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John N. Gardner

Building Success for First-Year Seminars through Instructor Training and Develop-

ment, for many reasons. First, I am very excited each time we add a new title
to our monograph series; each is designed to address some unique facet of the
student transition experience. Our overall objective in producing this series is to put
one more good informational and/or pedagogical tool in the hands of higher
educators who wish to enhance teaching and learning inside and outside the
classroom so as to increase student learning, satisfaction, and retention. Second, I
can remember back 20 years ago when there was virtually no literature base
available at all in this field for educators such as myself who were attempting to
refine programs to enhance the first-year experience. It is extremely exciting to
know that the National Resource Center for The First-Year Experience and Stu-
dentsin Transition is helping to fill that void. Third, the pleasure in introducing this
monograph is also personal; the editor-in-chief, Mary Stuart Hunter, is a long time
colleague and friend whom I have known since 1978.

I have looked forward to the publication of this monograph, Solid Foundations:

Stuartand I have been partnersin hosting and organizing The First-Year Experience
Conference series since she joined the Center staff in 1983. Before that she had
worked in the Admissions Office at the University of South Carolina and as an
academic advisor for undecided students. In that latter role, she had her first
experience of developing and implementing an instructor training model for a
special version of a first-year seminar section for undecided students. Stuartjoined
the staff of the Center and assumed primary leadership for The First-Year Experi-
ence Conferences. She also worked with a team of faculty and professional staff
here at USC responsible for the facilitation of University 101’s semiannual “Teach-
ing Experience Workshop.” The editorial leadership for this monograph is based
on her approximately 20-year experience designing and implementing first-year
seminar workshops. I could think of no more appropriate professional to guide this
much needed and potentially useful monograph than Stuart Hunter.

As you may or may not be aware, the first-year seminar in American higher
education dates back to the 1880s. The University of South Carolina has had its
current first-year seminar, University 101, since 1972, and we were the first
institution to mandate an extensive instructor training program as a prerequisite for
any University employee who wanted to teach this course. Our first training
workshop was three weekslong, five afternoons a week. It was designed ona classic
T-group model first developed by the National Training Laboratory for Applied
Behavioral Sciences in Bethel, Maine. We felt that this kind of encounter/ sensitivity
training was appropriate in 1972 in order to help University employees create a
more humane environment for entering first-year students. Our approach to this
initial training was in the aftermath of a tumultuous student riot thathad shaken the
campus of the University of South Carolina in May of 1970. Thatinitial model, while
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having some long-term influence on what we do in the present, is not the foundation for the training
scheme set forth in this monograph.

It has been apparent to me for some time that the Center’s monograph series needed a publication on
the concept of faculty training. Since 1972, we have received thousands of requests for information
about our faculty training program, and many guests from other institutions have attended this
training. They then returned to their own institutions and adapted what worked to faculty training
for their own first-year seminar courses. We have offered our University 101 instructor training
workshopsin an abbreviated, one-day formatin association with The First-Year Experience Conference
series since 1982, and since the 1991-92 year, we have offered condensed training workshops in 59 cities
in the United States, Canada, and Puerto Rico. All this has been in response to a demand for more
information on how to do more effective teaching of the first-year seminar.

Weare not trying to suggest in this monograph that you should adopt the “University of South Carolina
way” for instructor training. There is no one right way. Instead, I think each institution has to find its
own way, and we hope this monograph will be a catalyst for that effort.

Thus, itis with great optimism that I introduce this monograph. I trust that this publication will be put
to good use to prepare effective teachers of the first-year seminar course. The ultimate beneficiaries,
of course, will be instructors, their institutions, and especially their first-year students. Please do not
hesitate to offer suggestions to our editor-in-chief, Mary Stuart Hunter, for subsequent revisions of this
monograph based on your use of it; welook forward to using your ideas in order to be even more helpful
to our colleagues in the future.

As always, let me take this opportunity to thank you for your support of our publication series and of
our efforts to enhance the first-year experience in American higher education.

John N. Gardner
Senior Fellow and Distinguished Professor Emeritus



NOTES FROM THE EDITOR-IN-CHIEF

Mary Stuart Hunter

the first-year seminar at the University of South Carolina for students

undecided about their academic major. The success of those special sections
led the program director, John Gardner, to ask us to develop a special, “advanced”
University 101 training to further sensitize instructors to issues of academic
advising and career development. This workshop had a dual purpose in providing
an additional training opportunity for interested instructors and in generating
additional instructors for special sections of University 101 for undeclared first-
year students, who at the time made up more than 50% of the first-year class. The
process of developing this “advanced” training was a labor of love. Four individu-
als with distinctly different skills, abilities, and personalities worked together over
a hot South Carolina summer to develop a week-long training program with the
central goal of better serving a distinct subpopulation of first-year students.

In 1982, three colleagues and I developed the curriculum for a special section of

Although at the time, I had already been teaching University 101 for several years,
this undertaking challenged and inspired me to consider even more seriously the
importance of comprehensive instructor preparation. It also initiated my many
years of involvement with faculty development. I quickly came to believe that
effective instructor training is the fundamental foundation for a successful seminar
program. Well-prepared instructors are much more likely to be effective teachers
in the classroom than are those who are thrown into teaching a new and different
course without adequate preparation and training.

We at the National Resource Center for The First-Year Experience and Students in
Transition have long known that there is a desperate need for support and
information on effective instructor training. This monograph is, therefore, an
attempt to provide a degree of support and, at the very least, a document that will
lead educators involved with new-student seminars to focus on the critical impor-
tance of effective instructor training.

The monograph opens with a chapter by Joseph B. Cuseo that provides a research-
based rationale for including a substantial faculty development component to new
student seminars. He contends that a well-designed and developed instructor
training program may indeed not only support the success of a new student
seminar, but that it may also create a ripple effect with the potential to generate a
dialogue on teaching excellence across an institution. His chapter offers compel-
ling arguments supporting the attention paid to improving undergraduate
instruction and outlines four major topics recommended for inclusion in a
comprehensive instructor training program.

Clearly, any attempt to prepare instructors to teach new-student seminars must
include a realistic consideration of the target audience—the first-year students
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enrolled in the seminar. In the second chapter, M.
Lee Upcraft and Pamela S. Stephens review the
significant changes in student characteristics and
demographics over recent decades that make the
students of today in many ways quite different
from their predecessors. As we recall our own
time as students, we quickly realize that these
students are also quite different from ourselves.
Upcraft and Stephens make a strong case for our
acknowledgment and sincere acceptance of these
changes as a catalyst for the shift to a more diverse
and varied style of instruction. For many, this will
herald a new role and perspective for us as teach-
ers, one which will enable us to empower students
to become engaged and enthusiastic learners.

In Chapter 3, Jennifer L. Crissman joins Upcraft to
provide a view into the hearts and minds of first-
year students through an examination of a sub-
stantial body of literature and the work of numer-
ous theorists. They suggest that understanding
how students learn inside the classroom alone is
not enough for understanding them comprehen-
sively. Anexamination of students’environments
and individual development through attention to
both their cognitive and psychosocial develop-
ment will help us as we attempt to maximize their
learning.

Diane W. Strommer reminds us in Chapter 4 that
effective efforts to prepare instructors for teaching
new student seminars must include attention to
the anxiety that all instructors, even the most
seasoned faculty, bring with them as they prepare
to teach “something new” outside their discipline.
She shares a wealth of specific and concrete ideas
illustrating 10 important principles of teaching
that will enhance learning in the new-student
seminar and that can be easily transported to other
classroom settings. A broad consideration of her
10 tips for success will also be helpful in planning
and implementing an effective agenda for instruc-
tor training programs.

In Chapter 5, Cuseo provides an argument for the
use of group learning strategies by reviewing the
research that supports these methodologies. Ad-
ditionally, he shares specific strategies for imple-
menting these methods in first-year seminar
classes. Such methods, he argues, can provide
instructors with a strategy for helping first-year
students learn higher order cognitive skills. The

increased communication in classes incorporating
collaborative and cooperative learning methods
contributes to general goals and objectives of many
first-year seminars. He provides a detailed descrip-
tion of the characteristics of cooperative learning
and specific tips to enhance group communication.

The success of training experiences depends, to a
large extent, on the well thought-out design and
implementation of the events. In Chapter 6,
Constance Staley provides a succinct and useful
description of the many characteristics of effective
facilitators. She assists us by outlining the qualifi-
cations and characteristics that we should seek in
facilitators, as well as providing a suggested check-
list of effective communication skills that can be
cultivated in workshop designers and facilitators.

In Chapter 7, Cuseo and I provide the reader with
concretesuggestionsforrecruiting instructorsand
developing campus-wide partnerships through
the new-student seminar instructor training. We
share many specific suggestions for the planning
and logistics of injtial training and development
as well as suggestions for long-term, continuous
training efforts.

Dan Berman and I follow with a chapter that
describes in detail the campus-based training pro-
gram we know best—the one at the University of
South Carolina. We outline the four-phase train-
ing model thathas been used throughout the life of
our 27 year-old first-year seminar program, amodel
thatis adaptable to the needs of unique and evolv-
ing campus cultures.

A very well-constructed and useful primer on
assessment methodology related to instructor
training programs is found in Chapter 9. Cuseo’s
chapter outlines intended outcomes common to
many instructor training efforts and potential
measures for these outcomes. He discusses both
qualitative and quantitative methods, describing
a variety of specific techniques for both. The
template provides even the most novice assess-
ment practitioner with an easily understood ratio-
nale for the importance of quality assessment and
its uses. *

John Gardner and I close the monograph with a set
of suggestions and recommendations to guide
educators in their instructor development work.



Finally, on a personal note, since taking on the
challenge of editing thismonograph many months
ago, I have learned once again a very valuable
lesson—choose your team wisely, and success is
inevitable. Ihave come to think of myself as a
coach in this project, and I have been blessed with
anincredibly able group of athletes. The team, far
more talented than its coach, has been much more
patient with me than I deserve. The project
spanned more seasons than I originally planned,
frequently placed on the sidelines while more
immediate and pressing demands occupied my
attention. Yet, becausel drafted many good friends
and colleagues for this team project, I am con-
vinced that the final product was worth the time-

outs and rain delays. My sincere thanks to each of
the chapter authors for their good work and con-
tributions. Special thanks to John Gardner for
giving me the opportunity to undertake this
project, to Betsy Barefoot for her editorial over-
sight, patience, and gentle prodding to remind me
that this really is needed by so many people. And
finally, special thanks and kudos to Tracy Skipper
for her outstanding editorial skills, her creative
layout and design talents, and her tact, kindness,
and gentlenature in the final stages of this project.
Asyou read this monograph, I hope that you will
find, asThave, thatit provides awonderful oppor-
tunity to gain new insights while refining your
existing knowledge.






INSTRUCTOR TRAINING: RATIONALE,
REesuLTts, AND CONTENT BASICS

J oseph B. Cuseo

student retention (Barefoot & Fidler, 1992). The important role that a well-

conducted instructor training program plays in achieving this institutional
objective is articulated by John Gardner (1980) in one of his first arguments for an
instructor training program: “Student retention cannot be improved until faculty
change their attitudes, values, and particularly their behaviorsin the classroom” (p.
10). Similarly, Alexander Astin (1982) argued early in the 1980s for the retention-
promoting value of instructional development for college faculty:

g major goal of institutions that adopt the new-student seminar is to promote

The pedagogical skills of college faculty members may be one of the most un-
derdeveloped resources in the country’s institutions of higher learning. Con-
centrating more energy on developing teaching skills could prove tobe the most
productive and self-protective activity thatinstitutions canengage in during the
next 10 years. (p. 15)

Thus, adoption of an instructional development program in conjunction with the
new-student seminar may not only function as a preparatory experience for
seminar instructors, but also as a “lightning rod” for drawing college-wide energy
toward teaching excellence. The pressing need for such an institutional stimulus is
strongly supported by the following two research-based arguments.

1. Improvements must be made in the quality of undergraduate instruction.

During the 1980s, several national reports on the condition of American higher
education sharply criticized the quality of undergraduate instruction (e.g., Associa-
tion of American Colleges and Universities, 1985; Boyer, 1987; National Endow-
ment for the Humanities, 1984). A common theme in all these blue-ribbon reports
is that the quality of undergraduate education has suffered for the following
reasons:

¢ Graduate education fails to provide adequate instructional preparation of
faculty prior to their entering the professoriate. As stated in a report issued by
the Association of American Colleges and Universities (1985):

The tradition in higher education is to award the [Ph.D.] degree and then
turn the students loose to become teachers without training in teaching or,
equally as ridiculous, to send the students off without degrees, with unfin-
ished research and incomplete dissertations hanging over their heads while
they wrestle with the responsibilities of learning how to teach. ... During
the long years of work toward the doctoral degree, the candidate is rarely,
ifever, introduced to any of the ingredients that make up the art, the science,
and the special responsibilities of teaching. Yet the major career option for
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most holders of the Ph.D. degree is full-time
teaching in a college or university. (p. 35)

This conclusion is strikingly reminiscent of
onereached by astudy group onhigher educa-
tion some ten years earlier: “... itis probably
not an exaggeration to say that the present
disjunction between the emphasis in graduate
training and the work done by most college
teachers is a formula for occupational schizo-
phrenia” (Group for Human Development in
Higher Education, 1974, p. 30).

Overly narrow specialization in graduate
school is perpetuated by sharp disciplinary
divisions, disciplinary isolation, and lack of
interdisciplinary dialogue among faculty after
they enter the professoriate. As the late Ernest
Boyer (1987) reported in College: The Under-
graduate Experience in America, “The disci-
plines have fragmented themselves into
smaller and smaller pieces, and undergradu-
ates find it difficult to see patterns in their
courses and to relate what they learn tolife” (p.
3). A similar conclusion was reached in a
major report issued by the National Endow-
ment for the Humanities (1984):

Undergraduate teaching has been dam-
aged by too little attention to introduc-
tory and lower division courses and nar-
row specialization in the graduate
schools. Unless graduate schools re-ex-
amine their priorities, much of our teach-
ing will remain mediocre and our stu-
dents indifferent. (p. 16)

A lack of open discussion exists among fac-
ulty about the teaching process and how to
improve its effectiveness. This criticism rein-
forces the findings of an extensive survey of
1,680 faculty at 14 institutions conducted by
Gaff (1978) in which he found that 42% of
those surveyed said that never during their
entire teaching career had anyone talked with
them in detail about their teaching. Only 25%
said that such discussions took place more
than once. One faculty respondent stated
wryly that, on his campus, “teaching had re-
placed sex as a taboo topic” (p. 45). Derek Bok
(1986), former president of Harvard, argues
that,

Professors are among the most indepen-
dent of all professionals and guard their
autonomy closely. Such attitudes help us
tounderstand why it would notbe feasible
to prescribe collective goals or teaching
methods...[however] they do notexplain
why there is so little discussion of ways to
improve the educational process. (p. 64)

¢ Thereisalack of institutional attention to and
support for faculty development. Drawing
from data gathered in national surveys and
on-site visits, Ernest Boyer (1987) reports,

We found thatsuch an obvious and impor-
tant practice as setting aside a portion of
thebudget for faculty developmentisrare.
We strongly recommend that every col-
lege commit itself to the professional
growth of all faculty and provide them
with opportunities to stay intellectually
alive. (p. 134)

Faculty development efforts that are linked
structurally with teaching the new-student
seminar can become “institutionalized,” ac-
quiring the potential for redressing these
recurrent criticisms of the American profes-
soriate and enhancing the overall quality of
college teaching.

2. Empirical evidence strongly suggests that instruc-
tional development programs produce positive results.

Qualitative research findings indicate that faculty
who participateininstructional development pro-
grams report that they are effective (e.g., Hoyt &
Howard, 1978). Additionally, there is a substan-
tive body of quantitative research providing em-
pirical documentation that supports the value of
faculty development programs for promoting
positive change in teaching behavior. For ex-
ample, consider the following findings:

¢ Cohen (1981) and Menges and Brinko (1986)
conducted meta-analyses of large numbers of
instructional improvement efforts and found
thatindividual faculty members whoreceived
assistance from an instructional development
consultant were rated significantly higher in
teaching effectiveness by students than were
faculty who did not receive any consultation.



¢ Stevensand Aleamoni (1985) performed alon-
gitudinal study, following up on faculty who
received assistance from an instructional im-
provement professional, and found that the
positiveresults of such assistance persisted up
to 10 years.

¢ Levinson-Rose and Menges (1981) reviewed a
large number of studies on the effectiveness of
instructional improvement workshops and
found that over 80% were effective, as evi-
denced by improved student ratings of in-
struction, improved ratings of trained in-class
observers, and greater student learning—
i.e., improved student performance on
course examinations.

¢ Eble and McKeachie (1985) conducted a com-
prehensivereview of faculty development pro-
grams and concluded,

When effectiveness of faculty development
programs is measured by participation,
instructional development activities (e.g.,
workshops, seminars) were most effective.
Our analysis suggests that even though
grants for individual scholarly programs
are valued, faculty members working to-
gether to achieve common objectives may
be more cost effective for the institution in
terms of their impact on student learning.
(p- 205)

¢ Lacey (1988) reviewed faculty development
programs and concluded that seminars or
workshops that are both popular and effective
are those which,

Address practical needs and can result
in tangible changes in the way faculty
teach. . . . Some of the most valuable
reported outcomes of successful work-
shops or seminars have to do with in-
creased collegiality and better commu-
nication among faculty . . . and better
communication comes as a by-product
of working on matters of importance to
us as teachers. (pp. 64-65)

When all the research findings pointing to the
effectiveness of both consultation and workshops
for improving teaching effectiveness are viewed

in conjunction with all the national reports sug-
gesting that the quality of undergraduate teaching
is in dire need of improvement, a strong case can
be made for the value of instructional develop-
ment programs for college faculty. Offering such
programsunder the aegis of instructor training for
the new-student seminar and offering it not only
for seminar instructors, but for faculty in general,
may serve as an effective vehicle for stimulating
campus-wide improvement in college teaching.

A substantive training program that provides a
highly visible teaching enhancement experience
may serve to stimulate campus-wide attention to
and interest in effective undergraduate instruc-
tion. Linking the training program to the new-
student seminar not only serves the purpose of
preparing instructors to teach the first-year semi-
nar, but it also may have the potential for filling a
void in the preparation and development of col-
lege faculty at large. Empirical support for this
contention is provided by Barefoot and Fidler
(1992) who report,

Both on survey instruments and in follow-up
personal communications, freshman seminar
administrators reported that instructor train-
ing workshops offered for freshman seminar
instructors often become an institution’s first,
and perhaps only, systematic focus on fresh-
man and undergraduate instruction. Such
workshops often provide a forum for a cam-
pus-wide dialogue on teaching and frequently
raise faculty consciousness about the unique
needs and characteristics of their first-year
students. (p. 62)

Atthe University of South Carolina, the instructor
training experience for the new-student seminar
(University 101) is an intensive, four-day pro-
gram (Berman, 1997). In one of his early reports
on the University 101 program, John Gardner
(1980) noted that the course’s instructor training
program enabled “faculty to generalize and ex-
pand their University 101 teaching innovations
beyond the confines of the course and into their
regular teaching and work at the university” (p.
7). Gardner’s original observation has been cor-
roborated by more recent institutional research
studies which indicate that new-student seminar
instructors (a) become more “student-centered”
in teaching their regular content courses after



teaching the new-student seminar (University of
Wyoming, cited in Barefoot, 1993), and (b) are
more likely to use new or different instructional
strategies in their discipline-based courses that
were initially developed for use in the new-stu-
dent seminar (Central Missouri State University,
cited in Barefoot, 1993; Montana State University-
Bozeman, cited in Barefoot, Warnock, Dickinson,
Richardson, & Roberts, 1998).

Such institution-specific research evidence sug-
gests thatinstructor training for teaching the new-
student seminar may not only affect how the semi-
nar itself is taught, it may also produce a positive
“ripple effect” in how faculty teach in general.
Given this potential for pervasive and systemic
improvement in the quality of college teaching, it
is recommended that the instruc-
tor training program for the new-
studentseminarbe extensive, both
in terms of its duration (e.g., at
least three days in length) and its
inclusiveness (e.g., all college fac-
ulty should be invited and en-
couraged to participate in the pro-
gram as a faculty development
opportunity). Relevant to the lat-
ter point is John Gardner’s (1980)
early observation that many fac-
ulty at the University of South
Carolina had begun participating
in its University 101 training pro-
gram “exclusively for the faculty
training experience” (p. 6). To-
day, faculty across the country
participate in faculty training programs, not only
to prepare themselves specifically for teaching the
new-student seminar, but also to enhance their
general effectiveness as college instructors
(Gardner & Hunter, 1994).

Content of the Instructor Training Program

Four topics are recommended as major compo-
nents of a comprehensive instructor training pro-
gram in order to make the experience relevant for
new-student seminar instructors, in particular,
and for college faculty, in general: (1) understand-
ing first-year students, (2) understanding the in-
stitution, (3) selecting and sequencing course con-
tent, and (4) teaching and learning strategies. The
first of these topics will be discussed in this chap-

A substantive training
program that pro-
vides a highly visible
teaching enhance-
ment experience may
serve to stimulate
campus-wide atten-
tion to and interest in
effective undergradu-
ate instruction.

ter and in Chapter 2. The second and third topics
will be addressed in the remaining sections of this
chapter. The fourth topic, teaching and learning
strategies, will be covered in Chapters 4 and 5 of
this monograph.

Understanding First-Year Students

This component of the instructor training pro-
gram focuses on promoting instructors” knowl-
edge of contemporary first-year students, both as
learners and as individuals. The importance of
this topic for effective teaching is underscored by
William Perry (1980), pathfinding researcher on

college students’ stages of cognitive development,

who argues that, “Faculty development begins
with an understanding of student development;
students are our common pur-
pose” (quoted in Knefelkamp, p.
24). At the University of South
Carolina, where its 27-year old
instructor training program serves
as a national model, the first step
isto “startwith thelearner” (Gard-
ner & Hunter, 1994). Initially fo-
cusing the program on the learner
also carries the additional advan-
tage of reducing faculty defen-
siveness about being “trained” to
be effective teachers. Beginning
the program with a focus on the
learner takes the emphasis (and
the onus) off the teacher and puts
it on the learner and the learning
process, serving to reduce the like-
lihood that participants will view the program as
“teacher training” or “faculty development.” As
oneveteran faculty-developmentspecialist warns,

At times the phrase “faculty development”
has a scary ring. Too often “develop” is used
in the active sense: faculty are wanting, and
something will be done to perfectthem, evolve
them, or promote their growth. The spirit
resembles that of Western colonialism. Letus
Christianize the heathen or civilize the be-
nighted. Faculty members with a modicum of
self-respect and dignity resent being treated
this way. (Freedman & Associates, 1979, p. x)

Angelo (1993) has also argued that focusing in-
structional development on the learner will serve



to increase the quantity and quality of faculty
participation, as well as build a sense of campus
community:

Shift the focus from improving teaching to
improving learning. Making improved learn-
ing the goal of instructional development fo-
cuses everyone’s attention on the desired out-
come and encourages a wider range of ap-
proaches to achieve that goal. A focus on
learning can bring together administrators,
student affairs personnel, faculty, and stu-
dents in a common enterprise—rather than
singling out faculty for “development.” (p. 6)

Under the rubric of “understanding the learner,”
the following topics and issues are recommended
for discussionin the new-student seminar instruc-
tor training program.

¢ The importance of the first year as a critical period
of development in the college experience. This
topic could include discussion of (a) personal
adjustments common to first-year students,
(b) the “seven vectors” of student develop-
ment (Chickering, 1969), (c) common first-
year student fears, and (d) incidence, causes,
and “cures” of first-year attrition.

¢ Characteristics of today’s first-year students. This
topic could include coverage of (a) entering
students’ level of academic skill development,
(b) Perry’s (1970) model of college students’
cognitive development, (c) historical factors
that have shaped the lives of today’s first-year
students’ attitudes and values, (e) student mo-
tives for attending college, (f) needs of today’s
first-year students, and (g) reading habits and
preferences of contemporary first-year stu-
dents. Chapter 2 of this monograph provides a
profile of today’s changing college student.

¢ Institution-specific student characteristics. A “stu-
dentprofile” of the institution’s first-year class
should be presented, containing such infor-
mation as (a) age, (b) gender, (c) race or ethnic-
ity, and (d) socioeconomicbackground. Learn-
ing styles associated with different student
subpopulations could be presented along with
this demographic information. The impor-
tance of such a student profile is under-
scored by the increasing generational and

demographic differences between tradition-
ally educated college faculty—who tend to be
homogeneous with respect to race, gender,
and age (i.e., the majority of whom are middle-
aged white males) and today’s students—who
tend to be heterogeneous or diverse with re-
spect to age, gender, and race.

For instance, re-entry (returning adult) students
now represent the fastest growing segment of
American higher education (The College Board,
1996); by the year 2000, the traditional 18 to 22
year-old student will comprise only 16% of the
American college-student population (Levitz,
1989). Adult learners may require different in-
structional approaches than those historically
employed with traditional-age students (Knowles,
1984; Wlodkowski, 1985). For example, relative to
traditional-age students, adult learners are more
likely to display the following characteristics: (a)
lower levels of competitiveness toward other stu-
dents; (b) more interest in participating with oth-
ers; (c) more inclination to assume personal re-
sponsibility for their learning; and (d) more will-
ingness to work independently of instructor su-
pervision (Eison & Moore, 1980; Fuhrmann &
Jacobs, 1980; Kraft, 1976). Faculty development
offered via the new-student seminar’s instructor
training program may be one viable method for
preparing college instructors to meet effectively
the unique needs of these nontraditional learners.

