's work gives me the basis for tle proposal for action
that I am about to make. I believe that research on teaching and
learning should be done in thousands of classrooms across this
nation by classroom teachers themselves. What is neeued if
higher education is to move toward our goal of maximum student
learning is a new breed of college teacher that I shall call a
Classroom Researcher. A Classroom Researcher is one wvho uses the
classroom as a lahoratory, collecting data and using a variety of
research methodologies appropriate to the study of teaching and
learning in his or her particular discipline. I suggest that the
concept of Classroom Researchers should be the special provinces
of "teaching institutions," i.s., community colleges, state col-
leges, and most liberal arts colleges. This propcsal for action
at this conference with "Action" as its theme offers a number of
advuntages.

First, there is good reason to thirk that while good teachers
have certain characteristics in common--knovledge of their
subject and enthusiasm for teaching it, for exanple--good
teaching may not be the same in ethics as in physics. One of tiL.

11
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raasons for the success of PSI, I think, is that it has been the
province of classroom teachers from the beginning. Its methods
are especially appropriate for teaching introductory psychology,
and psychologists have had the research skills to evaluate and
improve ‘t in their own classrooms. One of the most trc iblesome
bottlene.ks to the implementation of research findings has always
been the translation of research into practice. If researchers
and practitlioners were one, the likelihood of implementation
would be greatly improved, while the fascination with passing
fads would be reduced by the necessity for continuous evaluation
of learning by teachers themselves.

Moreover, if the demoralization of the faculty is due to &
lack of professional identity and shared values, as is claimed,
then the model of Classroom Researchers has much to offer to
departmental morale and cohesion. Departments would become the
focal points for research on the teaching of the disciplines
represented, and faculty meetings might well become seminars for
the improvement of teaching. While some of the discoveries about
improved teaching methods would warrant nation-wide dissemination
and discussion, there is some merit ir providing teachers with a
ltriczly local platform ‘or campus recognition of their work on
teaching.

The involvement of teachers in searching for new knowledge
about teaching effectiveness also begins to build a foundation
for improved evaluation of teaching, an essential ingredient in
rewarding teaching in promotion and tenure decisions. Finally,
and perhaps most important, is that as teachers study the learn-
ing situation, their actions, and student responses, they will
probably learn more about learning as a proceas, and they will
almost ce’ tainly learn mors about improving their own teaching.

Most good teachers are constantly evaluating student
responses, but they do this unsystematically, without any train-
ing and without a common language for mutual support and discus-
sion. What I am suggesiing is that the graduate schools take on
the responsibility for developing and teaching the methodological
tools for classroom research. Every graduate student who plans
to be a college teacher anywhere should receive training in
classroom research methods and should have an opportunity to do
classroom research and to evaluate his or her own effectiveness
in field work in the teaching discipline. The profession of
teaching would be groetly strengthened--and yes, made more intel-
lectually interesting--if classroom teachers had the research
:killl to msasure the impact ¢. their teaching on student 1=arn-

ng.

Although I have suggested that teachiry institutions take the
leadership in conducting research related to the improvement of
college teaching because this tusk is especially appropriate to
their mission, I do not mean to suggest that professors in

12




Session 9

research w jve:sities should be immune from the need for conduct-
ing classruom research. As a matter of fact, in his annual
report tbis year, Harvard President Derek Bok made some sugges-
tions t tne Harvard fi_ulty for creating an environment that
rewards and encourages bettsr teaching. Arong his suggestions
are some that would be included in the tonls of the Classroom
Researcher. He is urging rembers of depurtments at Harvard to
come together to discuss ways of adapting their teaching to the
shared purposes of an undergraduate educa:ion at Harvard and to
think tog:- er about how to craft examintcions to reinforce thei:
COMBMON a - Examinations, of course, are one important tool of

the Classroom Researcher, and they are one important piece of the
assessnent puzzle.

The call of this conf nce is to move from rhetoric to
action. I can think of no action that would do quite as much for
tlhe improvemsnt of teaching and learning as to let » thousand
classroom laboratories bloom acr2ss the nation. Their purpose
would be to discover more effectivae teaching methods for the
Classroom Researchers themselves, but equally important to
establish a foundation of knowledgs a.cut college teaching for
maximun learning. That would be “aking teaching seriously, and
it would move us toward our goal c¢3 guality education for all.

3/3/86
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