Other demographic shifts in the college student
population discussed in Chapters 2 and 3 are the
increases in enrollments of racial and ethnic mi-
norities and international students. A decline in
the level of academic preparedness also character-
izes the current generation of college students
(Astin, 1966-1984). The research on the changing
college student points strongly to the conclusion
that college instructors might be well served by
faculty development efforts designed (a) to help
them work with the “new breed” of college stu-
dents, and (b) to encourage them to perceive and
respond to the academically underprepared stu-
dent as an instructionally stimulating challenge
rather than as a morale-sapping liability.

Understanding the Institution

This component of the instructor training pro-
gram has two related objectives: (a) to increase



faculty awareness of institutional resources and
support services that are available to promote
student development, and (b) to increase student
utilization of these support services (e.g., viamore
frequentand effective faculty referrals of students
to appropriate support services).

To most effectively realize these objectives, it is
strongly recommended that an orientation to stu-
dent support services be included as a major com-
ponent of the instructor training program. This
would include orientation to such key student
support services as (a) the learning center, (b) the
library, (c) student health services and counseling
center, (d) career services, (e) studentactivities, (f)
residence life, and (g) service learning (volunteer)
programs. Representatives of theseservices should
be present so that seminar instructors can associ-
ate a live person or face with each service. Also,
phone numbers and exact campus locations of all
these services should be presented to instructors
in a well organized and easily accessible fashion
(perhaps in the form of a flat sheet or brochure) in
order to facilitate student referrals.

Ideally, some discussion of the art and science
of making student referrals should also be in-
corporated into this segment of the instructor
training program. Practical tips on how instruc-
tors might encourage or ensure that first-year
students will utilize these services could be
offered by campus-service representatives—for
example: (a) referring students to aperson rather
than an office, (b) providing students with the
phone number of a person to contact, (c) walk-
ing with students to the support service, or (d)
developing class assignments or extra-credit
options that would stimulate student involve-
ment with key support services.

Research strongly suggests that colleges and uni-
versities should not offer support services pas-
sively (i.e., waiting for students to come and take
advantage of them); instead, institutions should
reach out to students and deliver support pro-
grams intrusively (Beal & Noel, 1980). If left to
their own devices, those students who need pro-
grammatic support are less likely to seek it out on
their own (Friedlander, 1980). For example,among
students who withdraw from college due to aca-
demic difficulties, approximately two out of every
three never used the institution’s academic sup-

portservices (Williams, Grononger, & Johnson, in
Daubman et al., 1985).

The importance of student involvement with out-
of-class support services and activities for student
retentionand academicachievementishighlighted
by research reviewed by Pascarella and Terenzini
(1991):

The environmental factors that maximize per-
sistence and educational attainment include a
peer culture in which students develop close
on-campus friendships, participate frequently
in college-sponsored activities, and perceive
their college to be highly concerned about the
individual student, as well asa college empha-
sis on supportive services. It is worth noting
that some of these environmental influences
on educational attainment persist even after
college size and student body selectivity are
taken into account. (p. 604)

It is noteworthy that national survey research
indicates that one of the most frequently cited
goals of new-student seminars is to increase
student use of campus resources and facilities
(Barefoot & Fidler, 1996). Thus, one essential
element of a comprehensive instructor training
program should be to orient new-student semi-
nar instructors to (a) the full range of student-
support resources on campus, (b) the profes-
sionals who deliver these resources, and (c)
effective strategies for encouraging student use
of support services.

Reporting on the University of South Carolina’s
instructor training program, Gardner (1980) notes
that one beneficial by-product of the training ex-
perience is that faculty “learn much more about
the institution. This is especially helpful for new
faculty who join the university and have some
orientation problems not at all dissimilar to those
of students” (p. 7). Like Gardner, Turner and
Boice (1987) discuss the transition issues of new
faculty. They report that a substantial number of
beginning college teachers are overwhelmed by
their new professional responsibilities, spending
excessive amounts of time preparinglecture mate-
rial and attempting to “cover” course content,
with relatively little time spent focusing on effec-
tive ways to involve students in the learning pro-
cess. New faculty are also those who are most



likely to express concern about their teaching ef-
fectiveness and ability to relate to students
(Baldwin & Blackburn, 1981). These negative
findings concerning the experiences of new fac-
ultybecome especially significant when viewed in
light of the anticipated rush of new-faculty hiring
in the late 1990s to replace large numbers of retir-
ing faculty (Bowen & Schuster, 1986; Schuster,
Wheeler, & Associates, 1990); it is estimated that
75% of faculty members will be replaced between
1995 and 2010 (Kerr, 1994).

Thus, new-faculty orientation and development
may represent an unprecedented opportunity not
only to facilitate the adjustment of first-year fac-
ulty, but also to promote proactively the develop-
ment of a new faculty “culture” on campus—one
thatis more student-centered and initially equipped
to engage in effective teaching. One way to capi-
talize on this opportunity may be to offer an inten-
sive and comprehensive new-faculty orientation
and development experience—delivered as part
of, or in conjunction with, the seminar’s instructor
training program.

Selection of Course Content

A third component of a comprehensive instructor
training programisadiscussion of potential course
content for the new-student seminar and consen-
sus-building with respect to decisions about topic
selection and sequencing. When making deci-
sions about content coverage in the new-student
seminar, itis important to remain cognizant of the
factthat one key potential advantage of the course
is that it can provide first-year students with a
focused, in-depth alternative to the heavy dose of
survey-oriented introductory courses that are de-
livered during the first year (Gardner, 1993). The
new-student seminar may be the single course
during the first year in which the instructor lec-
tures less and “covers” less factual material, but
where students write more, interact more, do
more, and perhaps learn more because covering
everything is not as important as ensuring that
students become actively engaged and deeply
process the more limited content. Unlike many
first-year introductory courses, the new-student
seminar should not focus excessively on breadth
of coverage at the expense of depth of coverage.
As critical thinking pioneer Richard Paul (1994)

argues,

Let us explicitly recognize the misleading na-
ture of expressions like “this is what we need
to cover!” Let us recognize that the key ques-
tionis “How can we design what we ‘cover’ so
that students must thoughtfully and deeply
master it?” The addicting delusion of cover-
age must end. (p. 10)

The relevance of Paul’s argument for the teaching
of first-year studentsis reinforced by Erickson and
Strommer (1991) in Teaching College Freshmen:

Compulsions to cover so much material in
class are usually counterproductive, but they
are especially destructive in freshmancourses.
They reinforce the passive listening, verbatim
note-taking, and superficial information-pro-
cessing strategies that many bring to college.
Students need to learn course content, to be
sure, but freshmen also need to be weaned
away from their conviction that it cannot be
important if it was not covered in class—and
we need to give up our apparent belief that
students cannot learn it unless we say it.

(pp- 96-97)

Moreover, less compulsion to cover vast amounts
of content via lecturing often allows instructors to
focus more attention on the learning process and
student development, as well as allowing them
more opportunity to experiment with innovative
teaching techniques. The small class size and less
content-driven nature of the new-student seminar
may make it the ideal place for faculty to begin to
experimentwith nontraditional, student-centered
teaching techniques.

It is further recommended that final decisions
concerning the nature and number of course
topics covered in the new-student seminar—and
their relative degree of emphasis—should be gov-
erned, in large part, by the demographic charac-
teristics and special needs of the institution’s first-
year class. As Barefootand Fidler (1992) conclude
from their national research on the form and con-
tentof new-student seminars: “The freshman semi-
nar will likely have multiple features depending
on the specific characteristics and needs of institu-
tions and their students” (p. 65).

Consistent with this argument is the recommen-
dation offered by Terenzini and Associates (1993)



on how to facilitate students’ transition to college,
based on research conducted under the aegis of
the National Center for Teaching, Learning, and
Assessment,

Faculty members need to be aware of their
students’ characteristics—both of the student
body in general and of the students who at-
tend their classes. Institutional data centers
should produce and disseminate this infor-
mation as soon as students register. With
these data in hand, instructors can better pre-
pare courses to meet student needs. (p. 9)

This advice reinforces the impor-

a positive impact on the use of condoms and
abstinence among first-year students who take
the course (Turner, Garrison, Korpita, Waller,
Addy, Hill, & Mohn, 1994). If the content of the
new-student seminar is viewed as fluid, flexible,
and revisable in light of emerging student and
institutional priorities, the course may then take
on the capacity to be the one place in an otherwise
ossified undergraduate curriculum that is most
sensitive and immediately responsive to contem-
porary student adjustments.

Whatever particular contentis chosen for thenew-
student seminar, research suggests that new-stu-
dent seminars which cover con-

tance of the aforementioned rec- '1NENEW-StudentSem- tent that either has an academic-
ommendation of including anin- - . skills emphasis or a personal de-
stitution-specific“student profile” Inarmay be the Slngle velopment (social-emotional) em-

as a core component of the in-
structor training program. “Who
are our students?” and “What are
their needs?” are questions that
should precede discussion of
course topics, and the answers to
these two student-centered ques-
tions should serve to guide final
decisions aboutcourse content. A
good illustration of this recom-
mendationisa practiceemployed
at William Jewell College. At this
institution, a “Freshman Preview”
is provided to faculty and staff at
thebeginning of the academicyear
for the purpose of promoting in-
sight into the needs and ability
levels of their first-year students
so that this information may be
used to tailor specific components
of the institution’s first-year pro-
gram to meet the specificneeds of the institution’s
entering class (Terry, 1992).

content.

Student needs do change with time so particular
course topics and units may have to be added or
deleted in response to emerging social issues. For
instance, the rise of AIDS and related sexually-
transmitted diseases among young adults may
necessitate that this issue now be addressed in the
new-student seminar. This has been done at the
University of South Carolina, where a sexuality
component was added to its new-student semi-
nar, and course research indicates that it has had

course...inwhichthe
instructor... “covers”
less factual material,
but where students
write more, interact
more, do more, and
perhaps Jearn more
because . . . students
become actively en-
gaged and deeply pro-
cess the more limited

phasis are equally effective in
terms of promoting positive ef-
fectson studentretentionand aca-
demic achievement—relative to
control groups of students who
do not take any type of new-stu-
dent seminar (Cannici & Poulton,
1990). These results suggest that
final decisions about whether the
new-student seminar will focus
primarily on one or the other of
these forms of course content may
notbe of major consequence, since
either focus should have a salu-
tary effect on important student
outcomes.

However, course content which
reflects a healthy balance of both
academic and personal develop-
ment topics might have a multi-
plicative or synergistic effect on positive student
outcomes. Drawing upon their national experi-
ence with new-student seminar courses, Upcraft
and Gardner (1989) maintain that the most effec-
tive new-student seminars are those which are
designed to facilitate first-year student success in
both academic and non-academic facets of college
life. National survey research also indicates that
the majority of new-student seminars have “mul-
tiple goals and support a holistic definition of fresh-
man success” (Barefoot & Fidler, 1992, p. 63).

At institutions with very diverse student bodies,



course content may need to be tailored specifi-
cally to meet the unique needs of student sub-
groups. One strategy for accomplishing this de-
manding task is to offer special sections of the
course for different subgroups—in which course
content is selected to meet the students’ special
needs—and for which course instructors have
been specially trained. Survey research indicates
thatsuch special sections of the new-student semi-
nar are being offered for such student subgroups
asre-entry (adult) students, international students,
racial /ethnic minority students, athletes, women,
commuters, and students with disabilities (Bare-
foot & Fidler, 1992).

Lastly, whatever contentis chosen for inclusion in
the course, and whether or not it is uniform or
different for special students in special sections, it
is recommended that individual instructors (and
perhaps even students) be provided with at least
some degree of personal control or decision-mak-
ing power with respect to what they cover in their
particular course section. Research strongly sug-
gests that when individuals have some degree of
control or element of choice with respect to a task,
they have a higher level of intrinsic motivation for
engaging in that task (Zuckerman, Porac, Lathin,
Smith, & Deci, 1978).

One strategy for allowing individual instructors
and students some control of course content while
still maintaining consistency in content coverage
across course sections is for instructors to reach
consensus on a set of course goals or objectives
and, perhaps, a circumscribed number of target
topics (core content). These key course objectives
and core topics become the standardized “skel-
eton syllabus,” and the remainder of the syllabus
is then “fleshed out” or filled in with specific
subtopics and issues that reflect the personal pref-
erences or professional experiences of individual
instructors (Hunter, 1996).

Sequencing of Course Content

Oneissue that has received little or no attention in
the scholarly literature on the new-student semi-
naris the order or sequence in which course topics
should be arranged. In the absence of any re-
search literature to guide decisions about the tim-
ing of topic delivery, perhaps the best guideline to
offer prospective seminar instructors is to intro-

duce course topics at times when students are
most likely to encounter them during their first
semester in college. For instance, the “meaning
and value of general education” might be a topic
that would be most effectively positioned at the
very beginning of the course because new stu-
dents have recently registered for their first se-
mester of college courses, most of which will be
lower-level, introductory and/or skill-building
courses that may be perceived as distressingly
similar to their compulsory high school curricu-
lum. Also, a topic such as “strategies for lecture
comprehension and note-taking” might warrant
early introductionbecause first-year students will
beimmediately immersed in these academic tasks
during the first week of class. On the other hand,
delivery of such topics such as “test-taking strat-
egies” and “stress management” may be more
timely if introduced prior to midterms or finals,
when both tests and stress are likely to peak.

Itmightbe a useful instructor-training exercise to
engage participants in the process of identifying
whether there is a natural rhythm of “critical
periods” or “teachable moments” during the first
semester of college life on which they can capital-
ize to guide their decisions about topic sequenc-
ing for the new-student seminar. If the rhythm of
course topics in the syllabus can approximate the
rhythm of first-year student experiences during
their initial semester of college life, then it may be
possible to maximize the probability that seminar
topics will be introduced at times when students
are most receptive or “ready” to learn them. If
such synchrony can be achieved, or at least ap-
proximated, then the perceived relevance and
educational impact of the new-student seminar
might be enhanced.

Instructor training programs tied to the new-stu-
dent seminar provide a valuable means for im-
proving the quality of undergraduate education.
While the focus of training may be geared toward
effective delivery of the new-student seminar, the
positive impact on instructional development is
not limited to these courses. Faculty and staff gain
an understanding of student needs and learning
styles and a knowledge of institutional resources
upon which they can draw in their other courses
and in their encounters with students outside the
classroom. The increased knowledge of student
characteristics and the institution lays the
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groundwork for the content, sequencing, and
instructional strategies instructors adopt in the
new-student seminar. Learner-centered peda-
gogies taught in instructor training programs
may also redefine the way faculty teach other
courses, not just the new-student seminar. Fi-
nally, because the content of the new-student
seminar tends to be dynamic, tailored to institu-
tional concerns and the needs of a changing
student population, the course can provide fac-
ulty with a model of how to relate more static
curricular areas to local concerns and needs.
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TEACHING AND TobDAY’Ss CHANGING
FIrRsT-YEAR STUDENTS

M. Lee Upcraft and Pamela S. Stephens

recognize this fact, but the magnitude of changes becomes apparent when

we compare college students of today with those of 40 years ago. A
condensed description of a typical college student provided by Schoch (1980)
highlights the extent of those changes.

C ollege students have changed. Most of us associated with higher education

Remember Joe College? The young man who, after working hard in high school
arrived at Berkeley, where he set out to sample the rich and varied intellectual
feast at the University of California. Joe was independent, self-motivated, and
academically well prepared. About his junior year, Joe settled on a major field
of study, which he pursued with diligence and increasing confidence in order
to graduate four years after his arrival. (p. 1)

Joe doesn’t live here any more, Schoch concludes, and a look at the 1998 entering
class at Berkeley confirms his conclusion. That class was40.9% Asian, 31.4% White,
13.2% Hispanic, 6.1% African American, 7.2% unknown, and 1.2% American
Indian. In other words, at least 68.6% of students were non-White (Berkeley Office
of Student Research, 1998).

But racial and ethnic diversity is only one indicator of how much students have
changed in thelast40 years. This chapter reviews the many ways in which students
have changed, including the challenges faculty face because of students’ changing
physical and psychological health, their family dynamics, and other factors. The
chapter concludes by exploring some of the instructional implications of these
changes for our dealings with students both inside and outside the classroom.

The Changing Demographics of Today’s Students
Racial/Ethnic Diversity

The number of racial/ethnic groups accessing higher education has grown dra-
matically. In 1996, minorities constituted 25.2% of total enrollments, compared to
17.9% in 1986. Put another way, from 1986 to 1996, while overall enrollments
increased by 14.4%, American-Indian enrollmentincreased by 48.9%, Asian-Ameri-
can by 83.8%, African-American by 38.6%, Hispanic by 86.4%, and international
student by 34.8%. Compare that with a 3.1% increase in White enrollment (Wilds
& Wilson, 1998). If these trends continue, racial/ethnic minorities soon may
constitute almost one third of our student population.

To be sure, racial/ ethnic group participation is quite uneven by type of institution
and geographic location. For example, 68.1% of American Indians, Hispanics,
Asians, and African Americans attend two-year institutions, compared to 30.3% of
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‘Whites. In fact, half of American Indians (50.0%)

and a majority of Hispanics (55.9%) attend two-
year institutions (The Chronicle of Higher Educa-
tion Almanac, 1998). States with more than a
quarter of minority enrollment in higher educa-
tion include, in rank order: Hawaii (71.0%);
California (48.8%); Washington, DC (45.7%);
New Mexico (44.9%); Texas (37.4%); Florida
(32.9%); Louisiana (32.8%); Mississippi (32.7%);
Maryland (32.2%); New York (31.6%); Georgia
(30.8%); New Jersey (29.5%); Illinois (28.4%);
and Alabama (27.0%) (The Chronicle of Higher
Education Almanac, 1998).

Interestingly, differences
withinminority groups maybe
as great as differences between
them. For example, there are
four major Hispanic/Latino
groups in higher education—
Mexican Americans, Puerto
Ricans, Cubans, and Central/
South Americans—each with
different histories, traditions,
and cultures (Justiz & Rendén,

All this evidence sug-
gests that Joe College
has passed on or away,
replaced by a popula-
tion of students that
are so demographi-

over 24 years of age who are enrolled at two-year
institutions. Nearly two thirds of part-time stu-
dents (63.3%) are 25 years or older. Of male
undergraduates enrolled part-time, 59.6% are 25
years or older, while among females, 60.0% are 25
years or older (The Chronicle of Higher Education
Almanac, 1998).

As a consequence of their part-time enrollment,
fewer students are completing bachelor’s de-
grees in four years. According to a survey by
the National Collegiate Athletic Association,
only 56% of full-time, first-year students gradu-
ate within six years. By racial/ethnic group,
64.0% of Asians graduated
within six years, followed by
59% of Whites, 45% of Hispan-
ics, 38% of African Americans,
and 37% of American Indians
(Wilds & Wilson, 1998).

“Stopping out” (the practice of
dropping out and re-enrolling
at a later date) is also a more
frequentoccurrence. According

1989). Within-group diversit . to the National Center for Edu-
is also eviden% WiIt)h Asians}i Cally dlverse that d... Cation Statistics (1998), nearly
Native Americans, African Stereotype ... 1soutof one third of all undergraduates
Americans, and others, which . departinstitutions of higher edu-
means we must be very cau- the queStlon. cationin their first year. In 1989-

tious in reaching conclusions
about students based on gross
categorizations of race and ethnicity.

Gender

The opportunity for higher education first be-
longed only to men. Women were not allowed
to enroll in college until the mid-19th century.
Butin this century, by around 1980, more women
than men were enrolled in college. Since 1978,
women have outnumbered men among first-
time enrollees. In 1995, 55.6% of students en-
rolled in postsecondary education were women
(Wilds & Wilson, 1998).

Enrollment Status

Today more of our students enroll part-time. In
1995, 35.7% of all undergraduate students were
enrolled part-time, compared with 29.0% in 1976.
Part-time students are more likely to be women

90, 15% of all students stopped

out, with students enrolled at
public two-year institutions stopping out at
nearly twice the rate of those enrolled at four-
year institutions.

Age

Since World War Il and the GI Bill, older student
enrollments have steadily increased to the point
where they represented 42.2% of all students en-
rolled in 1996. Students over 25 are more likely to
be women, to enroll part-time, and to attend two-
year institutions (The Chronicle of Higher Education
Almanac, 1998). The proportion of students over
the age of 40 has increased substantially in the last
30years. In 1970, students 40 years of age or older
constituted 5.5% of total enrollments. Between
1970 and 1993 that number increased by 235% to
1.6 millionstudents, making them the fastest grow-
ing age group on American campuses (The
Chronicle of Higher Education, 1996).



Residence

Given the fact that more students are older, study-
ing part-time, and enrolling in two-year institu-
tions, it is not surprising that more of them are
commuting and living off campus. Hodgkinson
(1985) reports that only about one in six students
in postsecondary education is (a) studying full
time, (b) 18 to 22 years of age, and (c) living in the
residence hall. Yet our popular stereotypesreflect
the opposite: traditional-aged students, studying
full-time, and living on campus. In fact, these
students are a very distinct minority of today’s
students.

Students with Disabilities

Studentswith disabilities had little access to higher
education until the passage of the 1973 Rehabilita-
tion Act. Section 504 of that act mandated equal
opportunity for qualified handicapped people in
the educational programs of institutions receiv-
ing federal assistance. Since then, enrollments of
students with disabilities (impairments of mobil-
ity, vision, hearing, speech, learning, or others)
have risen steadily, to the point where it is esti-
mated that 9.0% of all students in 1994 had some
disability (Henderson, 1995).

Sexual Orientation

Today’s students are more open about their
sexual orientation. According to some esti-
mates, as many as 10% of today’s students are
gay, lesbian, bisexual, or transsexual, although
most of them choose to remain “in the closet.”
Those who are open about their different sexual
orientation frequently experience violence and
discrimination, and those who are closeted live
in fear of their sexual orientation being dis-
closed (Evans & Levine, 1990).

International Students

International student participation in higher
education rose 48.6% from 1984 to 1995. Coun-
tries sending the most international students to
the United States are, with one exception, exclu-
sively Asian—Japan, China, Korea, Taiwan,
Canada, Malaysia, Thailand, Indonesia, and
Hong Kong (The Chronicle of Higher Education
Almanac, 1998).

International students face various difficulties
because of cultural differences. Among these diffi-
culties are the emphasis on discussion in the class-
room, the challenge of completing a heavy work-
load, departmental preferences for applied re-
search, and the informality of the teacher-student
relationship (Hu, 1997). In addition to these differ-
ences, international students also encounter diffi-
cultiesresulting from prejudice, stereotyping, frus-
tration, isolation, and low self-esteem. Further-
more, many international students are not accus-
tomed to planning their own courses of study and
are not familiar with the practice of academic
advising (Do, 1996).

All this evidence suggests that Joe College has
passed on or away, replaced by a population of
students that are so demographically diverse that
a proper stereotype to replace dear old departed
Joe is out of the question. But demographics tell
only part of the changing student story. Our
students have also changed in other ways.

Changing Characteristics of
Today’s Students

Above and beyond these dramatic demographic
shifts, other significant changes in college stu-
dents are occurring. They include changes in
student attitudes and values, their family dynam-
ics, their physical and psychological health, their
academic preparation, and sources of financing
their education.

Changing Attitudes and Values

Since 1966, the Cooperative Institutional Research
Program (CIRP) at the University of California,
Los Angeles has tracked the attitudes, values, and
aspirations of traditional-aged high school stu-
dents entering college. Students of today, com-
pared to those in the mid-1960s are politically
more conservative; less interested in “developing
a meaningful philosophy of life;” more interested
in making money; more concerned about getting
a job after college; more interested in the fields of
business, computer science, and engineering; and
less interested in the humanities, fine arts, and the
social sciences. On the other hand, there has been
little change in the percentage of entering stu-
dents wholist “obtain a general education” (about
three in five) as a very important reason for
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deciding to go to college (The Chronicle of Higher
Education Almanac, 1998).

Depending on their age, today’s students have been
shaped by events including the Great Depression,
World War II, the Korean War, the Civil Rights
movement, the Kennedy and King assassinations,
the Vietnam War, the Reagan years, the Chal-
lenger explosion, the collapse of the Soviet Union,
the fall of the Berlin Wall, various economic booms
and recessions (although traditional-aged students
may only remember the current run of expanding
economic prosperity), the Gulf War, the Clinton
years, and many other important events.

Changing Family Dynamics

The American family is undergoing a transforma-
tion that is already having a significant impact on
today’s students. The divorce rate increased rap-
idly through the 1960s and 1970s. The rate of
divorcein 1985 was 5.0 per 1,000 people compared
with a rate of 2.2 divorces per 1,000 people in 1960
(Friedberg, 1998). According to the Stepfamily
Association of America (1998), 35% of all children
born in the 1980s will experience approximately
five years of life in a single-parent family before
their 18th birthday. Additionally, students who
are themselves divorced and/or single parents
make up a significant part of our adult learner
population.

But changing family stability is only part of the
picture. Families characterized by physical vio-
lence, sexual abuse, alcohol and other drug abuse,
and other problems are on the rise (Gannon, 1989).
Consequently, we are seeing more students today
who are affected by family instability and dys-
function. Henton, Hayes, Lamke, and Murphy
(1990) found that students who lack family sup-
port have a more difficult time adjusting in col-
lege. Likewise, many students from dysfunc-
tional families have relationship problems and
low self-esteem, as well as higher suicide-attempt
rates, sexual dysfunction, social alienation, physi-
cal ailments, and psychological trauma (Hoffman
& Weiss, 1987).

Changes in Mental and Physical Health

Thirty years ago, students seeking help from col-
lege counseling centers presented problems clearly

related to their college experiences, such as room-
mate conflicts, career indecision, academic diffi-
culty, or relationship problems—in other words,
“normal” students with “normal” problems. To-
day, students with problems presenta very differ-
ent picture. Witchel (1991) describes a substantial
increase in psychological disturbance among
today’s college students. Waiting lists for treat-
ment in college counseling centers are at an all-
time high and are very much a sign of the times.
There is an increase in the number of students
suffering from serious emotional distress, includ-
ing self-destructive behavior, violence against oth-
ers, anxiety, depression, and eating disorders, as
well as those dealing with the aftermath of date
and acquaintance rape, courtship violence, family
or spouse abuse, and family drug and alcohol
abuse. Many of these conditions result not from
students’ collegiate experience but from their
lives prior to or outside the collegiate environment.

Physical health problems are also on the increase,
often closely linked to some mental health prob-
lems. For example, eating disorders result from
psychological problems, but they can become se-
rious physical problems very quickly. Drug and
alcohol abuse can also create significant physical
and psychological problems, as can various kinds
of violence such as date rape. Further, the age
diversity of today’s students means that health
issues reflect the spectrum of ailments, rather than
those associated only with late adolescence.

An even more alarming trend is the increase in
sexually transmitted diseases among students,
the most serious of which is AIDS. The HIV-
positive rate among today’s college students is
approximately 2.4 per 1,000, compared to 1.0 per
1,000 in 1983 (E. Jurs, personal communication,
1997). Much of this increase is attributable to the
spread of the disease to heterosexuals, particu-
larly women. Among younger age groups, the
proportion of women infected with the HIV virus
is approaching that of men (The Chronicle of Higher
Education, 1992). A

Changing Academic Preparation

Perhaps no trend is more disturbing to faculty in
higher education than the lack of academic prepa-
ration of today’s students. A 30-year declinein the
Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) scores between



1957 and 1987 has been well documented (Forrest,
1987), although in recent years this trend appears
to have leveled off (The Chronicle of Higher Educa-
tion Almanac, 1998). Great discrepancies exist in
scores by gender, race, and ethnicity, with men
scoring higher than women, and majority stu-
dents generally scoring higher than minorities,
with the exception of Asians.

Perhaps even more important for faculty, more of
today’s students require remediation in basic read-
ing, writing, and computational skills. According to
a recent national report, “approximately 29% of
college first-year students enrolled in remedial
reading, writing, or math in 1995,
about the same percentage that en-
rolled in 1989. Of those students in
remedial classes, 46% were 22 years
of age or older, and 25% over the
age of 30” (The Chronicle of Higher
Education, 1998, p. A72).

Changing Sources for Financing an
Education

Before 1955, virtually all students
paid for their education with their
own or their parents’ resources, or
with limited academic scholarship
aid. (A major exception was veter-
ans who received GI Bill benefits
after World War II and the Korean
War.) In 1989, 56.4% of all undergraduates re-
ceived some form of financial aid, including 70.4%
of students enrolled in private institutions. Today,
only about 20% of undergraduates between the ages
of 18 and 22 are pursuing a parent/student-fi-
nanced education (National On-Campus Report, 1992).

Recent trends continue to put more financial pres-
sure on students and their families. For example,
according to the National Commission on the
Cost of Higher Education (1998), since the 1980s,
college tuition has increased annually at the rate of
two to three times the rate of inflation. Between
1981 and 1995, tuition at four-year public colleges
and universities increased 234%, while during the
same time period, the median household income
rose 82%, and the consumer price index rose only
74%. Further, the typical bill for tuition, fees,
room, board, books, and incidentals at public in-
stitutions is $10,069, a whopping 23% of the aver-

There is an increase
in the number of stu-
dents suffering from
serious emotional
distress, including
self-destructive be-
havior, violence a-
gainstothers, anxiety,
depression, and eat-
ing disorders. . ..

age American family’s household income (Time,
1998). At one Ivy League institution, tuition in
1976 was $3,790. Two decades later that same
tuition bill is $21,130, nearly a six-fold increase
(Larson, 1997). To be sure, by 1997 the average
increase had dropped to a more manageable 5%,
and a few brave institutions actually lowered tu-
ition, but the damage has been done (Time, 1998).

However, as costs have risen, so have the strate-
gies that students and families use for dealing
with them. They include government-sponsored
incentives (e.g., Education IRAs) to encourage
families to start saving early for college, institu-
tion-based programs (e.g., pre-
paid tuition plans which lock in
tuitionrates at currentlevels), and
federal and state loan programs
and other financial aid (Upcraft,
1999). According to the College
Board, in 1996-97 a total of 55.7
billion dollars was spent on stu-
dent aid, of which approximately
54% was federal loans, 19% insti-
tutional grants, and 15% federal
or state grants (Cabrera, 1998).
Today’s students must cobble to-
gether a financial aid package
which is complex, difficult to ac-
cess, and more dependent upon
loans than ever before.

In addition to all these issues, more and more
students must work in order to contribute to their
college education. Itis estimated that 8 out of 10
students work while studying for their under-
graduate degrees. Two thirds of working under-
graduates must be employed in order to finance
their education. Most of these students are attend-
ing classes full-time, under 24 years of age, and
financially dependent upon their families (The
Chronicle of Higher Education, 1998). The problem,
of course, is that when students work too much,
they are much more likely to drop out, and much
less likely to earn good grades (Pascarella &
Terenzini, 1991).

Implications for Learning Inside the
Classroom

Implications for teaching and learning that spring
fromthe changing personal experiences of today’s
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students can be considered as they relate to stu-
dent experiences both in and out of the classroom.
As will be noted subsequently, the distinctionis a
convenient one in that it differentiates between
spacesinwhich studentexperiences occur, butitis
an artificial separation when it comes to explain-
ing how, when, and under what circumstances
learning occurs. Despite the fact that we cannot
propose a precise and specific set of implications,
wedohaverelevantexperiencesand useful knowl-
edge. They provide a foundation on which to
build a pedagogy that does respond to increased
diversity among our students. No literature base
betterillustrates this than our growing knowledge
of learning styles.

Work on learning styles began
20 years ago with Whitkin and
Moore (1975), who first distin-
guished between field-depen-
dentlearners (whorespond best
in collaborative environments
that take into account their
needs, feelings, and interests)
and field-independentlearners
(who prefer environments that
focus on tasks, objectives, analy-
sis, and independence). Since
then, a variety of other research
has expanded our understand-
ing of the different kinds of cog-
nitive processing that learners use. In Chapter
3, we identify several ways of looking at differ-
ences in the ways in which students learn; those
studied and described include Perry (1970), Kolb
(1984), Gardner (1993), Baxter-Magolda (1992),
and King and Kitchener (1994).

This research on learning styles is general and
applies to all learners, but there is also work that
attempts to describe differences between and
among groups. For example, there is considerable
evidence that men may learn differently than
women (Baxter-Magolda, 1992), that older stu-
dents may learn differently than those of tradi-
tional student age (Cross, 1981; Pearson, Shavlick,
& Touchton, 1989), and that racial /ethnic minori-
ties may learn differently than majority students
(Shade, 1989; Tharp, 1989).

Differences spelled out by this research and the
literature that explores its implications (see, for

In a nutshell, if dif-
ferent students learn
in different ways,
then faculty must
teach in different
ways . ..our teaching
ought to be as diverse
as our students.

example, Svinicki & Dixon, 1987) are specific and
concrete. In a nutshell, if different students learn
in different ways, then faculty must teachin differ-
ent ways. Said in the context of this chapter, our
teaching ought to be as diverse as our students.

Again, the realities of higher education (atleast as
most of us experience them) preclude a specific
and individual response to each student. But the
common approach of yesteryear, (one teaching
style fits all) when faculty lectured and gave two
objective exams, is doomed to failure with today’s
diverse student population.

To illustrate and drive home the point, McCarthy
(1980) documents that teachers often teach every-
one the same way, most often
using lecture/discussion meth-
ods. From Kolb’s (1981) perspec-
tive, teaching methodologies
tend to cluster according to fun-
damental differences in the na-
ture of the discipline taught. That
is, many faculty tend to be field-
independent, analytical, verbal,
and observational learners (“as-
similators” in the Kolb frame-
work) who learn best from lec-
tures and discussion (Kolb &
Smith, 1986). However, use of
the lecture/discussion method
with learners whose primary style is relational,
field-dependent, visual, and intuitive may con-
nect with only about 30% of the students
(McCarthy, 1980). This mismatch becomes even
more of a problematinstitutions with highracial/
ethnicenrollmentbecause learning styles of racial
or ethnic minority students tend to be more rela-
tional, field-dependent, intuitive, and involving
(Cox & Ramirez, 1981).

There is another important reason for diversify-
ing styles of instruction. As noted earlier, an
increasing number of students come to college
academically underprepared. We cannolonger
assume that all students in our classes have the
required level of reading, writing, and other
basic skills to succeed, and this creates some
very difficult instructional challenges.

The first challenge is what to do about students
with basic-skills deficiencies. Leaving them alone



condemns them to almost certain failure. Most of
us are not qualified and lack the necessary time
to teach thembasic skills. The only option leftis
to refer them to campus basic-skills centers, if
such centers exist. Even in those circumstances,
referrals take time, and there must be close
coordination with academic tutors.

The second challenge comes from the breadth of
preparedness in our classes thatis an inevitable
outcome of seeing more academically underpre-
pared students. In previous times, we could
assume a much more normal curve of prepared-
ness, with a few gifted students at the one mar-
gin and a few underprepared students at the
other. We provided individual help for these
students and focused our instructional method-
ologies on the “mass middle” of the prepared-
ness curve, all of whom were atleast minimally
prepared to succeed in our classrooms. In
today’s classes, the curve has flattened, or at
worst become bimodal. Atbest, we end up with
about the same number of underprepared, pre-
pared, and gifted students; at worst, we have a
class with no mass middle at all. If we persistin
teaching to the middle of the preparedness curve,
we may not be teaching to anyone. In classes
with great diversity of preparation, there must
be greater diversity of instruction.

To sum up, then, the first implication of chang-
ing student demography and characteristicsis a
call for a more diverse and varied style of in-
struction. Although it is true that an instructor
cannot be all things and do all things for all
students, we tend to err on the side of consis-
tency as opposed to diversity. We can and
should use moreinstructional techniques, strat-
egies, and activities in our teaching. The re-
search and literature onlearning styles are help-
ful in cultivating a clearer and more complete
understanding of the various approaches to
learning, which allows for a more thoughtful
and systematic inclusion of alternatives.

But that is not the only implication that arises
from changes in student demography and char-
acteristics. We also know from a variety of
sources and contexts (see, for example, Erickson
& Strommer, 1991) that beginning college stu-
dents, especially those not as academically well
prepared, do better in learning environments

that are structured and organized—where ex-
pectations are clearly articulated. This struc-
tureis relevant and positive whether the referent
is a whole course or individual assignments.

Most of us who teach college students today are
impressed (sometimes distressed) by their lack of
confidence in their ability as learners. They seem
unable to take control of situations and act much
more like victims to whom things happen not of
their choosing. Many of today’s college students
need to be empowered, convinced that learning is
something over which they can exercise control.
Theimplicationhereis a call fora change in faculty
role in terms of relationships with students. Fac-
ulty who help these students succeed act more like
guides and coaches and less like guards and
judges. This new role may mean significant
changes in the way we view teaching, as well as
how we teach.

Still another potential implicationis the assump-
tion that even though students may be very
different from their teachers, they do have much
in common with their fellow students. They can
and should be encouraged to learn with and
from each other. Not only can they better help
each other connect knowledge with their own
experiences, but having a voice, a say, a role in
their own learning can be an empowering experi-
ence. Much of the current interest in cooperative
and collaborative learning derives from the
growing diversity of our students and our culture.
Education makes an important contribution
when it teaches diverse people how to live and
work together in communities of respect. As
previously noted, teachers cannot be expected
to respond to all the differences, but students
can be enlisted in the effort.

These implications give us places to start our
exploration of the ways to adapt, modify, and
change instruction so that it better connects with
our students. Existing research and literature lead
us to believe that courses charted in these direc-
tions will lead to desired destinations, butnothing
suggested here or in subsequent chapters is sure-
fire. Asnoted earlier, we are traversing uncharted
waters. At every step in our efforts to change, we
need to solicit and respond to learner feedback. It
is not a question of doing what students want but
of understanding how they are experiencing
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education and then modifying what we do so that
learning outcomes improve.

Implications for Learning Outside
the Classroom

One of the most significant implications of
changing student demography and characteris-
tics is that all student experiences influence
whatever learning does or does not occur (see
Chapter 3). Faculty may think of their class-
rooms as secure castles, protected by moats and
thick walls, but students bring all manner of
unwanted and counterproductive forces into
those chambers of learning. They sit in class
worried about the next tuition bill; they wonder
about children in day care; they fight fatigue
and have eight hours of work still ahead; they
don’t understand why the professor requires
them to attend an evening lecture; they can’t
believe how long it takes to do the reading; they
don’t have time to work on the group project,
and on and on. What occursin the classroom, as
important as itis, happens as part of something
larger. More so than previously, today’s college
students are forcing faculty to see what hap-
pens inside the classroom as a consequence of
what happens outside.

Research, including thatsummarized by Pascarella
and Terenzini (1991), documents that students’
experiences outside the classroom may contribute
just as much to their success as their performance
inside the classroom. In general, students who get
involved in activities, participate in orientation,
make use of support services, establish effective
interpersonal relations with other students and
faculty, live in residence halls, belong to student
organizations, and attend cultural events are more
likely to graduate than students without such
involvement (Kuh, Douglas, Lund, & Ramin-
Gyurnek, 1994).

Having someone else, such as a family member,
friend, or faculty/staff member, take an inter-
est in and care about one’s success is also very
important (Schlossberg, Lynch, & Chickering,
1989). Contact with faculty, both inside and
outside the classroom, plays a positive role in
the experiences of beginning students
(Terenzini, Rendén, Millar, Upcraft, Gregg,
Jalomo, & Allison, 1994).

The weight of this research stands somewhat in
opposition to what has been described as experi-
ences of college students today. Most of them do
not live on campus; they commute. Limited time
on campus means fewer opportunities to connect
with other students and faculty. It means less
chance of getting involved with the academic life
of the college. Since research implies that success
depends to a large degree on student involve-
ment, the challenge for faculty becomes how to
help students structure their out-of-class experi-
ences to promote learning goals.

Again, this means a change in faculty role—the
need to see oneself more as a designer, arranger,
facilitator, and manager of learning experiences.
For example, assignments can be designed which
tie out-of-class experiences to learning goals.
Practica and internships can be used to help stu-
dents apply what they’ve learned in the class-
room. Volunteer service that relates to academic
goals offers another vehicle forinvolvement. Can
part-time work experiences, common to so many
college students, be somehow connected to their
classroom experiences? Engaging studentsin fac-
ulty scholarship andresearch canalso getstudents
involved and provide thatinvaluable contact with
faculty.

There is no question that institutions must work
harder to create academic communities that con-
nect with today’s college students. Classrooms
are about the only place on campus where you
can be assured that all students will be present,
including those who commute and work. This
puts faculty at the vanguard of efforts to get
students involved in the intellectual life of the
campus.

In addition to this new and expanded role for
faculty with respect to out-of-class learning,
changes in students spell out implications in two
other areas as well. As diversity among our stu-
dentsincreases, the composition of the faculty and
staff must change to more accurately reflect the
students they serve. Ultimately, we are unsure of
the impact of the changing student population on
teaching and learning. Not only is it absolutely
essential that faculty keep their fingers on the
pulse of classes, but institutions too must under-
stand the impact and effectiveness of program-
ming with respect to changing students.



Summary and Conclusions

Changes in students mean we must change the
ways we think about learning and teaching. We
must also recognize that the in-class and out-of-
class experiences of students are inextricably in-
tertwined. Our success with students depends
upon our clear understanding of how today’s
college students have changed, an acceptance of
those differences, and a willingness to adapt our
teaching to meet these new realities. Life in the
classroom needs to be changed, we suspect, in
some pretty dramatic and significant ways.

Change is often thrust upon us at what seems
like inopportune times—when things are going
along just fine, when we’d just as soon not have
tochange, or when we don’thave enough money
to change. That is how many people in higher
education feel. But there are those among us
who have caught a sense of what these changes
can mean. We have the opportunity to educate
students for whom the college experience can
belife-altering. We are also in a unique position
to meet the serious and significant needs of an
increasingly complex and diverse society. It is
a time when our work in higher education can
really and truly make a difference.

References

Baxter-Magolda, M. B. (1992). Knowing and
reasoning in college: Gender-related patterns in
students’ intellectual development. San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.

Berkeley Office of Student Research. (1999).
http:/ /www.uga.berkeley. edu/ouars/ level 2/
camp_over.html.

Cabrera, A. F. (1998). Estimated student aid by
source, 1996-97. University Park, PA: Unpublished
Paper.

Can you pay his way through college? (1998,
August 17). Time, 152(7).

The Chronicle of Higher Education. (1992, De-
cember 12). 39(17), p. A2.

The Chronicle of Higher Education. (1996, Octo-
ber 25). 43(9), p. A44.

The Chronicle of Higher Education. (1998, May
1). 44(34), p. A72.

The Chronicleof Higher Education Almanac. (1998,
August 28). 45(1).

Citizens for Responsible Education Reform.
(1998). National commission on the cost of higher
education. Washington, DC: Author.

Cox, B., & Ramirez, M., III. (1981). Cognitive
styles: Implications for multiethnic education. In
J. A. Banks (Ed.), Education in the 80s (pp. 66-71).
Washington, DC: National Education Association.

Cross, K. P. (1981). Adults as learners: In-
creasing participation and facilitating learning. San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Do, V. T. (1996, January /February). Counsel-
ing culturally different students in the community
college. Community College Journal of Research and
Practice, 20, 9-21.

Evans, N., & Levine, H. (1990). Perspectives
on sexual orientation. In L..V. Moore (Ed.), Evolv-
ing theoretical perspectives on students. New Direc-
tions for Student Services Sourcebook, 51. San Fran-
cisco: Jossey-Bass.

Erickson, B. L., & Strommer, D. (1991). Teach-
ing college freshmen. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Forrest, A. (1987). Managing the flow of stu-
dents through higher education. National Forum:
Phi Kappa Phi Journal, 68, 39-42.

Friedbefg, L. (1998). Did unilateral divorce raise
divorce rates?: Evidence from panel study. Cambridge,
MA: National Bureau of Economic Research.

Gannon, J. R. (1989). Soul survivors: A new
beginning for adults abused as children. Englewood
Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Gardner, H. (1993). Multiple intelligences: The
theory in practice. New York: Basic Books.

Henderson, C. (1995). College freshmen with
disabilities: A triennial statistical profile. Washing-
ton, DC: Health Resource Center, American Coun-
cil on Education.

21



22

Henton, ]., Hayes, L., Lamke, L., & Murphy, C.
(1990). Crisis reaction of college freshmen as a
function of family support systems. Personnel and
Guidance Journal, 58, 508-510.

Hodgkinson, H. L. (1985). All onesystem: demo-
graphics of education, kindergarten through graduate
school. Washington, DC: Institute of Educational
Leadership.

Hoffman, J., & Weiss, B. (1987). Family
problems and presenting problems in college
students. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 2,
157-163.

Hu, H. (1997, March). Crossing the river by
touching the stones: The experiences of first-year Asian
graduate students at a midwestern university. Paper
presented at the American Educational Research
Association, Chicago, IL.

Jurs, E. (1997, November 6). Personal Commu-
nication with P. S. Stephens, University Park, PA.

Justiz, M., & Rendén, L. (1989). Hispanic
students. In M. L. Upcraft, & J. N. Gardner (Eds.),
The freshman year experience: Helping students sur-
vive and succeed in college (pp. 261-276). San Fran-
cisco: Jossey-Bass.

King, P.M., & Kitchener, K. (1994). Developing
reflective judgment: Understanding and promoting
intellectual growth and critical thinking in adolescents
and adults. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Kolb, D. A. (1981). Learning styles and disci-
plinary differences. In A. Chickering (Ed.), The
modern American college (pp. 232-255). San Fran-
cisco: Jossey-Bass.

Kolb, D. A. (1984). Experiential learning: Expe-
rience as the source of learning and development.
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall

Kolb,D. A., & Smith, D. M. (1986). User’s guide
for the learning style inventory: A manual for teachers
and trainers. Boston: McBer.

Kuh, G. D., Douglas, K. B, Lund, J. P, &
Ramin-Gyurnek, J. (1994). Student learning outside
the classroom: Artificial boundaries. ASHE-ERIC
Higher Education Report No. 8. Washington, DC:

The George Washington University, School of
Education and Development.

Larson, E. (1997, March 17). Why colleges cost
too much. Time, 149(11).

McCarthy, B. (1980). The 4Mat system: Teach-
ing learning styles with right/left mode techniques.
Chicago: Excel.

National Center for Educational Statistics.
(1998). Stopouts or stayouts? Undergraduates who
leave college in their first year. Washington, DC: US
Department of Education, Office of Educational
Research and Improvement.

National On-Campus Report. (1992, September
15). 20(18), p. 5.

Pascarella, E.T., & Terenzini, P.T. (1991). How
college affects students: Findings and insights from
twenty years of research. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Pearson, C. S., Shavlick, D. L., & Touchton, C.
(Eds.). (1989). Educating the majority: Women chal-
lenge tradition in higher education. New York: Ameri-
can Council on Education, MacMillan.

Perry, W.G., Jr. (1970). Forms of intellectual and
ethical development in the college years. New York:
Holt, Rinehart, & Winston.

Schlossberg, N.K., Lynch, A.Q., & Chickering,
A. W. (1989). Improving higher education environ-
ments for adults: Response programs from entry to
departure. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Schoch, R. (1980). AsCal enters the 80s, there’ll
be some changes made. California Monthly, 90(3),
1-3.

Shade, B. ]. R. (Ed.). (1989). Culture, style, and
the educative process. Springfield, IL: Thomas.

Svinicki, M. D., & Dixon, N. M. (1987). The
Kolb model modified for classroom activities. Col-
lege Teaching, 35(4), 141-146.

Terenzini, P. T., Rendén, L. 1., Millar, S. B,,
Upcraft, M. L., Gregg, P. L., Jalomo, R. Jr., &
Allison, K. W. (1994). Making the transition to
college. InR.J. Menges, M. Weimer, & Associates



(Eds.), Teaching on solid ground. San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.

Tharp, R. C. (1989). Psychocultural variables
and constraints: Effects on teaching and learning
in schools. American Psychologist, 44(2), 349-359.

Stepfamily Association of America. (1998).
http:/ /stepfam. org.

Upcraft, M. L. (1999). Affordability: Respond-
ing to the rising cost of higher education. In C. S.
Johnson, & H. E. Cheatham (Eds.), Higher educa-
tion trends for the next century. Washington, DC:
American College Personnel Association.

Whitkin, H. A., & Moore, A. C. (1975). Field-
dependent and field independent cognitive styles and
their educational implications. Princeton, NJ: Edu-
cational Testing Service.

Wilds, D. J., & Wilson, R. (1998). Minorities
in higher education 1997-98, sixteenth annual sta-
tus report. Washington: American Council on
Education.

Witchel, R. I. (1991). The impact of dysfunc-
tional families on college students’ development.
In R. I. Witchel (Ed.), Dealing with students from
dysfunctional families. New Directions for Student
Services, 54. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

23






WHAT WE KNOW ABOUT STUDENTS
AND How THEY LEARN

M. Lee Upcraft and Jennifer L. Crissman

students differently because of their diverse backgrounds and characteristics.

In this chapter, we will explore this diversity in greater detail, focusing on not
only who they are, but why they behave and learn in the many different ways they
do.

I n the previous chapter, we made the case for the necessity of teaching today’s

Telling faculty that they should “know their students” is, at first glance, like telling
Eskimos they should “know snow.” After all, we spend most of our waking time
each day thinking about and preparing for how to teach them; in fact, many of us
have spent our entire careers either being or teaching students. So what is left to
know?

Well, to be candid, a whole lot. Sure, we spend our time with students and their
problems. Butin many ways our view is a limited one, narrowed by the time and
context within which we see them. Our perception is narrow for three reasons.
First, we tend to see students in our classrooms and offices, and sometimes in other
contexts such as social gatherings, academically related student organizations, and
the occasional meeting while crossing campus. Most of us, however, do not spend
time with students outside the classroom to see them in their environments. For
traditional students, we seldom see them interacting in their residence halls or off-
campus apartments, letting off steam on the intramural playing fields, partying
with their friends, or engaging in other out-of-class activities. For nontraditional
students, we rarely see them relating to their families or working part-time or full-
time to make ends meet.

Second, our focus is also narrow because we tend to see students as academic
entities engaged in the sometimes harrowing process of attending class, studying
for exams, preparing papers, and doing their best to earn decent grades. Beyond
these more mundane requirements, we may even see them struggling to master a
concept, solve a problem, think critically, make reflective judgments, and do all the
other things that an academic education is all about. Most of us are very good at
helping students progress in the classroom and structuring their class preparation
time outside the classroom to achieve these goals. What more canwe do? Afterall,
the students are ultimately responsible for their own learning.

Third, in spite of the time we spend teaching students in our classrooms, how much
do we really know about how they learn? How do students master content? How
can we teach critical thinking, reflective judgment, problem solving, and the other
learning processes we claim to develop in our classrooms? Does the much used and
frequently overused lecture method really contribute tolearning outcomes? Are we
comfortable in using multiple teaching methods to meet the needs of diverse
student learning styles? We may know about teaching (or think we do), but how
much do we know really know about student learning?

¢ JALAVH))
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We would strongly concur that students must be
responsible and held accountable for their own
learning. We would also agree that “knowing”
studentsin our offices and classrooms and “know-
ing” them as academic entities is essential to their
learning. Without such “knowing” it would be
hard to imagine that any kind of education could
take place. But we would also argue that learning
can be enhanced even more if we take the time to
“know” more about how students learn in the
classroom, how they learn in their many environ-
ments outside the classroom, and to “know” them
notonly asacademicbeings, butalso asemotional,
psychosocial, moral, ethical, developing, and ma-
turing human beings. Substantial research evi-
dence exists to demonstrate that
students’ experiences inside and
outside the classroom, along with
their levels of development and
maturation as human beings, di-
rectly andindirectly influence their

... we spend our time
with students and
their problems. But

Student Learning Outside the Classroom

We start with the assumption that what stu-
dents experience outside the classroom has an
effect on their learning inside the classroom.
Most of us would readily acknowledge that
learning occurs beyond our classroom doors,
but we tend to believe that such learning is
unrelated to classroom learning. For example,
if we ask our graduating seniors what they
learned in college, most would say things like “I
learned to get along better with people,” or “I
learned more about myself,” or “Igrew up.” In
other words, through the rough and tumble of
the college years, they learned about “life.” In
fact, however, these “learnings”
arenotindependent of what they
learned in the classroom, but
are intimately connected to class-
room learning.

success in the classroom. Putan- |p manyways our view Thesimplest way of putting thisis
other way, if we give greater atten- .. that when students are successful
tion to students in their many con- 1S d limited ONE, Nar- in coping with their life outside

texts and their many stages of de- : the classroom, they do better in
velopment, they willlearn more of I'OW@d by the jﬂme and the classroom. Forexample, there
whatweare tryingtoteachthemin context within which is evidence that joining a frater-

our classrooms.

This chapter will review that evi-

dence and point to a fairly substantial body of
theory and literature that helps us better under-
stand thestudents’environments and development.
We will look at students’ intellectual / cognitive and
psychosocial /moral development, how that de-
velopment may be conditioned by age, gender,
race/ethnicity, disability, sexual orientation, and
other characteristics,and how learning plays outin

the many campus andnon-collegiate environments
within which they live and learn.

Student Learning Inside the Classroom

Much of this monograph focuses on teaching and
learning inside the classroom, so only a few basic
principles will be discussed here. We do know that
students learn best when they are actively involved,
have an opportunity tofunctionin differentlearning
activities consistent with their learning styles, be-
lieve that their instructors are both invested in their
learning and care about them, and receive frequent
feedback on their performance.

we see them.

nity actually decreases critical
thinking in the first year of col-
lege, even when other factors that
might affect this important academic skill are
takenintoaccount (Pascarella, Edison, Whitt, Nora,
Hagedorn, & Terenzini, 1996). Other student
experiences which enhance studentlearning in the
classroom and are associated with persistence and
educational attainment include living in on-cam-
pus residence halls (especially those with living /
learning programs), participating in co-curricular
activities, working part-time on campus, joining
academically related student organizations, par-
ticipating in orientation, having faculty contact
outside the classroom, spending time studying,
and using student support services (Kuh, Dou-
glas, Lund, & Ramin-Gyurnek, 1994). To be
sure, some out-of-class activities contribute
negatively to these learning outcomes, includ-
ing time spent socializing with friends, frater-
nity membership, and personal/family prob-
lems (Kuh et al., 1994). The bottom line is that
if we want our students to learn more, we need
to pay attention to their out-of-class experi-
ences and their personal development.



Students’ Cognitive Development

Much has been written and theorized about stu-
dents’ cognitive development. Understanding
this literature is important to student success, and
consists of several different approaches.

1. Intellectual development. Probably the most well-
known and widely researched theory of intellec-
tual development is that of Perry (1970). Perry
believed that students move through nine stages,
from a simplistic, categorical view of the world to
amore relativistic, committed view. According to
Perry, first-year students start out with an un-
questioning, dualistic conceptual framework
(right-wrong, good-bad, beautiful-ugly) and grow
to arealization of the contingent nature of knowl-
edge, values, and truth. As they move through
the stages of intellectual development, they in-
tegrate their intellects with their identities, gain
a better understanding of the world, and find
personal meaning through an affirmation of
their own commitments. Perry has been criti-
cized by Gilligan (1982) as describing male in-
tellectual development, and by many adult
learning theorists as failing to account for adult
intellectual development.

2. Reflective judgment. King and Kitchener (1994)
describe a hierarchical, seven-stage sequence of
students” assumptions about knowledge (what
can be known, how knowledge is gained, cer-
tainty of knowledge claims) and how those as-
sumptions are related to the way students justify
their beliefs. Students progress from Stage 1,
whenall knowledgeis certain, to Stage 2, when all
knowledge is certain but not always observable,
to Stage 3, when temporary uncertainty emerges,
using one’s own biases until absolute knowledge
ispossible. In Stage 4, some knowledge is perma-
nently uncertain, while in Stage 5, knowledge is
uncertain and subjective interpretation is based
on rules of inquiry in a particular context. Stu-
dents thenmove from Stage 6, when knowledgeis
constructed, and beliefs are based on generalized
rules of inquiry, to Stage 7, when objective knowl-
edge is obtainable, and beliefs are better or worse
approximations of reality based on evidence.

3. Epistemological reflection. Baxter-Magolda (1992)
studied students’ perceptions of the nature of
knowledge, and the role of gender in their chang-

ing patterns of reasoning. She described four
different kinds of “knowers.”

e Absolute knowers view knowledge as certain
and authorities as having access to absolute
truths. Women are more likely to be receivers
of knowledge in the patterns of reasoning,
while men are more likely to master such
knowledge.

¢ Transitional knowers view knowledge as abso-
lute in some areas but not others. Women are
more likely to be interpersonal in their pat-
terns of reasoning, while men are more likely
to be impersonal.

¢ Independent knowers view knowledge asmostly
uncertain. In this type of knower, the two
patterns of reasoning were interindividual,
used frequently by women, and individual,
used more frequently by men.

¢ Contextual knowers view some knowledge
claims as better than others in a particular
context, with no gender differences.

4. Field dependency/independency. Whitkin and
Moore (1975) first focused on the degree to which
individuals are heavily influenced or relatively un-
influenced by their surrounding context. They dis-
tinguished between field dependent learners
(those who respond best in collaborative learning
environments that take into account their needs,
feelings, and interests) and field independent learn-
ers (those who prefer environments that focus on
tasks, objectives, analysis, and independence).
Field dependent learners tend to see situations
globally, seeing the whole instead of its parts, while
fieldindependentlearners see situations more ana-
lytically, separating the parts from the whole.

5. Learning styles. Kolb (1984) identified four ba-
sicapproaches derived fromstudentlearning pref-
erences which are abstract or concrete, active or
reflective.

¢ Divergerslearnbestby “feeling and thinking,”
taking in information through concrete expe-
rience and transforming it though reflective
observation. They are open to people’s feel-
ings, listen with an open mind, and use their
imagination.
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¢ Assimilatorslearnbestby “thinking and watch-
ing,” taking in information through abstract
conceptualizationand transforming it through
reflective observation. They like to organize
information, build conceptual models, test
theories and ideas, and analyze quantitative
data.

¢ Convergerslearnbestby “thinking and doing,”
taking in information through abstract
conceptualization and transforming it through
active experimentation. They like to create
new ways of thinking, experiment with new
ideas, set goals, and make decisions.

¢ Accommodators learn best by “feeling and
doing,” taking in information through con-
crete experience and transforming it through
active experimentation. They like to com-
mit to objectives, seek and exploit opportu-
nities, influence and lead others, and deal
with people.

6. Multipleintelligences. Gardner (1987,1993,1997)
posits a theory of multiple intelligences which
includes eight distinctive ways people process
information, or “domains of intelligence,” which
he believes are largely independent of one an-
other. Theyincludelinguistic, logical-mathemati-
cal, musical, spatial, bodily-kinesthetic, interper-
sonal, intrapersonal, and naturalistic. Gardner
argues that traditional teaching approaches focus
too heavily on linguistic and logical-mathemati-
calintelligences, to the detriment of students whose
strengths lie in other domains.

7. Psychological types. There are many models of
categorizing basic personality types, but one of-
ten applied to students is the Myers-Briggs Type
Indicator. The MBTI tries to document differ-
ences based on perceptual functions (the ways
individuals tend to take in information) and judg-
ment functions (the ways in which individuals
make decisions). The perceiving and judging
functions are categorized into four polar dimen-
sions, introversion/extraversion, sensing/intu-
ition, thinking/feeling, and perceiving/judging,
which, when combined, yield 16 different person-
ality types.

While the MBTI was originally used to profile
different personality types, Schroeder (1993) has

argued that personality types are related to learn-
ing styles. For example, extraverts tend to learn
best by trial and error, introverts by watching and
observing. Sensors tend to learn best by moving
from the concrete to the abstract, intuitors through
their imagination. Thinkers tend to learn best
through logical analysis; feelers need personal
encouragement in the learning environment.
While judgers prefer more structured learning
environments, perceptors prefer an openand spon-
taneous learning environment.

What does all this mean for faculty who teach
first-year students? It means that we must use
these theories and models to expand our narrow
way of thinking about students” cognitive devel-
opment. It also means we must reassess our
teaching strategies based upon this broadened
perception. Inorder to accomplish this, we must
commitourselves to achieving anin-depth under-
standing of the developmental models briefly de-
scribed here.

Students’ Psychosocial Development

As noted earlier, students’ psychosocial develop-
ment affects their learning. What exactly is psy-
chosocial development? Is it “touchy-feely” fluff
or does it have academic merit? Psychosocial
theory attempts to describe developmental tasks
over a person’s life span and to define how a
person responds to and resolves these tasks
(Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; Rodgers, 1989). The
theories which attempt to explain students’ psy-
chosocial development are as diverse as college
students themselves.

1. Involvement. Astin’s (1985) theory of involve-
ment proposes that student learning is enhanced
by becoming involved, which he defined as “the
amount of physical and psychological energy that
the student devotes to the academic experience”
(p. 297). Involved students learn more by partici-
pating in the many out-of-class activities avail-
able to them, as well as through interaction with
peers, faculty, staff and administrators, and other
students. Faculty members can enhance student
learning by talking to students before, during,
and after class; during office hours about both
academic and nonacademic subjects; and perhaps
while joining students in the dining hall for a
meal. Thereisevidence that the higher thelevel of



involvement, the more likely the student is to
succeed both personally and academically (Astin,
1993).

2. Validation. While getting involved in the
college experience is beneficial to students’ per-
sonal and academic success, they also need
someone, inside or outside the collegiate envi-
ronment, who has a vested interest in their
success and confirms their academicworth. Vali-
dation, as defined by Rendén (1994), is when
some individual (e.g., faculty, advisor, coach,
student affairs professional) either in or out of
class takes an active interest in ’
the student. Students want to
feel affirmed and supported in
their collegiate experience. Fac-
ulty have opportunities to vali-
date their students and thus en-
hancestudentlearning. Rendén
suggests that faculty validate
students, especially first-year
students, early in the semester
and continue to validate them
through the college year. She
also recommends that faculty
connect with students, structure
student learning experiences so
they can see themselves as ca-
pableand powerfullearners, and
create supportive caring class-
rooms without being patroniz-
ing. Rendén summarizes her
theory when she states, “the vali-
dating classroom empowers stu-
dents, connects faculty with stu-
dents, and creates an atmosphere of trust, re-
spect and freedom to learn” (p. 47).

3. Mattering/marginality. The degree to which
students matter is the premise of Schlossberg,
Lynch, and Chickering’s theory (1989). Similar to
Rendén’s (1994) validation theory, students want
and need to feel that they are important to other
members of the academic community, that their
contributions matter, and that people (faculty and
family) care about them. Asthe newest members
of aninstitution, students wantto feel included in
and connected to the campus community. If stu-
dents do not feel accepted or appreciated, they
will feel marginalized and will be less likely to
succeed.

While getting in-
volved in the college
experience is benefi-
cial to students’ per-
sonal and academic
success, they also
need someone, inside
or outside the colle-
giate environment,
who has a vested in-
terest in their success
and confirms their
academic worth.

4. Support and challenge. Finding a balance be-
tween support and challenge during the first
semester is the premise of Sanford’s (1979)
theory. He argues that being in a community
provides opportunities for support and chal-
lenge, which are necessary conditions for devel-
opment. Students are faced with myriad dilem-
mas during college, especially during the first
year. Being part of a larger community pro-
vides the support needed for students to face
these developmental challenges, to confront the
challenges in a supportive environment, and to
find appropriate ways of resolving these crises.
Too much challenge in stu-
dents’ lives is overwhelming,
whereas too much support is
debilitating.

5. Rites of Passage. The transi-
tion one makes from previous
environments to the college set-
ting is another way of looking at
first-year studentlearning. Tinto
(1993) views new students’ de-
velopment within the frame-
work of Van Gennep’s (1960)
concept of “rites of passage.”
This process involves three
stages: separation, transition,
and incorporation. First-year
students must learn to separate
themselves from past associa-
tions (high schools, community
groups, and family) both physi-
cally and emotionally. Commut-
ing students may not feel the
separation as much asresidential students. Com-
muters may continue to live at home, work at
their job, and maintain their friendships. In
making the transition to college, most students
experience some type of adjustment. Ways of
the past are no longer the norm, yet new ways
are unclear and unfamiliar. It is at this point
that first-year courses are successful in helping
new students make the transition to college.
Once students have gone through the separa-
tion and transition stages, they are now ready to
embrace and accept the collegiate way. To
successfully achieve the level of incorporation,
students must become members of both the
academic and social communities within the
college or university.
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6. Vectors of development. Chickering and Reisser
(1993) believe students move through non-se-
quential but related “vectors” which include (a)
developing intellectual, physical, and interper-
sonal competence; (b) managing emotions; (c)
moving through autonomy toward interdepen-
dence; (d) developing mature interpersonal rela-
tionship; (e) establishing identity; (f) developing
purpose; and (g) developing integrity. They ar-
gue that Vectors 1 through 4 deal primarily with
issues of first-year students, while the other vec-
tors apply to upper-level students. They also
argue thatstudents can be dealing with more than
one vectorata time and may revisit vectorsasnew
challenges emerge.

7. Identity development. According to Erikson
(1959), “Who am I?” is the recurring question in
identity development. He was the first to look at
personality developmentinasocial contextand to
define the process of identity development of
youth. Ineach of his eight stages of development,
a crisis occurs which must be successfully re-
solved if the person is to move to the next stage.
Eriksonbelieved that the task of establishing one’s
identity is particularly critical during the college
years—a time when youth must redefine them-
selves. During Stage 5 (youth), students are dis-
covering facets of their personality and attempt-
ing to define their personal identity. Students
may be trying out new roles and assuming differ-
ent personality traits as they attempt to answer
the question, “Who am 1?”

8. Spiritual development. The spiritual develop-
ment of students is often overlooked and ignored
in the literature. Fowler (1981) formulated seven
stages of spiritual development.

Stage 1: undifferentiated (a “prestage” in
infancy)

Stage 2: intuitive-projective (early childhood)

Stage 3: mythical-literal (childhood and
beyond)

Stage 4: synthetic-conventional (adolescence
and beyond)

Stage 5: intuitive-reflective (young adulthood
and beyond)

Stage 6: conjunctive (mid-life and beyond)
Stage 7: universalizing (midlife and beyond)

For traditional-aged college students, Stage 3 and
Stage 4 are the most relevant. Synthetic-conven-
tional faith (Stage 3) becomes a basis for one’s
personal identity and synthesizes one’s personal
and family values. Stage 4, intuitive-reflective
faith, occurs whenindividuals recognize the need
to take responsibility for their commitments,
lifestyles, beliefs, and attitudes.

9. Wellness. A more holistic view of students’
psychosocial development is Hettler’s (1980)
wellness model, based on six dimensions: emo-
tional, intellectual, physical, social, occupa-
tional, and spiritual. Emotional wellness fo-
cuses on a person’s feelings about one’s self,
handling stress, and relationships with others.
Intellectual wellness emphasizes learning ac-
tivities both in and out of the classroom and
utilizing as many resources as are available.
Physical wellness stresses familiarity with exer-
cise and nutrition, discourages the use of to-
bacco and drugs and excessive alcohol con-
sumption, and warns against the dangers of
sexually transmitted diseases. Social wellness
is concerned with a sense of belonging to a
community; it strives to achieve respect, toler-
ance, and cooperation among community mem-
bers. Occupational wellness is about career
exploration and planning. It entails finding a
career suited to one’s strengths and skills. Spiri-
tual wellness is a lifelong process that involves
“seeking meaning and purpose in human exist-
ence” (Leafgren, 1993, p. 446).

Student Learning and Today’s
Diverse Students

As discussed in the Chapter 2, our students are
becoming increasingly diverse, which brings about
new challenges to our conventional ways of teach-
ing. Thisincreased diversity also resultsinserious
challenges to our ways of thinking about cognitive
and psychosocial development. It was argued
that these conventional theories fail to explain
fully thedevelopment of underrepresented groups
such as women; racial and ethnic groups; older
students; international students; gay, lesbian,
and bisexual students; student athletes; honors



students; commuters; students with disabilities;
and others (Upcraft, 1995).

For example it is now acknowledged that while
students of color are in many ways similar to other
students in their cognitive and psychosocial de-
velopment, they are also different. Traditional
theories make certain assumptions about the
commonality of environments, cultures, and back-
grounds of students that simply do not apply to
many students of color. Being raised ina minority
culture within a majority-dominated society may
create different developmental outcomes for per-
sons of the minority culture. Parental roles, child
rearing practices, cultural values, community
commitments and obligations, and other cul-
ture-related factors combine to produce differ-
ent developmental dynamics for minority stu-
dents (Upcraft, 1995). A brief synopsis of ways
of looking at student learning from the perspec-
tive of the diversity of students is, therefore,
essential.

1. Multi-Racial development. Because race is no
longer just a Black/White issue but rather a mul-
tiracial issue, new models are needed to address
the diversity of today’s students. Atkinson,
Morten, and Sue (1993) developed a five-stage
model for students not in the majority. The model
is a continuous process in which the stages blend
together. Stage 1, the conformity stage, begins
when students deny their cultural heritage and
embrace the majority group’s values. Dissonance,
Stage 2, occurs when students’ denial of their
culture begins to breakdown. In Stage 3, the
resistance and immersion stage, students feel guilty
about having “sold out” in the past, feel angry
about being oppressed, and search for informa-
tion about their own heritage. As students move
into Stage 4, introspection, they gain comfort with
their sense of identity but also may experience
some conflict. Students have a sense of loyalty
and commitment to the minority group but are
also trying to establish some autonomy. The syn-
ergistic stage is the final phase in the model. Stu-
dents accept, embrace, and identify with their
own culture; have a strong sense of self and self-
esteem; and trustdominant-group individuals who
also seek to eliminate discrimination and racism.

2. African Americans. Cross (1991) developed a
five-stage model for Black identity formation. Stage

1 (preencounter) happens when a student views
the world through a majority world perspective.
The student has not dealt with his or her racial
identity. Stage 2 (encounter) happens when the
student experiences an event and becomes aware
of his or her racial identity. This encounter does
not need to be negative. In Stage 3 (immersion-

emersion), the student searches for new meaning

asaBlack person, becoming immersed in African-
American culture and values to the exclusion of
other cultural norms. Stage 4 (internalization) has
four possible outcomes: (a) continuation and re-
jection, (b) continuation and fixation at Stage 3, (c)
internalization that brings satisfaction to the self
but not a willingness to commit to the larger
community, and (d) movement to Stage 5. InStage
5 (commitment), the student has emerged with a
new sense of self, committed to preserving the
culture and values of the Black community.

3. Native Americans. Little research is available
concerning the smallest minority group on cam-
puses, American Indians. As noted in Chapter 2,
American Indians account for less than 1% of all
students in higher education. Those studying
American-Indian development include Heinrich,
Corbine, and Thomas (1990); Johnson and Lashley
(1988); and Wright (1985). What we do know
about American-Indian studentsis that mosthave
inadequate academic preparation and believe in
community-dominated values instead of indi-
vidual ones. They also may not view White edu-
cation as being as important as understanding the
history, culture, and traditions of their tribe. Wright
(1985) developed five ways to assist American-
Indian students with their adjustment and devel-
opment. These include: academic support ser-
vices, counseling support services, ethnic studies,
student centers and organizations, and hiring mi-
nority faculty and administrators to serve as role
models.

4. Hispanics. The term “Hispanic” encompasses a
diverse group thatincludes Cubans, Puerto Ricans,
Mexicans, Chicanos, Central Americans, South
Americans, Spaniards, and many others. Demo-
graphically, Hispanics are the fastest growing
minority group on college campuses. We mustbe
careful, though, not to lump all the groups to-
gether and assume that they have the same needs.
Several people are studying Hispanic develop-
ment including Martinez (1988) and Nora (1987).
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Justiz and Rendén (1989) discuss barriers to
Hispanic students’ development. Many are first-
generation college students who do not under-
stand higher education oritsbenefits. Many come
from low socioeconomicbackgrounds, are poorly
prepared academically, may not have adequate
English writing and speaking skills, and bring the
cultural belief that education is valued for males
but not females.

5. Asians. Great diversity also exists within the
Asian population. Several different groups in
this category are Chinese, Japanese, Vietnamese,
Korean, Filipino, Samoan, and many others. Psy-
chosocial development of Asians
has been researched by Sue and
Morishima (1982) and Sue and
Zane (1985), while Suzuki (1994)
addressed academicdevelopment
and achievement. Compared to
White students, Asians “exhibit
greater deference, abasement, and
externallocus of control and show
less dominance, aggression, pref-
erence for ambiguity, and au-
tonomy” (Sue & Morishima, 1982,
p- 272). Many Asians also experi-
ence stress and alienation, study
long hours, and are more lonely
and anxious than other students
(Sue & Zane, 1985). Adding to
Asians’ stress is an increase in racial harassment
incidents. Suzuki (1994) found that Asians had
high persistence rates but that their verbal and
linguistic skills were underdeveloped.

6. Adult learners. Returning adult students differ
from the traditional undergraduates in that the
adults typically attend part-time, hold jobs, have
family responsibilities, live at home, and have
very different needs from traditional-aged stu-
dents. Cross, in her landmark publication, Adults
as Learners (1981), was one of the first to challenge
the age bias of our student development theories.
She asserted that adult students start with a self-
evaluation which leads them to desire more edu-
cation if their prior experiences were positive.
They establish appropriate goals and expecta-
tions that may be based on life transitions—either
gradual orrelated to traumatic events such as loss
of ajob, divorce, or the death of a friend or family
member. They gather information about poten-

Traditional theories
make certain assump-
tions about the com-
monality of environ-
ments, cultures, and
backgrounds of stu-
dents that simply do
not apply to many
students of color.

tial learning activities while they consider spe-
cial opportunities and overcome barriers. Fi-
nally, they participate in some learning activity.

Schlossberg, Lynch, and Chickering (1989) view
adultlearning as a transition process that extends
from the moment one thinks about returning to
college to the time when the experience is com-
plete and integrated into one’s life. They break
down the transition process for adultlearners into
three main parts: (a) moving into the learning
environment, (b) moving through it, and (c) mov-
ing on, preparing to leave. For adultlearners, the
transition process may extend over many years—
generally much longer than for
traditional-aged students.

7. Gender. Until the early 1980s,
most theorists assumed that men
and women developed and
learned in the same ways. Gilli-
gan (1982) was one of the first to
challenge that assumption and
theorized that women are more
concerned with the well-being of
others and thus use a “voice of
care.” Men, on the other hand (or
in another voice), are more likely
to focus on justice and rights.
Belenky, Clinchy, Goldberger,
and Tarule (1986) also studied
women'’s intellectual development and noted that
women had five ways of knowing;:

¢ silence (have no independent thoughts and
are controlled by external sources)

¢ received knowledge (able to learn from exter-

nal sources but unable to generate original
thoughts)

¢ subjective (knowledgeis personal, private, and
based on intuition)

¢ procedural (learningbased on proceduresand
rules)

¢ constructed (viewed themselves as creators of
knowledge)

Further, Baxter-Magolda (1992) presents evi-
dence that men learn differently from women.



For example, women may tend to be experiential,
collaborative learners, while men may be inclined
to work more analytically and individually.

8. Students with disabilities. With the passage of
the Americans with Disabilities Act in 1990 and
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, col-
leges and universities have seen the enrollment of
anincreasing number of students with all types of
disabilities. Institutions have twomajor responsi-
bilities to these students: (a) they must not dis-
criminate against the students, and (b) they must
give meaningful access to them. Jarrow (1993) has
identified three types of barriers for people with
disabilities: architectural, attitudinal, and pro-
grammatic. Institutions mustnotonly make build-
ings and facilities accessible (Nathanson v. Medi-
cal College of PA, 1991), but they must also ensure
that these students have opportunities to learn. In
addition, Section 504 mandates that auxiliary aids
and services be provided if needed and that tests
be structured to accommodate all types of learn-
ers’ abilities. The key to working with students
whohave disabilities is communication. Students
should notify the appropriate people of their learn-
ing disabilities so that the necessary provisions
can be made. Faculty should be aware of the
circumstances so that they can provide alternative
teaching methods and testing procedures.

9. Sexual orientation. Models dealing with gay/
lesbian/bisexual issues began emerging in the
1970s and 1980s. The main focus of these develop-
mental models explain how gay, lesbian, and bi-
sexual students come to terms with their sexual
orientation. One of the most widely used models
is Cass’s (1979) homosexual identity formation. It
is comprised of six stages (identity confusion,
identity comparison, identity tolerance, identity
acceptance, identity pride, identity synthesis). It
begins with confusion about one’s sexual identity,
continues with an exploration and examination of
the lifestyle, and ends with an acceptance and
commitment to this identity. Others who address
theseissuesinclude Evans and Wall (1991), Minton
and McDonald (1984), and Coleman (1981-1982).

Student Learning Environments
All learning occurs in an environmental context.

Students experience two primary environmental
contexts: the classroom and the world outside of

the classroom. Earlier in this chapter, we re-
viewed how components of these environments
affect student learning, but a substantial body of
theory also exists to help us understand how
environments exert their influence. According to
Upcraft (1995), in the late 1960s several sociolo-
gists argued that in order to have a complete
understanding ofhow students develop andlearn,
one has tolook notonly at students, but also at the
environmentsin which theylive. They focused on
the interpersonal aspect of the campus environ-
ment, with a special emphasis on the powerful
influence of the peer group. The first notions
about peer group influence were articulated by
Newcomb and Wilson (1966), when they demon-
strated peer group influence on first-year stu-
dents during the first six weeks of college.

According to Feldman and Newcomb (1969), peer
groups influence student learning in the follow-
ing ways:

¢ helping students achieve independence from
home and family

¢ supporting or impeding the institution’s edu-
cational goals

¢ offering students general emotional support
and fulfilling needs notmetby the curriculum,
classroom, or faculty

¢ giving students practice in getting along with
people, particularly thosewhose backgrounds,
interests, and orientations differ from their
own

¢ providing students support for changing or
for remaining the same

¢ affecting decisions about staying in or leaving
college

In the 1970s, according to Upcraft (1995), the
study of student environments expanded be-
yond the peer group to a more generalized
concept of campus ecology. We began to look at
the influence of campus environments on stu-
dent learning, focusing on the relationship be-
tween the student and his or her environment
and the impact of that interaction on academic
success and personal development.
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In 1973, the Western Interstate Commission for
Higher Education outlined some of the basic as-
sumptions of the ecological perspective based on
research about college students. Students enter
college with their own backgrounds, personali-
ties, and experiences, facing an environmentnever
before encountered. This environment canhave a
powerful impact on students, particularly tradi-
tional-aged first-year students, whose need to
identify and affiliate with others is strong. This
influence, however, cuts both ways. Students can
also influence environments, and upper-class or
older students appear to be less susceptible to
environmentalinfluences. College environments
are mutable as well and can be influenced and
channeled by the institution to enhance student
success (Western Interstate Commission, 1973).
When there is congruence between the student
and his or her environment, the studentis more
likely to learn and succeed in college.

It should be noted, however, that campus climate
influence may be minimal for older and part-time
students, for whom the collegiate environment
may be limited to the classroom. There is some
evidence to suggest that certain classroom cli-
mates may be more conducive to adult learners
than others. For example, Ennis et al. (1989) stud-
ied classroom environments and concluded that
instructors who were seen by adult learners as
most conducive to their learning were those who
were open to discussing issues, had good commu-
nication patterns, put learning in a context rel-
evant to their lives, and established mutual trust.

Additionally, for adult learners, home, family,
and work may be their most influential environ-
ments, and the extent to which these environ-
ments are supportive of or detrimental to student
learning is critical. For example, Darkenwald and
Merriam (1982) found that among the factorswhich
accounted for not participating in an educational
activity were family problems and child care.
Likewise, conflicts between work and education
can be detrimental to adult student learning.

Morerecently, campus climate has become a vola-
tile issue because there is some evidence that
collegiate environments may have an adverse ef-
fect on underrepresented groups (Evans & Wall,
1991; Fleming, 1984) and women (Sandler,
Silverberg, & Hall, 1996). Incidents of racial ha-

rassment, discrimination, and violence are, unfor-
tunately, all too frequent in today’s collegiate en-
vironment. So,to0, areincidents of discrimination
and violence against women, as well as against
gay, lesbian, and bisexual persons. These students
have an added burden placed on their ability to
learnif they arein environments thatare openly or
implicitly hostile to them.

In thelight of what appears to be a deterioration of
campus communities, the Carnegie Foundation
for the Advancement of Teaching (1990) offers a
framework within which campus environments
can be viewed. The foundation identifies five
principles upon which to base a campus commu-
nity committed to student learning.

1. It should be a purposeful community, a place
where the intellectual life is central and where
faculty and students work together to
strengthen teaching and learning.

2. Itshould be a just community, where the dig-
nity of all individuals is affirmed and where
equality of opportunity is vigorously pursued.

3. It should be an open community, where
freedom of expression is uncompromisingly
protected and where civility is powerfully
affirmed.

4. It should be a disciplined community, where
individuals accept their obligations to the
group and where well-defined governance pro-
cedures guide behavior for the common good.

5. It should be a caring community, where the
well-being of each member is sensitively
supported and where service to others is
encouraged.

The bottom line for faculty teaching first-year
students is that students function in various
out-of-class environments that will influence
their in-class learning. Becoming more knowl-
edgeable about these environments and know-
ing ways of making these environments more
conducive to student learning should be a criti-
cal role of faculty if we wish to maximize learn-
ing in our classrooms. There is evidence to sug-
gest that faculty who spend time with students
outside the classroom enhance the learning of



studentsin their classrooms (Wilson, Gaff, Dienst,
Wood, & Bavry, 1975).

Implications for Practice

The more we know about how students learn,
both inside and outside the classroom, the greater
the likelihood that they will learn more, and in
greater depth. We can no longer naively believe
that learning is simply a function of student abil-
ity and motivation. To be sure, these factors are
important, but represent only two of many pow-
erful factors that contribute to student learning. It
isourresponsibility as faculty to “know students,”
but we must know them in the more complex and
multiple ways described in this chapter.
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TEACHING FIRST-YEAR COLLEGE
STUDENTS: TEN TIPS FOR SUCCESS

Diane W. Strommer

seminar course that is both rewarding for faculty who teach it and valuable

for the students who take it. Whether the course focuses on student success,
anintroduction to the college or university, an interdisciplinary theme, or the basics
of an academic discipline, many instructors encounter unexpected classroom
challenges. Some have not taught a first-year student for a decade or more. The
English professor’s nostalgicimage of engaging studentsin meaningful chats about
life issues while perched on the edge of a desk evaporates against a row of bored
faces. The microbiologist frets about teaching course content outside of what she
knows, her area of specialization. The economist is as disquieted by discussing date
rape as he would be discussing his sex life with the department chair.

I New tasks in higher education prove more difficult than sustaining a first-year

Delivering the course as a requirement for all entering students, as increasing
numbers of institutions do, also often means drawing upon faculty resistant to the
very idea of a first-year seminar. To them, such a seminar smacks of “mollycod-
dling,” “hand-holding,” “high school stuff,” or worse. Others more sympathetic to
its aims nonetheless find teaching the course an imposition thrust upon them, a task
that detracts from their higher purposes and offers them nothing in return for their
expenditure of time and effort.

Even faculty both sympathetic to and clear about course objectives are not always
certain of how to achieve them. Their first classroom experiences with new students
may make them less so. Faculty unused to first-year students or those who know
them only through large lectures are often disconcerted—even shocked—when
they encounter student passivity, disengagement, resistance to discussion, and
curious indifference to the content of a course specifically designed to meet their
needs.

It doesnotneed tobe this way. Asmany faculty have discovered, teaching the first-
year seminar can be a rejuvenating, exciting experience. By drawing upon whatwe
know about first-year students and what we know about how students learn best,
we can transform the seminar for first-year students into the campus model of the
best practices to facilitate student learning. Teaching the first-year seminar can be
a way for faculty to develop—and practice—new strategies and approaches to
teaching, providing an extended opportunity to improve their craft that most
faculty members welcome. Although the ten tips that follow introduce some of the
more important principles in teaching the first-year seminar, faculty will soon
discover that most readily transport to any college classroom.

 SHLAVH))
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1. Understand Your Students

The problem at the beginning of the semester is that the
prof just didn’t understand the students. I mean, she
tried to relate to them, but she didn’t understand where
they were coming from and they didn't know the stuff
she talked about. It was like they lived in two different
worlds.

—Upper-class student mentor

Because different types of institutions tend to
attract different types of students—community
colleges enrolling more mature students, for
example—generalizations about student popu-
lations can be risky. In anideal environment, all
of the data that colleges and universities collect
about their students before and during their
first college year would find their way to faculty
and serve as a basis for discussions about teach-
ing and learning, and faculty would know what
they need to know about students at their insti-
tution. Gathering and reflecting oninformation
about students are important not only because
one cannot really teach those you don’t know
any more than you can teach what you don’t
know, but also because student generations
change at an ever-accelerating rate, reflecting
the rate of change in the larger society. Chap-
ters2and 3 focus on the characteristics of today’s
students and issues related to their develop-
ment and learning styles.

The social environment our studentsinhabit, what
they learn (or don’t) in high school, the skills and
habits of study they have acquired, and the atti-
tudes that they have about learning differ from
those of earlier generations. How they learn, how
they spend their time, how they think aboutlearn-
ing, higher education, and their future—all of
these matters influence their becoming effective
learners. Faculty need to understand the worlds
their students already inhabit, the experiences
they have already had, in order to develop effec-
tive links from where they are to where we want
them to be. We need to understand our students
in order to provide the appropriate challenges and
supports within our classrooms and to create an
environment that fosters learning.

While students” worlds differ considerably from
campus to campus, several key differences be-
tween today’s new college students and their par-

ents’ generation are important to note, given a
national average faculty age of over 50. The most
obvious difference, of course, is that younger stu-
dents were raised in a very different social envi-
ronment with changing family patterns (the num-
ber of families headed by a single parentincreased
four percent in just the eight years between 1985
and 1993, for example). Some of the other major
changes suggest societal failures: increased num-
bers of children raised in poverty and anincreased
gap between the poorest and the wealthiest, in-
creased violence affecting young people, tensions
and conflicts in communities and high schools
between young people of different racial and eth-
nic groups, dating violence and date rape, sub-
stance abuse, teen pregnancy, and the lack—both
real and perceived—of economic opportunity.
Most commentators on our society agree that life
is more difficult for young people today, and
much of what they live with, especially unstable
families and the influence of television, probably
has a negative effect on learning, particularly on
the ability to read and comprehend college-level
texts.

As we have widened access and expectation for
entering college, we have also welcomed new
populations of students with new and different
learning needs to our campuses. Nationally, the
new majority in higher education are older stu-
dents, part-timers, and community college-goers.
But even among the traditional-age and middle-
class student population, the college years no
longer signify a unique, carefree period of life in
which a “gentlemanly C” and an exposure to the
great books and ideas are sufficient preparation
for a career and for life—if indeed they ever were.

Few students today view college as a kind of
finishing school but rather as a means to acquire
the skills, knowledge, and experiences essential
for survival in a society changing at a dizzying
pace. Because many rely on work and loans to
support their college years, their hectic schedules
deny them the very involvement in campus life
that has so richly benefitted many in previous
generations and that we know positively affects
student learning.

The disengagement and passivity that often dis-
tress faculty donot begin in the college classroom.
Students come to us with assumptions about



how learning occurs based on their high school
experiences, which vary enormously from inner
city to affluent suburb. Students from some com-
munities might know more about information
technology than their faculty; others have never
turned on a computer. Just as their level of basic
skills is more uneven than that of past student
generations, so too is the way in which almost all
of today’s high school students spend their time.
Nearly three quarters of high school seniors work,
and many of them work long hours at dead-end
jobs. No one should be surprised that seven or
eight hours of flipping hamburgers or delivering
pizza lead, as one study found, to less time spent
onhomework, fewer extracurricularactivities, and
less commitment to school. With less time on
homework, little reading for pleasure, and more
time spent working and watching
television, students’ decreased in-
volvement in learning is well es-
tablished by the end ofhighschool
(Erickson & Strommer, 1991;
Gallo, 1997).

Knowing this and given the im-
portance of time ontask, involve-
ment, and motivation to effec-
tive learning, what happens in
our college classrooms should
be no surprise. Many of our
students areill-prepared for col-
lege-style classrooms because
they are used to frequent testing
on brief bits of material and few,
if any, cumulative exams; problem solving that
does notnecessarily progress to greater degrees
of difficulty; the lack of the need to read difficult
material and aids like extensive glossing by the
teacher; and academic “credit” for nonacademic
behaviors such as a pleasant classroom de-
meanor or extra work.

Understanding our students” backgrounds, how-
ever, should notlead us tolower our expectations,
dumb down our curriculum, or have students
avoid their responsibility. We need to understand
themin order to create connections in our seminars
and other classrooms—between what they know
and what they need to know, to find links to moti-
vate, encourage, and support them, but certainly not
to doubt their ability to meet high standards or to
lower our expectations of their performance.

To consider the text,
assignments, class-
room activities, and
even testsand quizzes
as supporting course
goals rather than as
the goals themselves
is an important shift
in planning.

Institutional research, the daily paper and weekly
news magazines, as well as the annual freshman
surveys by the Cooperative Institutional Research
Program at UCLA (a summary is published mid-
January in the Chronicle of Higher Education) are
rich sources of information abouttoday’s students
and their culture. The best source of all, of course,
is the students themselves, and one of the delights
and benefits of teaching the first-year seminar is
the opportunity it affords faculty really to know
their students.

2. Clarify Course Objectives

Ithink one of the problems with this course is that it just
tries to do too much for one credit. I mean, we’re trying
to make the freshmen feel comfortable with one another
and the university, teach them the
computer and the library, and then
there’s all this other stuff, too. And
it’s only one credit.

—Upper-class student mentor

However the first-year seminar is
structured, most have an agreed-
upon set of course objectives.
Sometimes, however, these objec-
tives relate to the institution (“in-
crease student retention” ) rather
than to the students, and almost
always they are overly ambitious.
In designing the first-year semi-
nar so that it will satisfy both aca-
demic liberals and conservatives,
we often attempt to pack too much in, especially if
the course is for just one credit. In course plan-
ning, one needs to consider the time available to
meet course goals, time both for classroom activi-
ties and for student preparation.

Most of us find writing clear course goals enor-
mously difficult because we have been trained to
think about our courses in terms of covering con-
tent (with the hidden goal of the course being to
get through the text) rather than in terms of what
students will be able to do at its conclusion. To
consider the text, assignments, classroom activi-
ties, and even tests and quizzes as supporting
course goals rather than as the goals themselves is
an important shift in planning. The critical issue
forlearning in any course is not what or how much
content is covered but rather what students will
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achieve—what they will come tounderstand, what
they willknow or have memorized, what they will
be able to do, and the behaviors they will perform,
such as recalling ideas, recognizing examples,
applying general principles to specific examples.
These constitute the outcomes of the course.

Alongwithbeingless than preciseabout our course
goals, most of us also underestimate what it takes
to achieve them. Because students need consider-
able practice, we need to build practice into both
in-classand out-of-class activities and assignments.
One cannot, for example, assume that once we
have “covered” e-mail by talking about it in class
or by spending an hour using it in the computer
lab that our students will be able to get on-line by
themselves. If we want them to know how to use
e-mail with ease, we need assignments that pro-
vide practice and plenty of it, like submitting
journal entries on e-mail.

A good course syllabus thus includes statements
of course goals to indicate the outcomes of instruc-
tion, which is not the same as the instructional
methods or assignments. For example, “You'll
become more familiar with campus resources”
becomes “You'll identify two or three campus
clubs of interest, learn when they meet, and attend
one meeting to decide whether to pursue active
involvement.” “Lecture on using the World Wide
Web” changes to “You'll be able to find at least
three articles related to your major on the World
Wide Web.” Only when course goals are abso-
lutely clear can the course’s successbe ascertained;
only when the seminar program as a whole pre-
cisely states the ways in which itis trying to change
studentbehavior and foster studentlearning can the
program’s effectiveness be accurately measured.

3. Attend to the First Class

This first class was definitely the most effective because
this was to set the tone for all the coming classes. If the
students didn't like this class, they might have dropped
it. The first class is always one of the most important.
You can tell a lot on the first day.

—Upper-class student mentor

Like the appetizer for a meal, the first day of class
predicts what is to come. Is it to be tantalizing or
flat? The firstday makes students hunger for more
or spoils their appetite. Handing out the syllabus

and dismissing the students after 10 or 15 minutes
gives students a powerful message: It announces
that this class is not very important.

Most faculty experienced with the first-year semi-
nar emphasize the importance of spending the
first class period on two essential matters: (a)
introducing students to the course and getting
acquainted with one another by sharing some
information about oneself, and (b) an icebreaker
activity. One simple icebreaker asks pairs of
students to gather information about one another,
then to introduce one another to the rest of the
class. One of our faculty members takes Polaroid
shots of his students on the first class day. The
students assemble a class collage that remains on
view for most of the semester, helping everyone
become quickly acquainted, and serving as a re-
minder of “where we were” at the end of the
course. Another distributes name tags with the
first name of another student to students as they
enter. The recipient’s task is to locate the name
tag’s “owner.” A few weeks later the lastname is
added and sometimes the student’s major, the
residence hall, or another identifying piece of
information.

An icebreaker that divides students into pairs or
trios usually makes students more comfortable.
One that several of our faculty have used success-
fully asks students in small groups to share (and
record) not just their names and other personal
information, but also some information related to
the course—three ways in which they expect col-
lege to be different from high school (or the work
force), for example. Within the larger group, the
commonalties in these expectations are recorded
for future discussion. With sufficient time, stu-
dents might be asked to note the different skills
they will need for success in college. Another
exercise toidentify common experiencesisadapted
from an article by Levine (1993). In pairs or small
groups, students list the four or five “defining
events” of their childhood and early adolescence,
then share them with the entire class. Their an-
swers typically identify their common experi-
ences, reveal some interesting differences among
them, and provide the instructor with an insight
into the students’ lives.

Such first-day activities lead naturally into a dis-
cussion of course goals and the significance to



college-levellearning of being actively involved
and interacting with one’s peers. Beginning
students tend to be intellectual dualists, looking
to the professor (or the text) as the source of all
wisdom and truth. They are often impatient
with group work and discount the views of
their peers. By providing an example of how
much they can learn from one another early in
the course, they better understand not only why
much of the world’s work is done in cooperative
groups but also how important to their learning
peers are.

A syllabus that gives essential course information
and a list of course goals but not a fixed week-to-
week schedule allows students to participate in
setting course priorities. When students canrank
the course objectives in order of their importance
to them, their sense of participation and owner-
ship in the course increases, setting the stage for
continued involvement.

4. Establish a Climate for Learning

There must be a comfort zone in these classrooms to
ensure a productive class.
—Upper-class student mentor

Learning depends on more than intellectual abil-
ity. Motivation and self-confidence, the latter
often in short supply among new college stu-
dents, determine academic success as much as, or
more than, native intelligence. As faculty, we
tend to forget how hard learning can be. Most of
us enjoyed unusual success in learning, atleastin
our own disciplines. Stephen Brookfield (1996),
who has written extensively about teaching, ob-
serves that as faculty we lack the “autobiographi-
cal experience of struggle” (p. 5). He comments:

Most teachers have never been in the same
unfortunate position that many of their own
students are in—the position of ‘just not get-
tingit’.... Youare powerless to help yourown
students who are in this position because you
have never lived through their experience of
being blocked and unable to grasp the funda-
mentals of your discipline. (pp. 4-5)

Becoming a learner again, especially learning
something personally difficult, can capture or
recapture these emotional responses. Brookfield

(1996) recommends to faculty that on “an annual
basis we will deliberately put ourselves in the
position of being a student who ‘just doesn’t get
it"” (p. 5), as he did when, in his mid-40s and
terrified of the water and failure, he decided to
take swimming lessons. When we venture out of
the comfort of what we know and into an area new
and hard for us, we begin to feel what our first-
year students feel and more readily grasp whatwe
need to do (or to avoid) to help our students learn.

For good reason, one of the quality movement’s
first principles is “drive out fear.” Parker Palmer
(1983) in his book To Know as We Are Known sums
up the reasons why the classroom must be a safe
haven for students:

A learning space needs to be hospitable not to
make learning painless but to make the pain-
ful things possible, things without which no
learning can occur—things like exposing ig-
norance, testing tentative hypotheses, chal-
lenging false or partial information, and mu-
tual criticism of thought. (p. 74)

Student interaction also establishes the classroom
as a “comfort zone.” One way to ensure that
students connect with one another is to set up
classroom base groups. These four- to-five-student
cooperative learning groups serve as a support
group for their members. Johnson, Johnson, and
Smith (1991), who outlined the functions and
procedures for base groups, suggest that mem-
bers sittogether during class and that class timebe
allotted for members to check with one another,
making sure no one is under undue stress, each is
appropriately prepared for the class, progressing
in learning the course material and developing
academic skills, and becoming better acquainted.
Class base group members also help one another
by exchanging phone numbers, e-mail addresses,
and other information to do assignments or study
together or to swap information about missed
classes.

Some research on learning also suggests that a
class begun with music or with a brief activity to
foster reflection (pair up and decide the most impor-
tant thing you learned from our last class, write for a
couple minutes on two or three things the assigned
article made you think of) helps students focus their
attention and become ready to learn.
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5. Abandon the Non-Stop Lecture

The only real problem I saw was lecturing. To better
impact these freshmen, we need activity. College is not
just books and tests; it is growing and experiencing. To
be told about the library or the history of the university
or how toregister for classes successfully is one thing—
boring. To go on a tour, do a scavenger hunt around
campus, or set up a mock registration where students
can actually experience what college is all about is
another—successful. -
—Upper-class student mentor

Most research suggests that if one could simulta-
neously visit all undergraduate classrooms, in
close to 80% one would see an instructor lectur-
ing. What might be harder to discern is that
“students are attentive to what is
being said only about 50% of the
time and retain only about 50% of
what they actually pay attention
to” (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991).
Non-stop lecturing is seldom ef-
fective instruction. The notion
that it is effective is one of the
myths exposed by Pascarella and
Terenzini (1995) through their
analysis of 20 years of research on
the effects of college on students.

The other most common instruc-

Having a variety of
teaching strategies in
our repertoire gives
each student the op-
portunity to learn
from their strengths
from time to time.
That, in turn, creates

generating their own examples of the concept,
summarizing it,explainingitto someone else, and
applying it. Doing so works with the mind’s
natural processes, and that in turn improves
learning. '

Research in cognitive science has clarified much
about how people learn and the many differences
among usin suchmatters as multipleintelligences
and learning styles. Research on the Myers-Briggs
Type Indicator, for example, suggests that extro-
verted sensors (ES), active /concrete learners and
thinkers, represent 50% or more of high school
seniors and introverted intuitives (IN), or abstract/
reflective thinkers and learners, appear only in
about 10% of high school seniors. Other studies
show that the largest group of college students
also consists of concrete/active
learners, who learn best from di-
rect experiences that engage their
senses, that begin with practice
and end with theory. As
Schroeder (1993) points out, the
majority of college faculty, how-
ever, apparently prefer the IN (ab-
stract/reflective) pattern. The
typical result is that faculty teach
astheylikebesttolearn, butnotas
their students learn best.

Differencesinlearning stylemean,

tional methodology, the discus- g climate n Wthh dl" primarily, that we differ in which
sion, does not fare much better. A . . activities seem natural and come
recent study of discussion in the Vel”Slty can thI'lVe. easily and which feel awkward,

college classroom (Nunn, 1996)

confirmed earlier findings that the professor’s
talk occupied 80% of class time, leading the author
to conclude that “learning at the college levelis a
‘spectator sport.”

To learn—that is, to be able to use information by
retrieving, applying, synthesizing, categorizing,
or generating inferences from it—we must break
new information into meaningful chunks, or cat-
egories, and make connections between them and
things we already know. When a new concept is
introduced, therefore, students must not only be
able to link it to a framework they already under-
stand (linking new information to the wrong
framework is a source of most wildly erroneous
student ideas), but they also need practice in
thinking in terms of that concept. That means

require more concentration, and
take longer to do. Despite having a preference,
however, we all can learn in a variety of ways.
Paying attention to learning styles in the first-year
seminar by administering and discussing the Kolb
Learning Style Inventory or the Personal Style
Inventory in Gardner and Jewler (1992) can help
students better understand themselves as learn-
ers and encourage them to expand their ap-
proaches to learning.

No faculty member can be expected to teach to
every student’s preferred learning style, but un-
derstanding learning styles provides a basis for
developing the class assignments and activities to
teach the diverse students in our courses. Having
a variety of teaching strategies in our repertoire
gives each student the opportunity to learn from



their strengths from time to time. That, in turn,
creates a climate in which diversity can thrive.

Given the knowledge explosion, our notions of
what students need to know are also changing. As
one prominent British educational leader
(Marchese, 1996) putit, “people world-wide need
a whole series of new competencies” to cope with
change, to work collaboratively, to learn continu-
ously, and to solve problems. These competencies
are more readily acquired when students are ac-
tively engaged in learning.

At least four good reasons exist to abandon the
non-stop lecture and to rely instead on classroom
activities and assignments thatencourage student
activity and involvement: (a) research on attention
span, (b) evidence about how we learn from cogni-
tive science, (c) learning style difference, and (d) the
new competencies essential for lifelong learning.

6. Involve Students with Varied Activities!

Just because the professor isn’t lecturing doesn’t mean
that the class can be unstructured. We found breaking
the class into small groups and having specific activities
related to the topic to be an effective teaching style. This
became the game-plan for most classes.
—Upper-class student mentor

Although the benefits more than make the effort
worthwhile, the shift to active learning strategies
requires planning and preparation. Students ex-
pect and sometimes welcome the passive role
lectures encourage and look on their faculty as the
sole classroom authority, so they need to under-
stand the reasons for a different approach. In
order to establish the climate for cooperation,
Prescott (1996) suggests that faculty do the follow-
ing in their courses:

1. Explain that research on learning shows that
students learn more when they work actively
and collaboratively in groups in class.

2. Discuss the relationship of developing skill in
working in groups to their current or future
employment.

3. Tell them that the content in the group tasks is
directly related to the content that will be on
exams, papers, and projects.

4. Lead adiscussion on specific skills thathelp to
facilitate pair or group work.

5. Makesure thatpartners or group membershave
a chance to connect with one another. (p. 11)

One way to bring students’ concerns about pair or
group work to the fore is to make group workitself
the topic for a small group discussion, following
the steps suggested below. Further discussion can
lead to developing class rules or guidelines to
ensure successful group work. A case study that
briefly chronicles a group project gone awry, “A
College Classroom Discussion Group” (Cagen &
Wright, 1986), provides another method to raise
concerns about group work and to set classroom
standards collaboratively.

Small Group Discussion

The ideal of the discussion method implies that the
instructor poses provocative questions that elicit
responses from the entire class. As we have noted,
that ideal is far from the reality. A few fearless or
assertive students participate; the rest sit passively,
disengaged; the instructor winds up talking al-
mostas much asinalecture. Dividing studentsinto
pairs, trios, or small groups of four to six increases
the participation of individual class members.
Individual students will pose questions, make
suggestions, and raiseissues in small groups when
they would remain silent in a larger group.

The instructor typically follows these steps for a
small group discussion:

1. Divide students into pairs, trios, or small
groups of four to six students.

2. Pose a question or assign a task to be com-
pleted with a prepared group response in an
allotted period of time (putting the assign-
ment in writing as a hand-out or an overhead
avoids confusion).

3. Move from group to group during the discus-
sion to ensure that students remain on task and
toobserve participationand any points of confu-
sion that may require clarification then or later.

4. End group discussion for reports to the whole
class.
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5. Record group responses and assist students in
drawing conclusions or synthesizing the re-
sults of the discussion to provide closure for
the activity.

Pairs or trios work best for short or impromptu
assignments while small groups work best for
longer activities. Some assignments can begin with
pairs and then have each pair join another for a
further step. Small group discussion activities must
be carefully structured and timed. A sampler of
open-ended structures appropriate for pair orsmall
group work in the first-year seminar follow:

¢ Application cards. Instructors distribute index
cards and ask students to write down a real-
world example or application for a concept,
principle, theory, or procedure they are study-
ing. Angelo and Cross (1993) provide several
examples of this technique that encourages
students to connectnew material to prior learn-
ing and experience and to assume responsibil-
ity for seeing the relevance of what they are
studying. After writing down their example
or application, students form pairs or trios to
discuss their examples.

¢ Guided reciprocal peer questioning. In this activ-
ity, the instructor provides a set of generic
question stems for students to use as a guide
for generating their own specific questions on
course material. With the help of question
stems, each studentindividually writes two or
three thought-provoking questionsin five min-
utes or less. Students donotneed to be able to
answer the questions they pose. They then
form groups of three or four and take turns
querying one another. Generic question stems
include:

What is the mainideaof....?

How does. .. affect.... ?

What is the meaning of. ... ?

What is a new example of. ... ?

Explain why. . ..

Explain how. . ..

How doesthisrelateto what we’ve learned
before?

What conclusions can I draw about. ... ?

What is the difference between . ..
and....?

24

¢

How are...and.. .. similar?
What are the strengths and weaknesses
of....?

What is the best . . . and why?

Atthe end of the allotted time, students report
their insights, examples, and other matters

that arose in their group to the class (Cottell &
Millis, 1994). '

Minute paper. Near the end of the class period,
instructors distribute index cards and ask stu-
dents to respond briefly to two questions:
“What was the most important thing you
learned in this class?” and “What important
question remains unanswered?” (Angelo &
Cross, 1993). This writing-to-learn exercise
can become a pair activity by asking students
to share their responses and then attempt to
answer each other’s unanswered questions.
Any unanswered questions can be posed to
the whole class. Angelo and Cross (1993)
suggest variations that ask for (a) the most il-
luminating example, (b) the most powerful
image, (c) the most convincing argument or
counterargument, (d) the most surprising in-
formation, (e) the most memorable character,
or (f) the most disturbing idea.

Muddiest point. Instructors ask students to jot
down a quick response to the question “What
was the muddiest point in today’s class (or
reading or film or discussion)?” (Angelo &
Cross, 1993). Then students form pairs or
small groups to see if they can clarify one
another’s questions. Instructors collect the
cards, identifying points thatremain “muddy,”
and begin the next class with an activity to
clarify them.

Popular media logs. Students scan popular
media—newspapers, magazines, television—
for stories and events related to course con-
tent. Students must first summarize key is-
sues or ideas discussed in the article. Then,
depending on the type of article, students dis-
cuss theimpact of the event(s) reported, assess
conflicting positions on an issue, or evaluate
the credibility and arguments used inattempts
to persuade (Johnson & Johnson, 1993). Stu-
dents’ media logs can be the basis of a small
group discussion, with members of the group



selecting the best example to share with the
entire class.

Paired discussions. In three to five minutes
students discuss something with the person
next to them (summarize; react to theory, con-
cepts, or information presented; relate today’s
material to past learning; come up with addi-
tional examples; and so on). For best results,
the discussion topic should be as specific as
possible (Kalish, 1996).

Question and answer pairs. Outside of class,
students develop questions relating to the as-
signment (a reading, an event, or another ac-
tivity) that deals with the major points raised.
At thebeginning of class, students form pairs.
Onestudentaskshis firstquestion, the partner
answers. The first student may correct the
answer or give additional information. Then
the second student asks her question and the
first answers. The instructor monitors the
process, interacting when it seems appropri-
ate (Johnson, Johnson, & Smith, 1991).

Reaction sheet. After presenting a controversial
topic, instructors ask pairs or small groups to
answer these three questions: (a) Whatideas do
you question? (b) What ideas are new to you?
and (c) What ideas really hit home? Follow up
with whole class discussion (Kalish, 1996).

Think-Pair-Share. In Think-Pair-Share, the in-
structor poses a question or problem and gives
students a minute or two to think through a
response. Students then pair with a neighbor
to share and discuss their responses. Ina third
stage, pairs may also be invited to share their
responses with another pair or with the entire
class. Think-Pair-Share explicitly sets time for
students to think before discussion begins,
which may be important for students who
need time to collect their thoughts. Discuss-
ing their responses in pairs enables all stu-
dents to test their ideas and receive feedback
from at least one other person in a relatively
short amount of time (King, 1993).

Truthstatements. Ask studentsin small groups
to decide on three things they know to be true
about some particular issue. This is useful
when introducing a new topic that students

think they know well, but about which their
assumptionsneed tobeexamined (Kalish, 1996).

¢ Value lines. Students line up according to how
strongly they agree or disagree with a proposi-
tion or how strongly they value something.
This gives a visual reading of the continuum
of the feelings in the group. Next, sort
students into heterogeneous groups for dis-
cussion by grouping one from either end
with two from the middle. Ask students to
listen to differing viewpoints in their group
and to paraphrase opposing positions fairly
(Kalish, 1996).

Case Studies, Simulations, and Role Plays

First used in medicine and law and, more re-
cently, in business schools, case studies have been
shown to be effective learning tools. Because they
are concrete and realistic, they are particularly
effective in engaging students who are concrete/
active learners. As Meyers and Jones (1993) point
out, another value of case study is the opportunity
it provides for students to become involved in
higher-order levels of reasoning as they analyze
and evaluate situations and form judgments. Al-
though an effective case cannot be written on the
spot, they are not difficult toput together. Thekey
is to find a real or plausible event or situation that
tells a story, illustrates the issue you wish to
discuss, allows identification with the characters,
contains conflict, and is sufficiently ambiguous
and open-ended to prompt lively discussion and
different points of view. For the first-year seminar
at one university, case studies based on actual
campus situations involving alcohol abuse have
proven an effective way to engage students often
weary of yet another pass at alcohol education.

Brief cases of a few paragraphs can be distributed
in class; longer ones should be assigned for read-
ing ahead of time with a list of questions to con-
siderin a small group discussion. So thatstudents
focus on the broad issues that a case presents, the
questions should guide their initial discussion to
ensure understanding of the basic facts of the case.
The next step is typically to determine (a) those
pointsin the narrative when alternative courses of
action were possible to reach different outcomes
or make different decisions, and (b) what courses
of action the characters should follow. As withall
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small group discussion, allowing sufficient time
for summary and closure is important.

Role plays and simulations are closely related. In
role-playing activities, students receive an outline
of a real or hypothetical situation and a descrip-
tion of the character they are to play. Students
then improvise dialogue and actions to fit their
views of the situation and the character they are
playing. Role plays of interactions (a) between
faculty and a student concerning an advising ses-
sion, a disagreement about a grade, or a class
absence; (b) between roommates about having
guests overnight; or (c) between students and
parents about a change of major all provide prac-
tice in handling situations often problematic for
new students.

A variation on role play developed for the first-
year seminar by one of our faculty
begins by asking students to write

After at least four rounds of forming new
groups, they trade their original tags for new,
unique tags. Again they observe, but do not
talk, while they decide how to form groups
during four more rounds. After the game,
participants are asked to first discuss on what
basis they formed groups and then to list all
the obvious similaritiesand differencesamong
people they can think of. Eventually, they
begin to identify deeper-seated, more intan-
gible abstract similarities and differences. The
discussion usually prompts discussion of in-
group/out-group issues and the recognition
that people have a stronger attachment to
likeness than to diversity.

Debate

Formal or informal debates are another good way to
involve students in understanding

Th 1i ] multiple sides of a complex issue
on separate index cards three con- €g0alls,aSaIWays, and to foster the development of
flicts faced since entering college. to engage StUdentS 1n critical thinking skills. Bean (1996)

Then through small group discus-
sions, the class attempts toresolve
the conflicts. Finally, each group
is assigned an unresolved conflict
to present at the next class meet-
ing as a skit. While a group is
acting, another member of the
class who thinks he or she sees a
solution to the conflict may interrupt the actionby
calling out “Freeze!” and changing places with
one of the actors.

practice.

Simulations may be longer versions of an impro-
vised role play or one of the many simulation
games developed in several disciplines. Many
excellent simulation games from the field of inter-
cultural studies are appropriate for engaging stu-
dents in discussions of diversity in the first-year
seminar. The following example, “Tag Game,” is
taken from Intercultural Sourcebook: Cross-Cultural
Training Methods (Fowler & Mumford, 1995). It
can be used as an ice breaker or as an introductory
exercise before a discussion of diversity issues:

Students are given tags of different shapes and
colors and told to walk around silently observ-
ing each other. Then they are instructed to
form groups, still remaining silent. After a
time, they are asked to form different groups.

learning actively and
to afford occasions
for application and

provides a useful list of sugges-
tions for holding a fairly formal
classroom debate on a controver-
sial proposition, one adaptable to
most courses. Small groups can
alsodebate anissue. They mightbe
asked to identify the four best
arguments for (or opposed to) a
proposition by sharing their views and brainstorm-
ing (i.e., without evaluation or criticism) to make a
list of all the arguments of which they can think.
When they have exhausted their ideas, they then
select the four best to share with the entire the class.

A strategy called “Forced Debate” asks all stu-
dents who agree with a proposition to sit on one
side of the room and all opposed on the other side.
Hanging signs describing the proposition helps.
It is important that students physically take a
position and that the opposing sides face each
other. After they have sorted themselves out, the
instructor switches the signs, forcing students to
argue for the position with which they disagree
(Kalish, 1996).

Other Methods

Field trips (even to other places on campus), seri-
ous games, and media (particularly filmand video



clips) all vary classroom activities and engage
students. Some cautions are in order, however.
The single, all-purpose library field trip rarely
accomplishes its purpose. Providing too much
information irrelevant to the immediate needs of
first-year students wastes time and teaches little.
Considerinstead three or four short course assign-
ments that build basic library skills. And while
excellent videos and video clips exist on many
topics pertinent to the first-year seminar, a 50-
minute video can have the same soporificresult as
a 50-minute lecture. Showing or playing only key
scenes in a video and planning a small group
discussion or a writing-to-learn follow-up activity
ensure student involvement. The goal is, as al-

ways, to engage students in learning actively and -

to afford occasions for application and practice.
7. Provide Opportunity for Reflection

I'think the best time in our class was when we all talked
about our community service project and what it had
meant to us. We really came together as a group and
learned a lot from one another and from what we did.
—Upper-class student mentor

While commentary on higher education fre-
quently refers to students’ need to become “life-
long” or “self-directed” learners, how this is
supposed to occur is seldom specified. All too
rarely do we offer students opportunities to
connect what they have learned with their lives
or to reflect on how they are learning. Yet in
these ways they develop critical thinking skills
and expand their notion of learning as some-
thing other than memorization.

Perry’s (1970) study of students’ intellectual de-
velopmentand those of othersin the field (Belenky,
Clinchy, Goldberger, & Tarule, 1986) remind us
that many college students are in the intellectual
position of dualism. Thatis, they view knowledge
as facts, information, and right answers and their
instructors and texts as the authorities who will
provide what they need to know. They under-
stand their role as students primarily as one of
learning what is passed on—that is, to memorize
the facts and to respond correctly on tests. Stu-
dents in this intellectual position tend to discount
their own experiences and the experiences of their
peers; they do not necessarily make a connection
between “learning” and “life.” To become self-

directed learners, they need to understand better
how they learn. Increasing the opportunities for
reflection about learning aids students’ intellec-
tual development.

For this reason, some first-year seminars assign a
journal. If not carefully guided, however, the
result is likely to be a diary, a list of problems or
grievances, or a recounting of events, rather than
the student’s analysis and reflection. When one
reflects about something, one adds to observa-
tions and experiences and considers their mean-
ing in a larger context. It is the meaning of an
experience that the journal entry should convey.
Because this is not easy to do, particularly when
one has nothad much practice, instructors need to
make clearjournal assignments, provide examples
of good entries, and guide initial submissions.

Succumbing to student arguments thatif ajournal
is a student’s thinking about the meaning of
experiences, then one journal is as good as an-
other, faculty sometimes shy from grading jour-
nals. Butjournals do differ in terms of quality
and can be evaluated on some fairly objective
bases. The following criteria fit many journal
assignments:

1. The care and quality of the writing. Are the
entries slap-dash, or does the writer put them
together thoughtfully? Are they well-orga-
nized and grammatical, with accurate spelling
and punctuation?

2. Thenature of the subject. Do the entries suggest
that some serious thought has been given to
deciding which issues and topics to raise, or
does the author select only the most obvious
topics to write about?

3. Thenature of the reflection. Has the writer given
consideration to the issues and topics raised,
or does he or she immediately respond with
the trite and hackneyed (e.g., “well of course,
‘boys will be boys'”)?

4. The demonstration of growth. Does the journal
progress, or is the author noting pretty much
the same matters at the end as he or she did at
the beginning? Have his or her reflections
broadened and deepened, or are they at the
same level as at the beginning of the semester?
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While journals are a fairly standard method for
encouraging reflection, activities such as portfo-
lios, concept maps and other visual displays, and
classroom assessment techniques like the “minute
paper” or “ethical dilemmas” (Angelo & Cross,
1993) also encourage students to pause and mull
over what is happening to them intellectually.

8. Take Risks

Although it is good to keep open to new ideas and
developing topics, it is important to have a planned
structure for the class. The class needs to be full of
information and activities or you will encounter bored
students and dull responses.

—Upper-class student mentor

Faculty whohave taught the first-year seminar for
many years often report that it takes about three
years of experience to get it right. If one is used to
teaching solely in an area in which one is an
expert, it is risky to start talking about career
development, binge drinking, or evenanew inter-
disciplinary field. If one is used to lecturing
behind a podium, moving around a class ob-
serving small groups at work feels strange. If
one normally teaches to anonymous large
classes, having students discuss details of their
lives can be discomforting. If one is used to
teaching only upper-class majors or graduate
students in the discipline, the diversity of fresh-
men can be bewildering.

Under their bravado, new students often enter
our classrooms convinced they are dopier than
most, morelikely to make fools of themselves, and
less likely to find friends. But, as Palmer (1983)
reminds us,

teachers, too, enter the classroom with fears; at
least I do. I am afraid of being inadequately
prepared, of having my own ignorance ex-
posed, of meeting the glazed eyes and bored
expressions of some of my students. Behind
my role and my expertise, | wonder what they
think about me as a person. They may be
afraid of my power over their lives, the power
of the grade and credential, but am afraid of
the negative or ambivalent feelings my power
creates in them. I need their affirmation as
much as they need mine; I need a sense of

community with them that our roles make
tenuous. (p. 74)

So it is not unusual to spend the first year as a
seminar instructor sorting through one’s diverse
reactions to the experience, determining what
one’s role will be as perhaps a different kind of
classroom teacher than onehad been trained to be.
One tries out new things—some case studies per-
haps, a simulation game, some small group work.
One abandons a well-wrought class plan to attend
to an immediate issue. Some things fail, and they
are discarded; others are successes, and they re-
main.

It is a risky business, teaching the first-year semi-
nar. Butyear after year, faculty learn thatit can be
the beginning of a whole new phase in their aca-
demic careers, one they would not give up for
anything. Although the small community formed
in these seminars differs in many ways from more
conventional classes, at their best they model the
ideal of teaching the whole person and being a
whole person when we teach.

9. Include Upper-Class Students

I couldn't have gotten through the semester without
my student mentor. Not only did she understand the
freshmen, she also understood an amazing amount
about teaching. I can't tell you how much I learned
from her.

—TFirst-year seminar instructor

While the first-year seminar provides an invalu-
able window on the new student’s world, seeing
clearly through that window is easier when you
have an experienced student to help. Many first-
year seminar programs include an experienced
student as part of the instructional team. Some
students are paid; others receive course credit.
They need to be trained, however, but that is a
matter beyond the scope of this chapter.

Whatneedstobeemphasized hereis thatworking
effectively with a student mentor is itself a skill.
Time spent clarifying the mentor’s classroom role
is important to a successful relationship. Because
students who seek the mentor role genuinely care
about helping first-year students adjust to higher
education and expect opportunities to offer that



guidance, they are frustrated when faculty give
them little responsibility.

Classes based on small group discussion and ac-
tivities rather than lecture enable student mentors
to exercise their leadership. Mentors can often
assume responsibility in guiding students with
library assignments, with computer skills like e-
mail or creating a Web page, and in leading small
group discussions. Mentors are an invaluable
resource to the first-year seminar when trained
and empowered as part of a teaching team.

10. Develop a Support Group

Steal liberally from the activities and ideas that others
use. Find out what’s working well for other instruc-
tors. Talk with them often.

—First-year seminar instructor

Training workshops, periodic meetings through-
out the semester, listservs, or other communica-
tion from directors of first-year seminar programs
smooth the way for the new first-year seminar
instructor. We all need a little help from our
friends, and if your institution does not offer
opportunities to meet periodically with others
involved in the seminar program, create them.
During the first year of the seminar program on
our campus, several small groups of faculty met
regularly to plan activities and share ideas for
handling the course material. Not only did the
students benefit from and enjoy a number of the
results—a field trip, a spirited contest among
sections—but the faculty enjoyed the opportunity
to work with people on campus they might other-
wise never have known. As one colleague re-
vealed at the end of the course, “This has been one
of the richest teaching experiences of my life. Not
only did Ilearn more about students and teaching
than I ever imagined possible, but I've also made
new friends on the faculty.” Weekly or monthly
brown bag lunches with fellow instructors fo-
cused on topics pertinent to the first-year seminar
sustain and renew the most experienced among
us.

References

Angelo, T., & Cross, P. (1993). Classroom assess-
ment strategies. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Bean,]. C. (1996). Engaging ideas: The professor’s
guide to integrating writing, critical thinking, and active
learning in the classroom. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Belenky, M. F,, Clinchy, B. M., Goldberger, N.
R., & Tarule,]. M. (1986). Women’s ways of knowing:
The development of self, voice, and mind. New York:
Basic Books.

Brookfield, S. (1996). Through thelens oflearn-

‘ing. In L. Richlin (Ed.), To improve the academy: Vol.

15 (pp. 3-15). Stillwater, OK: New Forums Press
and the Professional and Organizational Develop-
ment Network in Higher Education.

Cragan, J., & Wright, D. W. (1986). Communi-
cation in small group discussion: An integrated ap-
proach. St. Paul, MN: West.

Erickson, B. L., & Strommer, D. W. (1991). Teach-
ing college freshmen. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Fowler,S.M., & Mumford, M. G. (Eds.). (1995).

Intercultural sourcebook: Cross-cultural training meth-

ods. Yarmouth, ME: Intercultural Press.

Gallo, N. (1997, February 1). How the work ethic
works against teens: Special report. Family Circle.

Gardner, J. N., & Jewler, A. J. (1992). Your
college experience: Strategies for success. Belmont,
CA: Wadsworth.

Johnson, D.W., & Johnson, R. T. (1993). Creative
and critical thinking through academiccontroversy.
American Behavioral Scientist, 37(1), 40-53.

Johnson, D. W., Johnson, R. T., & Smith, K.
A. (1991). Cooperative learning: Increasing college
faculty instructional productivity. Washington,
DC: The George Washington University School
of Education and Human Development.

Kalish, A. (1996). A change-up sampler. The
National Teaching and Learning Forum, 5(2).

King, A. (1993). From sage on the stage to
guide on the side. College Teaching, 41(1), 30-35.

Levine, A. (1993). The making of a generation.
Change, 25(4), 8-15.

51



52

Marchese, T. (1996, March) The search for
next-century learning. AAHE Bulletin, 3-6.

Meyers, C., & Jones, T. H. (1993). Promoting
active learning: Strategies for the college classroom.
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Nunn, C. (1996) Discussionin the college class-
room: Triangulating observational and survey
results. Journal of Higher Education, 67(3), 244-266.

Palmer, P.J. (1983) To know as we are known: A
spirituality of education. New York: Harper Collins.

Pascarella, E., & Terenzini, P. (1995). The im-
pact of college on students: Myths, rational myths,
and some other things that may not be true.
NACADA Journal, 15(2), 26-33.

Pascarella, E., & Terenzini, P. (1991). How col-
lege affects students: Findings and insights from 20

years of research. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Perry, W. G, Jr. (1970). Forms of intellectual and
ethical development in the college years: A scheme.
New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston."

Prescott, S. (1996). Memorandum. Cooperative
Learning and College Teaching, 6(3), 10-11.

Schroeder, C. C. (1993). New students—new
learning styles. Change, 25(4), 21-26.

Notes

'T wish to acknowledge the contribution of my
friend and colleague Betty LaSere Erickson to this
section. She first identified and adapted some of
the activities described here for the Instructional
Development Program at the University of Rhode
Island. She has given me permission to include
them here.



APPROACHES TO GROUP LEARNING
IN THE NEW-STUDENT SEMINAR

Joseph B. Cuseo

Center for The First-Year Experience, conclude from their national research

and professional experience with new-student seminars that “’Successful’
seminars—those that enjoy strong broad-based institutional support and long
life—are those [in which] instructors are trained in basic methods of group facilita-
tion and active learning pedagogies: Course “process” becomes as important as
course ‘content’”(p. 61). One such method for facilitating the active involvement of
the group is collaborative learning, an umbrella term for a variety of pedagogical
practices that are gaining momentum in American higher education. As evidence
of this trend, the number of scholarly publications concerning collaborative learn-
ing has increased dramatically during the 1990s, as has the number of professional
conferences and workshops devoted to this topic (Cooper, 1996).

B arefoot and Fidler (1996), working under the aegis of the National Resource

The terms collaborative learning and cooperative learning are often used inter-
changeably, but subtle differences exist between the two in actual practice. Col-
laborative learning is a much broader term, encompassing a variety of approaches
to group learning methods. Unlike students in the traditional classroom, students
in the collaborative classroom exercise greater autonomy and take on greater
responsibility for goal setting, for designinglearning tasks and monitoring progress
toward completion, and for assessing their own learning success. The hallmarks of
the collaborative classroom are shared knowledge among teachers and students,
shared authority among teachers and students, mediated learning where teachers
serve as mediators rather than authorities, and heterogeneous groupings of stu-
dents (Tinzmann, Jones, Fennimore, Bakker, Fine, & Pierce, 1990). The term
cooperative learning, on the other hand, was originally developed with reference to
the K-12 classroom. In the cooperative setting, group learning activities occur in
small “base” groups that are highly structured by the classroom instructor. In
addition to content mastery, a primary goal of cooperative learning is to help
students master appropriate problem-solving skills through active engagement in
the learning process (Davis & Murrell, 1993).

This chapter will review the research that supports the educational value of student
collaboration and then will examine specific instructional strategies for implement-
ing collaborative or more structured cooperative learning in college courses,
particularly first-year courses, such as the new-student seminar.

Research Supporting the Value of Collaborative Leaming

Empirical support for the effectiveness of collaborative learning in promoting
college students” academic achievement is provided by research on peer tutoring
whichindicates thatboth the peer learner and the peer teacher (peer tutor) learn
significantly from such collaborative experiences (Whitman, 1988). College
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students display deeper levels of understanding
for concepts they that teach to their peers (Bargh &
Schul, 1980; Benware & Deci, 1984), and they
achieve greater mastery of course content (Johnson,
Sulzer-Azaroff, & Mass, 1977). Based on their re-
view of teaching and learning research in higher
education, McKeachie, Pintrich, Lin, and Smith
(1986) conclude that, “The best answer to the ques-
tion of what is the most effective method of teach-
ing is that it depends on the goal, the student, the
content, and the teachers. But the nextbestanswer
is “Students teaching other students’ (p. 63).

Perhaps the most dramatic evidence supporting
the value of collaborative learning for college
achievement is that generated by
Alexander Astin’s (1993) national,
four-year longitudinal study of
students at 159 four-year institu-
tions. This large-scale research
projectrevealed that the form and
content of the general education
curriculum had no significant ef-
fect on a wide range of student
outcomes related to general edu-
cation; what did have the most
significant impact on student
achievement and development
was student-student interaction.
This empirical finding strongly
suggests that classroom peda-
gogical practices which promote
meaningful collaboration among
students should make a signifi-
cant contribution to student
achievement, particularly in general education
courses that predominate during the first year of
college.

The opportunity to gain access to other students’
perspectives and to learn from peers, rather than
from the instructor only, may be particularly im-
portant for promoting the cognitive development
of first-year college students. Longitudinal re-
search conducted by Perry (1970) on college stu-
dents’ developmental stages indicates that recent
high school graduates enter college at an initial
stage of cognitive development characterized by
two general dispositions: (a) a tendency to view
academic issues in polar terms (right versus
wrong), with right answers being seen as absolute
and known by an authority (e.g., the teacher—

Research strongly
suggests that two es-
sential elements of ef-
fective retention are
active involvement in
the learning process
and social integration
with other members of
the college commu-
nity (Astin, 1993;
Tinto, 1993).

whosejobisto teach students these absolute truths),
and (b) a tendency to perceive multiple view-
points and diversity of opinion (e.g., differing
theories or methodologies) as bothersome, repre-
senting unwarranted confusion generated by in-
ept or unqualified authorities. Participation in
small peer-learning groups may be effective for
stimulating student progress to more advanced
stages of cognitive development characterized by
an appreciation of contextual relativism and a
tolerance for multiplicity. The peerlearning group
periodically removes the instructor from center
stage, reducing the likelihood that the teacher is
perceived as the ultimate or absolute authority. It
also exposes students to the perspectives of other
students, increasing their appre-
ciationof multiple viewpoints and
different approaches to learning
and thinking.

Onereason why studentslearn so
effectively from their peers may
be that peers are better able to
explain certain concepts than the
instructor because the peer
teacher and learner are at a more
similar stage of cognitive devel-
opment than teacher and student
(Vygotsky, 1978). Another reason
may be that peers have greater
similarity in levels of experience
with respect to the concept being
learned (Whitman, 1988). Also,
the perceived similarity of the
peer teacher by the peer learner
may resultin greateridentification with the teacher,
resulting ina greaterlikelihood thateffective learn-
ing strategies modeled by the peer teacher will be
emulated by the learner (Bandura, 1977).

Collaborative learning groups comprised of three
to six peers may multiply the advantages associ-
ated with peer tutoring because multiple peer-
teaching models are availablewhen students work
together in groups. Astin (1993) offers a similar
explanation for the effectiveness of small-group
learning in his research-based book, What Matters
in College?:

Under what we have come to call cooperative
learning methods, where students work to-
getherinsmall groups, studentsbasically teach



each other, and our pedagogical resources are
multiplied. Classroom research has consis-
tently shown that cooperative learning ap-
proaches are superior to those obtained
through traditional competitive approaches,
and it may well be that our findings concern-
ing the power of the peer group offer a possible
explanation. (p. 428)

Furthermore, research at the collegelevel suggests
that effective learning strategies acquired from
peers during in-class collaborative learning activi-
ties tend to transfer positively or “spill over” to
study strategies used individually by students
outside of class (Larson, Dansereau, O’Donnell,
Hythecker, Lambiotte, & Rocklin, 1984). This
research also suggests that collaborative learning
activities used in class tend to increase the likeli-
hood that students will join together to study
collaboratively outside of class (Wheeler, 1992).
Thus, collaborative learning procedures can be
expected to magnify the effectiveness of the peer
tutoring process—both inside and outside the
classroom.

Collaborative learning also represents an effective
instructional strategy for promoting student re-
tention. Student attrition is alarmingly high in
American colleges and universities. Approxi-
mately 40% of all students who begin college
never complete a degree program (Tinto, 1993),
and the attrition rate is significantly higher for
commuter students (Astin, 1977; Pascarella &
Terenzini, 1991) as well as for students who are
members of underrepresented racial or ethnic
groups (Carroll, 1989; Ottinger, 1991).

Research strongly suggests that two essential ele-
ments of effective retention are active involve-
mentin thelearning process and social integration
with other members of the college community
(Astin, 1993; Tinto, 1993). Collaborative learning
implements each of these retention-promoting
principles by allowing students to become ac-
tively engaged in the learning process and by
enabling them to interact with their peers. The
opportunity to work regularly in small groups
serves to promote social integration, peer network-
ing, and emotional “bonding” among students.

The relevance of collaborative learning for the
new-student seminar is underscored by the fact

that two of the most frequently cited goals of new-
student seminars reported in national surveys are
(a) to promote the “social integration of students,”
and (b) to help students achieve a “felt sense of
community” (Barefoot & Fidler, 1996, p. 6). The
need to realize these goals early in the college
experience is suggested by research indicating
that social integration or social adjustment is the
most demanding and highest-priority issue expe-
rienced by first-year students during their initial
weeks on campus (Brower, 1990; Simpson, Baker,
& Mellinger, 1980). The new-student seminar pio-
neered by John Gardner at the University of South
Carolina (University 101), which now serves as a
national model, has always emphasized small-
group interaction as a means of promoting stu-
dent bonding and retention (Gardner, 1980). Col-
laborative learning lends itself to fostering social-
emotional ties among first-year students because
of its emphasis on positive interdependence and
frequent small-group interaction.

The peer networking facilitated by collaborative
learning should appeal to traditionally aged (ado-
lescent) students because they have strong peer
affiliationneeds (Conger, 1986). Forreentry (adult)
students, in-class peer networking might not only
be desirable, it may be essential for effective reten-
tion. Reentry students have little or no opportu-
nity for out-of-class social interaction with other
students because they commute to school, and the
only time they may spend on campus is the time
they spend in the classroom. Thus, the retention-
promoting impact of instructional practices that
promote student-student interaction in the class-
room could play a pivotal role in promoting the
retention of commuter and part-time students,
whose numbers are rising on college campuses
(U.S. Department of Education, 1994). Research
consistently reveals that these students are “at
risk” because their college attrition rate is signifi-
cantly higher than that of full-time residential
students (Astin, 1993; Chickering, 1974). Collabo-
rative practices which promote student-student
interaction inside the classroom may provide this
“curricular” antidote to commuter and part-time
students’ lack of co-curricular involvement out-
side the classroom. In-class collaborative learning
experiences may provide these students with “in-
tra-curricular” opportunities for peer interaction
and social integration which could alleviate their
historically high rates of attrition.
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The importance of collaborative learning for the
retention and achievement of underrepresented
students is strongly supported by the work of Uri
Treisman (1985) and others (Green, 1989). Treisman
studied the effects of collaborative learning on
African-American students who entered the Uni-
versity of California, Berkeley as math or science
majors. He found that African-American students
participating in his collaboratively-taught tutorial
sessions received a mean grade-point average of
2.6 in freshman calculus, whereas a comparable
group of African Americans who did not attend
the collaborative sessions received a mean grade-
point average of 1.5. Five-year retention rates at
Berkeley for African-American students partici-
pating in collaborative learning workshops was
65%, while the retention rate for black non-partici-
pants was 41%.

Morerecently, these findingswere
replicated in a five-year longitu-
dinal study of underrepresented
Latino students enrolled in math-
ematics, science, or engineering
programs at California Polytech-
nic State University, Pomona. This
study revealed thatfewer than4%
of the Latino students who par-
ticipated in out-of-class collabo-
rative learning sessions with-
drew or were academically dis-
missed, compared to 40% of non-
participants (Bonsangue, 1993).

Collaborative learning also has potential for realiz-
ing the general-education goal of promoting active
and responsible citizenship in a democratic society.
In Renewing Civic Capacity: Preparing College Stu-
dents for Service and Citizenship, Suzanne Morse
(1989) identifies one major civic competency as
“the ability of individuals and groups to talk, listen,
judge, and act on issues of common concern” (p. 6).
Collaborative learning encourages collective re-
sponsibility and the pursuit of acommon goal, both
of which are consistent with this civic competency.
The powerful role that collaborative learning can
play in serving democracy and promoting commu-
nity is well articulated in the following argument
made by the late Ernest Boyer (1987):

If democracy is to be well served, cooperation
is essential. The goal of community is essen-

Collaborative learning
can provide college
students with the
“education for team-
work” needed to pre-
pare them forthe world
they will encounter af-
ter graduation . . ..

tially related to the academic program and,
most especially, to procedures in the class-
room. We urge, therefore, that students be
asked to participate in collaborative projects,
that they work together occasionally on group
assignments...and that special effort be made
to create conditions that underscore the point
that cooperation is as essential as competition
in the classroom. (p. 151)

Collaborative learning can also serve to better
prepare college graduates for the contemporary
workforce. Reports from today’s business leaders
reveal that they need to provide extensive “in-
house” or “on-the-job” training and development
for college graduates, particularly in the areas of
small-group interaction and teamwork (Ameri-
can Society for Training and Development, 1988;
Holton, 1992; Wingspread Group,
1993). College alumni themselves
report that the biggest gap in their
college preparation involves
working “effectively in groups to
accomplish goals” (Marchese,
1990, p. 6).

According to Astin (1988), the
major reason why college gradu-
ates are unprepared to engage in
teamwork is the preoccupation of
general education with the con-
tent of the curriculum at the ex-
pense of attending to the process of
learning—one key element of what he calls the
“implicit curriculum.” This oversight, he argues,
may be contributing to the schism between the
individualistic, competitive experiences of college
students and the collaborative demands of today’s
workplace:

The implicit curriculum, at least as it is mani-
fested in the typical undergraduate liberal arts
program today, is not designed to foster such
qualities [interpersonal trust, teamwork]. On
the contrary, it seems morelikely to encourage
competitiveness, individualism, and arelative
lack of interest in co-workers. (p. 10)

Collaborative learning can provide college stu-
dents with the “education for teamwork” needed
to prepare them for the world they will encounter
after graduation and, in so doing, will enable



higher education to achieve one of its most oft-
cited goals: preparing undergraduates for life af-
ter college (Cross, 1982).

Instructional Strategies for Promoting
Collaborative Learning

The following instructional strategies are recom-
mended for promoting effective collaboration
among students in any college course, particularly
first-year courses such as the new-student seminar.

1. Use icebreakers to provide students with early op-
portunities to get to know each other.

Given the power of first impressions, the first day
of class represents the ideal time to provide stu-
dents with some opportunity to get to know each
other. Icebreakers are effective first-day vehicles
for (a) introducing students to each other, (b)
reducing students’ social anxiety, and (c) building
group trust and cohesiveness among classmates.
Icebreakersand group building activities are plen-
tiful, from the simplest pairing of two students to
exchange information on personal interests to far
more elaborate and involved exercises. Effective
icebreakers have two very basic characteristics:
They are structured in such a way that all group
members must be actively involved, and they
produce new knowledge of group members
through active sharing of ideas and information.

At some institutions, outdoor activities have been
used asicebreaker and team-building strategiesin
the new-student seminar. For example, at Eastern
Washington University, rock-climbing instruction,
followed by a rock-climbing expedition that re-
quires team coordination, is used as a team-build-
ing experience at the outset of the course (Higman,
Chase, & Wagner, 1994). Though not all institu-
tions are geographically situated to allow for such
“outward bound” experiences, other types of
out-of-class informal settings (e.g, the
instructor’s home or a scenic spot on campus)
may provide a retreat-like atmosphere condu-
cive to building class community and a social
foundation for future collaboration.

2. Periodically allow students to work in pairs (dyads)
to maximize peer interaction.

When students work in pairs or dyads, maximum

face-to-face interaction is achieved and an optimal
level of verbal involvement or interchange be-
tween students is realized. (An individual is least
likely remain passive or “hide in the crowd” if the
“crowd” consists of only two people.) Research
also indicates that students’ memory for course
concepts is enhanced significantly when the in-
structor occasionally pauses forseveral minutes to
allow students to work in pairs to discuss and
rework their notes (Ruhl, Hughes, & Schloss,
1987). Specific practices for promoting paired-
peer interaction include the following collabora-
tive learning procedures:

¢ “Think-Pair-Share”: Students think alone
about a question or issue, then pair up with a
student partner to share theirideas (Lyman, in
Kagan, 1992).

¢ “Think-Pair-Square”: Students think alone,
pair up with a partner to discuss their indi-
vidual thoughts, then join another pair of stu-
dents to a form small group of four (“square”)
for further discussion (Kagan, 1992).

¢ “Scripted Cooperation”: Students form pairs
after listening to a segment of lecture, and one
member of the pair summarizes the informa-
tion presented to the partner who then pro-
vides feedback about the accuracy and com-
prehensiveness of the other’ssummary. Lastly,
the partners jointly attempt to relate the infor-
mation to their personal experiences or to
other course concepts (O'Donnell, 1994).

3. Occasionally divide the class into three to five mem-
ber discussion groups to provide students with oppor-
tunities for small-group interaction.

Small discussion groups provide opportunities
for the development of oral communication skills
which are rarely promoted in the introductory,
general education courses typically experienced
by first-year students (Gardner, 1993). Theimpor-
tance of occasionally conducting small-group dis-
cussion in addition to, or in lieu of, whole-class
discussions is suggested by the research of Nunn
(1996) who found that only 25% of students in a
given class participated in class discussions. Con-
sistent with this finding, Karp and Yoels (1976)
observed that in classes of less than 40 students,
four to five students account for 75% of all
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interactions; and in classes with more than 40
students, two to three students account for over
half the exchanges. They also discovered that stu-
dents themselves are acutely aware of this phe-
nomenonbecause 94% of students surveyed agreed
with the statement: “In most of my classes, there
are a small number of students who do most of the
talking.” Moreover, research indicates that stu-
dents perceive themselves tobe less active in class
than do their professors (Fassinger, 1995).

The need to redress these disturbing patterns of
student participation is underscored forcefully in
anational research report released by The Carne-
gie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching;:

All students, not just the most aggressive or
most verbal, should be actively engaged. It is
unacceptable for a few students to participate
... while others are allowed to be mere specta-
tors. (Boyer, 1987, p. 150)

The potential of small-group discussions to en-
gage these less “aggressive” or less “verbal” stu-
dents is highlighted by research indicating that
students who are most apprehensive about com-
municating in the classroom have a preference for
discussing things in small, rather than large
groups (Neer, 1987).

To increase the quality and quantity of student
communication during small-group discussions,
the following practices are recommended:

¢ Prior to having students discuss their ideas in
small groups, instructors may want to give
students some private time to gather their
thoughts individually. Having personal re-
flection time before engaging in verbal inter-
action should enrich the quality and depth of
the ideas exchanged and should also increase
the likelihood that shy or verbally apprehen-
sive students will contribute. Research sug-
gests that these students are more likely to do
so if they have thought about the topic in
advance (Neer, 1987).

¢ Instructors may ask groups to keep a visible
record of the ideas they generate. If possible,
each group should be provided with a flip
chart or transparency on which theirideas can
be recorded and displayed.

¢ Instructors should notify students that any
member of the group may be called on to
report the group’s ideas. This serves as an
incentive for all members to listen actively to
the ideas of others in addition to their own.

4. Assign group projects that require students to work
together outside of class.

The group’s final project can be presented
collaboratively in the form of a jointly-constructed
written report (e.g., term paper) or oral report
(e.g., panel presentation). Grades for group projects
canbe assigned on anindividual or group basis, or
some combination thereof. For example, the per-
formance of the individual and the group may be
graded separately and then combined or averaged
to generate each student’s grade for the project.
However, it should be noted that survey research
on students who have participated in group
projects indicates that high-achieving students
report great dissatisfaction with projects in which
each member of the group is given the same undif-
ferentiated grade (Fiechtner & Davis, 1992). These
findings suggest that instructors should build at
least some degree of individual accountability
and individual grading into the evaluation of the
group’s final overall product.

5. Emphasize the value of peer study groups and facili-
tate their formation.

The educational value of study groups is sup-
ported by research conducted with first-year stu-
dents at Harvard University which indicates that
academic achievement is enhanced appreciably
when first-year students engage in collaborative,
study-group sessions outside of class (Light, 1990,
1992). In particular, the Harvard-based research
reveals that first-year students who work in small
study groups outside of class tend to (a) express a
substantially higher level of personal interest in
their course work, (b) commit more time to their
course work, and (c) display more willingness to
seek help from others (Buchanan, Feletti, Krupnick,
Lowery, McLaughlin, Riesman, Snyder, & Wu
1990).

One way such out-of-class collaboration can be

encouraged is for the instructor to offer to con-

struct a class directory containing the phone num-
bers of students who are interested in working



with other students or forming study groups out-
side of class. Another strategy for encouraging
out-of-class study groups is to assign students to
groups based on their semester class schedule.
Instructors assign students taking the same
course(s) to the same group when forming discus-
sion groups or when assigning group projects.
Such groupings may increase the likelihood that
these same students will get together outof class to
work on the other courses they have in common,
particularly if the instructor explicitly encourages
them to do so.

Sinceinstructors cannot directly observe and moni-
tor study groups because they meet outside of
class, it is recommended that specific guidelines
be provided to students for the purpose of opti-
mizing the quality of their study-group work. One
strategy is to provide study groups with some in-
class time to work together. This would enable
instructors to observe their patterns of interaction
and provide them with constructive feedback.

Cooperative Learning Practices:
Maximizing the Impact of Small-Group Work

The highly-structured nature of cooperativelearn-
ing (CL) practices lends itself to maximizing the
effectiveness of small-group work. The primary
objective of CL is to structure and “fine tune”
group work in a fashion that maximizes its
strengths and minimizes its weaknesses (Cooper,
Prescott, Cook, Smith, Mueck, & Cuseo, 1990;
Johnson, Johnson, & Smith, 1992). More specifi-
cally, CL attempts to strengthen the effectiveness
of small-group work by means of the following
seven procedural features, which when imple-
mented together, distinguish it from other forms
of collaborative learning in higher education.

1. Intentional group formation

In contrast to traditional approaches to small-
group formation, in which students often select
their own group members or groups arerandomly
formed by theinstructor, CL begins with the inten-
tional selection of group members—on the basis of
predetermined criteria—in order to potentiate the
positive effects of small-group learning. For in-
stance, groups may be deliberately formed to
maximize heterogeneity and diversity of perspec-

tives by grouping students of different (a) gender,
(b) racial, ethnic, or cultural background, (c) chro-
nological age (e.g., traditional age and reentry
students), (d) level of prior academic achievement
(e.g., based on performance in high school or on
early course exams), (e) learning style (e.g., based
on learning-style inventories completed in class),
(f) personality profile (e.g., based on the Myers-
Briggs Type Indicator), or (g) some combination of
any of the foregoing selection criteria.

The particular criterion used to form groups,
and whether students are grouped heteroge-
neously or homogeneously with respect to this
criterion, may vary depending on the instructor’s
objectives or the characteristics of students in
the class. However, a thematic procedural prin-
ciple of CL is that group formation is not left to
chance; instead, careful forethought is given to
the question of who comprises each learning
group, attempting to create an optimal social-
learning environment for the instructor’s in-
tended educational objective.

2. Continuity of group interaction

In contrast to traditional small-group discussions
or “buzz groups” which usually bring students
together sporadically for a relatively short period
of time (e.g., asingle class period or portion thereof),
CL groups may meet regularly over an extended
period of time (e.g., every class period for five
weeks or more). This allows for continuity of
interaction among group members and opportu-
nity for social cohesion and “bonding” (emotional
ties) to develop among group members. In this
fashion, CL groups are given the time needed to
evolve into a tightly knit social network or social-

support group.
3. Interdependence among group members

Rather than simply allowing students to interact
insmall groups, and then hoping they will dosoin
a collaborative manner, CL incorporates specific
procedures designed to create a feeling of group
identity among students and a sense of collective
responsibility (positive interdependence) for one
another’s learning. The following CL procedures
are used to increase the likelihood that a sense of
positive interdependence develops within
groups.
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Group production of a common product at the end of the
cooperative learning experience. In contrast to usual
small-group discussions that typically involve in-
formal discussion of some course-related issue,
each CL group is expected to generate a formal
product which represents a concrete manifesta-
tion of the group’s collective effort—for example,
completion of a work sheet, a list or chart of
specificideas, or an overhead transparency which
can be displayed to other groups. The objective of
working toward a common, tangible outcome is
essential for keeping individual students “on
task” and focused on the group goal—the cre-
ation of a unified product reflecting their group’s
concerted effort.

Assignment of interdependent roles to different group
members. A sense of personal responsibility to the
group may be increased if each member has a
specific and indispensable role to play in achiev-
ing the group’s final goal. For instance, individu-
als within the group could be assigned the follow-
ing interdependent roles: (a) group manager who
assures that the group stays on task and that all
members actively contribute, (b) group recorder
who keeps a written record of the group’s ideas,
(c) group spokesperson who is responsible for
verbally reporting the group’sideas to theinstruc-
tor or other groups, and (d) group processor who
monitors the social interaction or interpersonal
dynamics of the group process (e.g., whether indi-
vidualslisten actively and disagree constructively).

Specialized roles can also be assigned in terms of
(a) different perspectives that each group member
contributes to the final product (e.g., historical,
ethical, economic, and global perspectives), or (b)
differenthigher-level thinking skills each mem-
ber contributes to the final product (e.g., applica-
tion, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation).

Role specialization assures that each individual
has an explicitand well differentiated responsibil-
ity to the group throughout the learning process.
A further advantage of such role specialization is
that the quality of each member’s contribution to
the final product can be readily identified and
assessed by the instructor, thus ensuring indi-
vidual accountability.

Team-building activities designed to produce a sense
of group identity and social cohesiveness. Such activi-

ties include (a) having groups participate in ice-
breakers or warm-up activities when they are first
formed (e.g., name-learning, personal informa-
tion-sharing, team photos, team names), and (b)
providing groups with explicit suggestions and
concrete recommendations for promoting coop-
eration and teamwork (e.g., phone-number ex-
change, group review of lecture notes, and study-
group formation).

The educational objective of these team-building
activities is to create a social-emotional climate
conducive to the development of an esprit de
corps and sense of intimacy among group mem-
bers, enabling them to feel comfortable in future
group activities that may require them to express
their personal viewpoints, disagree with others,
and reach consensus in an open (non-defensive)
fashion. Small-group learning involves cognitive
and social risk-taking, and students are more likely
to take such risks in an interpersonal climate char-
acterized by group cohesiveness, mutual trust,
and emotional security. Furthermore, explicit at-
tention to the social and emotional foundations of
effective small-group interaction may serve to
increase students’ social integration into the col-
lege community—a variable thatis strongly corre-
lated with student retention (Pascarella &
Terenzini, 1991).

Provision of individual rewards as an incentive for
promoting group interdependence. This has been the
mosthotly debated CL strategy for creating group
interdependence because it involves extrinsic re-
wards for cooperative behavior. For example,
group interdependence may be rewarded by a
grading policy which grants all group members
extra (bonus) points toward their course grades if
(a) any individual member improves her score
from one exam to the next, or (b) if each group
member’s performance exceeds a certain criterion
(e.g., each member achieves a score of at least 90%).

Some practitioners of CL oppose this strategy
because they feel it is unnecessary; they believe
that students become intrinsically motivated to
cooperate and take responsibility for helping oth-
ers as long as they are given a well-defined task
and the opportunity to work together. Other crit-
ics feel that providing extrinsic rewards for help-
ing others tends to destroy intrinsic motivation for
behaving cooperatively and altruistically.



However, those who do use incentives feel that,
if group-performance rewards are not large—
for example, if they represent only “bonus”
points, rather than a significant portion of the
course grade, then such incentives can signifi-
cantly enhance group interdependence and pro-
mote academic achievement (Slavin, 1989).

Since the issue of whether or not to use extrinsic
rewards for promoting interdependent behav-
iorin CL groupsisstill unresolved, itis perhaps
best to consider this strategy as an optional rather
than essential procedure for promoting group
interdependence.

4. Individual accountability

Though procedures for ensuring interdependence
and cooperation among group members are es-
sential elements of CL, students receive individual
grades, i.e., all group members do not receive the
same “group grade” (as is often the case with
group projects). Research at the K-12 level con-
sistently supports the importance of personal
accountability and individual grading for real-
izing the positive outcomes of CL (Slavin, 1990).
These precollegiate findings are reinforced at
the college level by experimental research in
social psychology which documents the phe-
nomenon of “social loafing,” i.e., the effort ex-
erted by an individual working in a group will
be less than that exerted by the same individual
working alone—unless the individual’s particu-
lar effort or output in the group is not anony-
mous, but clearly identifiable (Williams,
Harkins, & Latane, 1981). These experimental
findings are consistent with anecdotal and sur-
vey reports from high-achieving students who
often contend that they dislike group projects in
which all group members receive the same,
undifferentiated “group grade” because their
individual effort and contribution to the group’s
final product often exceeds the efforts and con-
tributions of their less motivated teammates—
the “social loafers”—all of whom inequitably
receive the same grade (Fiechtner & Davis, 1992).

5. Explicit attention to the development of social skills
In contrast to the exclusively “academic” objec-

tives of most small-group work in higher educa-
tion, a major objective of CL is the intentional

development of students” interpersonal commu-
nication and human relations skills. To achieve
this objective, CL typically involves the following
procedures:

Explicit instruction on effective skills for communicat-
ing and relating to others is given to students prior to,
and in preparation for, their involvement in small-
group learning activities. This instruction may in-
clude explicit strategies for (a) encouraging and
supporting other group members, (b) listening
actively, (c) learning to disagree constructively,
(d) resolving conflict, and (e) building consensus.
Thus, students receive adequate preparation and
guidance for handling the social and emotional
demands of small-group work, rather than being
left entirely to their own devices.

Provision of opportunities for students to reflect on,
and to evaluate the social-interaction process. Stu-
dents’ “meta-social” awareness is encouraged by
having them assess the group interaction with
respect to already-learned principles of effective
interpersonal communication. Inaddition, CL stu-
dents are sometimes asked to reflect on how their
socialinteractionin groups has affected their indi-
vidual learning. For example, students may be
asked, “Do you find that youlearn more or less (a)
when you verbalize your thoughts to other group
members? (b) when there is disagreement be-
tween yourself and another group member? and
(c) when you question the reasoning of other
group members?” Opportunities to reflect on
such questions relating to the impact of the social
process on individual learning may serve to pro-
mote students’ meta-cognitive awareness of the
covert thought processes that undergird effective
learning.

The importance of such cognitive self-awareness
for first-year college students is underscored by
Erickson and Strommer (1991) in Teaching College
Freshmen:

The distinctionbetween learning what to think
and learning how to think is a subtle one for
freshmen; it takes some time to get it. Until
they do, reviewing what students gain by
participating in these [collaborative] exercises
at least reminds them that we have a clear
purpose in mind to aid and support their
learning. (pp. 120-121)
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Effective interpersonal behavior displayed by students
within groups is explicitly recognized and verbally
reinforced by the instructor, then shared with the entire
class to provide them with specific examples or models
to be emulated in future group interactions. During
CL, the instructor is alert not only to the cognitive
aspects of group work, but also to the social as-
pects. Specific instances of effective interpersonal
communication exhibited by students in their
learning groups are praised by the instructor and
used to reinforce and showcase concrete manifes-
tations of important human relations’ principles.

6. Instructor as facilitator

In contrast to most small-group
discussions and group projects,
where students are left on their
own to verbalize their ideas and
conduct their work, CL involves
the instructor as a facilitator and-
consultant in the group-learning
process. Though the instructor
does not sit in on individual
groups (suchintrusiveness might
disrupt the student-centered ad-
vantage of group learning), he or
she will circulate actively among
the groups to: (a) offer encourage-
ment, (b) reinforce positive in-
stances of cooperative behavior,
(c) clarify task expectations, (d)
catalyze dialogue, or (e) issue
timely questions designed to pro-
mote cognitive elaboration and
higher-order thinking. As
Erickson and Strommer (1991) suggest,

Students often need step-by-step prompts,
hints, and feedback when they first encoun-
ter problems or situations that ask them to
think. In fact, we recommend that initial
practice exercises be done in small groups in
class where instructors are available for such
guidance. (p. 76)

Being careful not to be overly directive or authori-
tative, the instructor functions as a learned peer or
collegial coach, interacting with studentsinamuch
more personal, informal, and dialogic fashion than
would be possible in the traditional lecture or
whole-class discussion format. Interacting with

In contrast to the ex-
clusively “academic”
objectives of most
small-group work in
higher education, a
major objective of
CL is the inten-
tional development
-of students’ inter-
personal communi-
cation and human
relations skills.

studentsin this fashionnot only benefits the learner,
it also benefits the instructor by enabling him or
her to know his students better (e.g., their names,
their ways of thinking, their styles of communicat-
ing and relating to others).

7. Attention to intergroup dynamics by coordinating
interaction between different groups and integrating
their separate work products

The issue of fostering communication between
different learning groups and effectively synthe-
sizing their separate work products is an impor-
tant one because of its potential for (a) bringing a
sense of closure to the group-learning experience
(Millis & Cottell, 1998), (b) pro-
moting potentially powerful syn-
ergy across work generated by
individuallearning teams, and (c)
creating class community or soli-
darity whereby students perceive
the class as an interrelated and
unified “group of groups.”
Though there may be many occa-
sions where small-group work is
an end in itself and cross-group
interactionis unnecessary, atleast
periodicattemptsshould be made
to transform the separate experi-
ence of small, isolated groupsinto
alarger, unified learning commu-
nity. This transformation can be
achieved by having a representa-
tive from each group share his or
her group’s main ideas with the
rest of the class. A second strat-
egy involves the use of “roving reporters” who
move from their original group to a new group.
Each reporter shares his or her group’s ideas with
the new group while this group attempts to inte-
grate these ideas with their own. A similar pro-
cess merges two small groups that share and
synthesize their separate work. The final product
reflects an amalgamation of their own work and
the best ideas gleaned from their successive inter-
actions with other groups.

These different intergroup-interaction strate-
gies have common objectives and advantages,
namely (a) providing meaningful synthesis and
closure to the learning experience, (b) promot-
ing class synergy by harnessing and pooling the



ideas generated by separate learning groups,
and (c) allowing students to meet and collaborate
with other classmates beyond those who com-
prise their small group. In this fashion, group-
building is augmented by class-building, and a
classroom of students that was initially
“deconstructed” into separate and isolated sub-
groups is subsequently “reconstructed” into a
single, interdependent learning community.

The foregoing seven features of CL, taken to-
gether, distinguish this instructional technique
from traditional methods of small-group in-
struction and student collaboration in higher
education (Cuseo, 1992). Large-scale, meta-
analyses (quantitative synthesis of many stud-
ies relating to a particular educational variable
or instructional method) of hundreds of studies
at the precollege level provide overwhelming
empirical documentation for the cognitive, so-
cial, and affective benefits of CL—when its
implementation is consistent with the proce-
dural elements described herein (Johnson, &
Johnson, 1989; Slavin, 1990.

Research on CL in higher education is much less
extensive, but data collected thus far are very
consistent with those gathered in precollegiate
settings (Cooper & Mueck, 1990; Cuseo, 1996;
Johnson, Johnson, & Smith, 1992). Recent evi-
dence for the positive impact of CL is provided by
a meta-analysis of its effects on college students’
academic performanceinscience, math, engineer-
ing, and technology conducted by the National
Institute for Science Education. Over 500 studies
of small-group collaboration were included in
this meta-analysis, and it was found that CL had
a “robust” positive effect on such educational
outcomes as (a) academic achievement, (b) stu-
dent retention, and (c) attitude (like/dislike) to-
ward the subject matter (Cooper, 1997).

Thus, it is reasonable to expect that faithful
application of the distinctive procedural fea-
tures of CL should ensure that its broad spec-
trum of potential positive outcomes will be re-
alized in higher education as well.

Conclusion

Engaging students in collaborative learning expe-
riences, such as those described in this chapter,

enables the new-student seminar instructor to
employ first-year students as a social learning
resource in the college classroom. Capitalizing on
this social resource with instructional methods
that foster peer collaboration can provide begin-
ning college students with a welcome alternative
to other first-year courses that rely almost exclu-
sively on traditional teacher-centered instructional
methods, such as the lecture.

Collaborative learning is a student-centered in-
structional strategy that can combat higher
education’s over-reliance on the lecture
method—and its tendency to convert college
learning into a passive, isolated, individualis-
tic, and often competitive affair—by transform-
ingitinto an active, interactive, and interdepen-
dent experience.

Furthermore, use of collaborative learning during
the first year of college may establish an initial
“mental set” or mental habit among beginning
students—characterized by active involvement,
individual accountability, and collective respon-
sibility—which may be maintained and applied to
learning across the curriculum. Moreover, if col-
laborative-learning methodology is incorporated
into the new-student seminar’s instructor training
program, and this program is offered as a faculty
development experience for all instructors on cam-
pus, then it may have a positive impact on teach-
ing across the curriculum as well.
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FaciLitaTiNG A GROUP

Constance Staley

training. Commitment to training is the measure of an institution’s commit-

ment to its first-year seminar program. A campus that spends time, energy,
and resources preparing its faculty to teach this unique course is truly invested in
its faculty and students, and first-year seminar programs with well-trained faculty
will survive and thrive within these institutions. This chapter will not only provide
straightforward, practical suggestions to help trainers cultivate effective group
facilitation skills, but it will also offer guidelines to help program administrators
select promising training facilitators.

l Waculty training for the first-year seminar is much more than simply faculty

Identifying Training Facilitators: Qualifications and Characteristics

In training faculty to teach the first-year seminar, there is perhaps no variable more
important than the training facilitator. Facilitators should be selected with three key
qualifications in mind: reputation, readiness, and relating (communication) skills
~ (Staley, 1998). Like classroom teaching, the ability to hold the interest of a roomful
of peopleis arare talent, butone which canbe cultivated and improved. While some
trainers, like teachers, seem to be born with the ability to facilitate a group, the truth
is that people can develop facilitation skills with guidance and practice. To be a
successful facilitator, both prerequisite characteristics (reputation and readiness)
and requisite (relating) skills are important.

Reputation

Internal trainers should be highly respected individuals on campus. Ideally, faculty
should train other faculty since persons from within a particular professional group
have more inherent credibility (i.e., doctors training doctors, engineers training
engineers, etc.) than do individuals from outside the group. However, whether the
facilitator is faculty, administrator, or staff, thisindividual should be well-respected
and perceived as neutral in terms of campus politics.

Readiness

Readiness refers to an individual’s willingness to facilitate a group, which is based
oninterest, and to some extent, on his or her personality. Successful facilitators are
willing and able; they are outgoing, friendly, and confident people who are truly
interested in others and eager to share themselves with a group. Typically, training
is inherently easier for extraverted people, although some introverts can roleplay
convincingly when a situation requires it. (Introverts will simply find that facilitat-
ing a group expends a great deal of energy and may shy away fromit.) Fortunately,
individuals with these qualities are likely to be drawn naturally to the role of
training facilitator.
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Relating Skills

Obviously, trainers must have well-cultivated
communication skills. However, effective train-
ing involves more than the ability to deliver a
coherent and interesting lecture. Training at its
best involves managing lively discussion gen-
erated by knowledgeable participants with di-
verse opinions as well as processing experien-
tial exercises designed to engage and enlighten.
Successful facilitators relate well to individual
trainees and to the group as a whole, and they
can help trainees relate to each other and to the
material being discussed.

Developing Facilitation Skills

Because prerequisite characteristics are rela-
tively fixed, the remainder of this
chapter will focus on cultivating
requisite communication skills
for effective group facilitation.

Facilitating a Group:
Steps to Success

Facilitating a group is a chal-
lenge. As opposed to merely
delivering a lecture, the trainer
never quite knows what to ex-
pect; in training situations, am-
biguity is unavoidable. What
questions will participants ask?
How interested will they be in
the topic or exercise? Exactly how much time
will an activity take? Is there too much or too

lecture.

. little material planned for the allotted training
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time? What if individuals become hostile or
unruly? Whatif they actbored or disinterested?
Questions such as these are legitimate ones, and
they identify factors that are critical to the suc-
cess of a training program.

What follows is a checklist of suggestions to
help you successfully plan and execute your
training experience.

Assess training needs. How does a training facili-
tator decide which topics to focus on? Training
needs must be assessed, either by asking train-
ees themselves, by using previously gathered
assessment data from the course, or, although

Perhaps the most fre-
quently violated rule
of training is to use
the same delivery
mode faculty are most
often tempted to use
inthe classroom—the

less reliable, by basing conclusions on informal
input from various campus constituencies. Are
trainees new to the course or are they experi-
enced freshman seminar instructors? What dis-
ciplines do they represent? (Some disciplines
have preferred teaching models which may or
may not fit the model used in the freshman
seminar. The sciences, for example, tradition-
ally use a lecture/laboratory approach, as op-
posed to a small seminar format.) After topic
selections are made and the facilitator decides
how much time will be allotted to training, she
or he must prioritize these needs and arrive at
training objectives.

Model the first-year course. Sometimes the bestway
to train people is to model a desired behavior. If
the training program is structured as enjoyable,
non-threatening, and engaging,
the facilitator can use the training
experience to demonstrate how
the first-year seminaritselfshould
be structured. Participants should
be encouraged to reflect back on
particular factors in the training
experience when they plan and
conduct their own courses.

Create a comfortable climate. Like
new first-year students, trainees
sometimes feel uncomfortableand
apprehensive. “What will I be
asked to do? Will I embarrass
myself? Whatif everyone discov-
ers I'm not the authority (witty person, intellec-
tual, etc.) they think I am?” Typically, partici-
pants will mirror the affect of facilitators; if facili-
tators are relaxed and comfortable with theirroles,
participants will respond in like fashion. Using
humor, encouraging movement, involving right-
brain activities, and sending positive nonverbal
messages are techniques that may do a great deal
to generate intimacy and lower potential anxiety
among participants.

Balance the speaking/listening ratio. Giving partici-
pants a voice early in a training program (without
totally surrendering control) is a good rule of
thumb. Generally speaking, participants are more
willing to listen to facilitators who have already
demonstrated their willingness to listen to partici-
pants. This can take place naturally during an



icebreakeractivity inwhich traineesintroduce them-
selves or during anintroductory, abbreviated needs
assessment in which the facilitator elicits the
group’s expectations for the session.

Focus on involvement. Perhaps the most frequently
violated rule of training is to use the same delivery
mode faculty are most often tempted to use in the
classroom—the lecture. But lecturing is often no
more effective in the training room than itis in the
classroom. In order to be most effective, training
should be a dynamic, interactive activity—"The
more the learners participate in the training, the
greater will be its effectiveness and the more
likely will the learners internalize the concepts
under consideration” (Michalak & Yager, 1979, p.
97). According to research, four principles accu-
rately characterizeandragogy, as opposed to peda-
gogy (Arnold & McClure, 1996; Knowles, 1984).
Adult learners:

¢ learn by doing

¢ have prior experience which operates as a
learning base

¢ have clear motives for learning, i.e., are prag-
matic

¢ have legitimate and pressing preoccupations
which limit their willingness to invest in train-
ing and can interfere with learning

¢ prefer hands-on, experiential, and collabora-
tive activities interspersed with occasional
“lecturettes”

Present information professionally. When training
goals are primarily informational, delivering a
lecturette may, in fact, be the preferred method of
delivery. However, even then, questions should
be encouraged, and a two-way (rather than a
simply one-way) exchange of information should
be the goal (O’Connor, Bronner, & Delaney, 1996).

However, presenting information to a roomful of
people who present information for a living is
indeed a challenge. There are four keys to success:
(a) organize information for effortless processing,
(b) use professional quality materials, (c) invite
colleagues to co-facilitate, and (d) develop a style
that is credible but not condescending.

Faculty often expect students to take notes furi-
ously during class and process information later.
In a dynamic training situation (or class, for that
matter), later is often too late. A savvy facilitator
will want participants to act upon, comment on,
and communicate about the content of the train-
ing as it occurs. For this to happen, ease of
processing is a requirement. Sequence activities
so thatskill building can take place, and use visual
aids in the form of handouts, overheads, computer-
generated graphics, sticky-note flip charts, etc.

Materials used for faculty training must be pol-
ished (but not glitzy). The training sponsor or
facilitator should develop alogo for the training
program, assemble participant notebooks, and
provide practicalhandouts for in-class use later.
“Dirty purples” are obsolete, not only in the
classroom, butin the training room as well, and
skewed, faintly-printed copies erode trainers’
credibility.

Finally, the best way to develop a credible, non-
condescending presentation style is to ask for
feedback froma“coach” (acolleaguein the Speech
Department, for example). Facilitators may also
want to view critically a videotape of himself or
herself facilitating a group.

Manage group discussion. One of the most difficult
challenges of training is managing lively discus-
sion. There are a number of reasons why this is
true:

1. Facilitators mustbe keenly aware of where the
discussion has been, where it currently is, and
where she or he would like it to go—past,
present, and future—all at the same time.

2. Facilitators must continually monitor the non-
verbal feedback of a diverse group of partici-
pants. Are trainees understanding the main
points? Are questions developing? Are par-
ticipants engaged? Is it time for a break?

3. Facilitators must manage over- and under-
communicatorsso thateveryone feelsa part of
the discussion.

4. Facilitators must maintain their own energy
while monitoring, summarizing, and linking—
in short, while orchestrating the discussion.
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Perhaps the most difficult challenge of facilitating
a group is managing multiple communication
styles. Some participants may sit back and wait
for others to take the lead in discussion, often
because they feel unprepared, intimidated, orshy.
Other participants may monopolize the discus-
sion, either because they are highly knowledge-
able, have dominant personalities, or are truly
enthusiastic about the material. As they say,
“People have one thing in common: They are all
different.” Regardless of why, groups often have
non-egalitarian participation levels; yet as facili-
tator, your goal is to ensure that everyone feels a
part of the training experience and is benefitting
from the discussion. Consider the followingarray
of potential problematic training participants
(Benne & Sheats, 1948; Engleberg & Wynn, 1997;
Staley & Staley, 1992):

¢ Blocker: constantly objects to others” ideas and
opinions; plays district attorney by cross-ex-
amining others in an attempt to impede the
acceptance of anidea—(“I've already tried the
exercise Mary’s describing in my class. I can
tell you right now, it just won’t work.”)

¢ Aggressor: insults and criticizes other partici-
pants in order to promote him or herself—
(“What aridiculous idea! Why not reconsider
my earlier suggestion?”)

¢ Storyteller: tells often interesting butirrelevant
stories which lead the group astray—(“You'll
never believe what happened to me when I
taught this course at another school!”)

¢ Recognition seeker: calls attention to his or her
own accomplishments—(“When I won the
Teaching Award last year, I....")

¢ Dominator: monopolizes group interaction for
selfish reasons or because of high interestand
good preparation—(“My earlier idea leads
me to suggest another alternative . . .. I also
suggestwe consider . . . . Furthermore, I'd like
to propose . .. .")

¢ Confessor: uses the group to share personal
problems as a substitute for group therapy—
(“I've always feltinferior because I'ma much
better researcher than I am a teacher. It'sa
wonder I was chosen to teach this course.”)

¢ Special interest pleader: represents another
group or a special cause and argues this point
of view relentlessly—(“The Student Support
Division isn’t going to like us insisting on
doing the course our way. I worked in that
office for three years, and I think we should
look at things from their perspective.”)

¢ Clown:distracts the group withjokes and “off-
the-wall” comments, often well-liked and thus
difficult to handle—(“Hey, hey, what do you
say we break for lunch, man? 1 feel like I
haven’t eaten in weeks!”)

¢ Mute: participates little or not at all, possibly
due to lack of preparation or nervousness—
(Silence . .. .)

¢ Deserter:appearsaloofand “aboveitall,” with-
draws from the group—(“I have another meet-
ing in ten minutes. Are you going to cover
anything really important before I have to
leave?”)

Discussions can become emotional battlegrounds
with participants promoting and defending their
own egos (Brookfield, 1990). Extraverts naturally
tend to “think out loud” or send up intellectual
“trial balloons” to test others’ reactions, while
introverts prefer to process ideas and rehearse
contributions internally.

Facilitators mustlearn to manage the challenges of
group dynamics successfully. This may be done
with subtle verbal comments (i.e., “Donna has
many good ideas about how to engage first-year
studentsin the classroom, but what positive expe-
riences have others in the group had?”) or with
nonverbal signals (i.e., breaking eye contact with a
dominating contributor and physically moving to
the other side of the room). Patterns of participa-
tion can emerge early in a training session, such
that eventually dominators are “expected” to
overcontribute and mutes are “expected” to
undercontribute. Such relatively fixed communi-
cation patterns may resultin participants’ frustra-
tion, dissatisfaction, and lowered self-esteem; fa-
cilitator intervention helps to redistribute opportu-
nities to communicate and create group cohesion.

Pace group activities. Pacing the training activi-
ties is another challenge that facilitators face.



How much time should be devoted to any one
activity? How often should a change of pace take
place? How long can participants sit in one spot?
How does the group’s energy level rise and fall?
How much time should be allowed for debriefing
or processing after a group activity? Selecting,
directing, and sequencing both content and ac-
tivities are the responsibility of the facilitator.
Planning appropriately with these questions in
mind affects the success of any training program.

Invite training partners. Although successful co-
facilitation (alternating between two concurrent
trainers) is extremely challenging, facilitators
should consider inviting several individual train-
ers to present portions of the training program.
This practice has several benefits: (a) it lightens
each facilitators’s individual workload, (b) it gen-
erates buy-in for the training, and (c) the variety
makes the training more interesting to partici-
pants. While the natural tendency of many train-
ers may be the desire to “doitall” themselves, this
tendency should be squelched. Involving col-
leagueswill help them feel like contributors whose
expertise is also valued by the group. Further,
occasionally inviting training facilitators from
other institutions can provide additional perspec-
tives, heightened credibility, and refreshing
change.

Stress integration and transfer. The ultimate test
of the worth of a training experience is whether
participants actually use what they have learned
during training. While it is true that partici-
pants will value information that is immedi-
ately transferable, trainers should never assume
that transfer will be automatic. An important
aspect of facilitating a group is discussing ways
to transfer the content of the training program
to the context of the classroom, not only in the
freshman seminar, but within participants’ dis-
ciplines as well.

Close memorably. If training has been successful,
the program will end on a “high” note. Partici-
pants will feel energized and enthusiastic about
implementing what they have learned. Gener-
ally, it is a good idea to refer back to goals
outlined at the beginning of the training experi-
ence to summarize and provide closure. Cel-
ebrate the time together and the contributions
of individuals who participated.

Evaluating Facilitation Efforts: The Goal of
Continual Improvement

Critiquing Facilitation Skills

Evaluating the effectiveness of a group facilitator
is important, not only to note areas for improve-
ment but also to report the results of the training
effort to decision makers. Facilitators who study
the training process, know adult learning theo-
ries, and cultivate their communication skills will
undoubtedly give participants a positive training
experience. Tallied critiques and verbatim writ-
ten comments are much more convincing to those
making budgetary decisions than are stories from
participants about the “great time” they had.

Designing Improvements for Future Training

Obviously the real value of evaluation to the
facilitator him or herself is the information it
provides about methods that “worked,” addi-
tional topics for future training, and areas for
change in the future. For those people who wish
to improve their facilitation skills, I recommend a
visit to the campus speech skills center or auditing
a publicspeaking, group dynamics, teaching meth-
ods, or training course. Other recommendations
include experimenting with alternative training
activities, noting the results, and modifying the
activities accordingly (Bourner, Martin, & Race,
1993).

Facilitating a group is a challenge, yet training is
a powerful evolutionary and revolutionary tool—to
pass on program traditions and perspectives, to
bring together people with diverse backgrounds,
and to initiate campus-wide positive cultural
change.
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ENSURING THE SUCCESS OF
FacuLty TRAINING WORKSHOPS

Mary Stuart Hunter and Joseph B. Cuseo

quality of the undergraduate learning experience, researchers and prac-

titioners cite a number of collateral benefits. In addition to improving the
quality of instruction and of student learning, training workshops may also lead to
increased collegiality among faculty, to the forging of campus-wide partnerships,
and to a greater sense of faculty vitality. This chapter highlights some of these
potential benefits of an instructor training program. Additionally, it addresses the
important issues of administration and logistics that affect the success of instructor
training efforts.

While the primary goal of instructor training workshops is to improve the

Administrative Issues and Outcomes
Recruitment and Selection of Course Instructors

Probably the first issue in the administration of an instructor training program is
deciding who should be recruited to serve as course instructors. As Gordon and
Grites (1984) argue, “Freshman students deserve the best instructors the institution
can provide in a course that will be critically important to their understanding of the
college experience and to their success” (p. 316). Moreover, when an institution
offers the new-student seminar for the very first time, selecting the best possible
instructors becomes imperative because this will maximize the seminar’s positive
impact, ensure its initial acceptance, and increase the likelihood that it will receive
long-term institutional support. As Gardner (1989) recommends,

Those selected for the first offering must be “the cream”—those most likely to
do the kind of teaching that will enhance the success of the seminar. Any
innovation will develop a reputation very early in its life based on the success
and quality of those who first participate in it. (p. 242)

National data indicate that those who teach the new-student seminar are most
frequently college faculty, followed by student affairs personnel (Barefoot & Fidler,
1996). Academic support service-providers (e.g., learning center staff) and admin-
istrators (e.g., academic dean or college president) have also served as course
instructors. At some colleges, such as Concordia College (Wisconsin) and the
University of Maine, academic advisors are seminar instructors for class sections
comprised of their own first-year advisees (Barefoot, 1993). In their analysis of
national survey data gathered on the new-student seminar, Barefoot and Fidler
(1992) offer the following observation: “It is noteworthy that a wide variety of
personnel from faculty, to students, to alumni are used to teach the seminar.
Perhaps no other college course utilizes as wide a variety of instructors as the
freshman seminar” (p. 30).
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One advantage of having faculty serve as course
instructors is that their involvement may increase
the seminar’s perceived academic credibility and its
centrality to the educational mission of the college.
However, given the seminar’s nontraditional con-
tent and its student-centered focus, not all faculty
are equally qualified candidates for course instruc-
tion. Recruitment efforts should target faculty who
possess the following characteristics:

1. course evaluations and campus reputations
which suggest that the faculty are accessible to
and relate well to students and are capable of
creating a classroom climate characterized by
a high degree of teacher-student rapport

2. a willingness to go beyond the traditional
lecture method of instruction and experiment
with student-centered instructional strategies
(for example, pedagogical practices that pro-
mote active student involvement via small
group work and experiential learning activities)

3. a history of student advocacy (as opposed to
student bashing)—for example, faculty who
have high expectations of students, including
first-year students who may initially lack aca-
demic preparation or motivation, and who
work diligently to ensure their success

4. are high-profile, respected by their peers as
effective educators with high academic stan-
dards, and respected by administrators for
their history of commitment and service to the
college

If thereis a faculty member on campus who serves
as an instructional development or faculty devel-
opment specialist, seminar coordinators may tap
this person as a resource for identifying faculty
who are open to experimentation with student-
centered teaching techniques. Top-level adminis-
trators may also play a key role in the identifica-
tion and recruitment of new-student seminar in-
structors who have the foregoing qualities by en-
couraging their personal involvement (e.g., via
personal note, call, or lunch contact) and by enlist-
ing the support of their department chairs. Such
administrative involvementinrecruiting the most
student-centered and committed faculty and staff
on campus to serve as new-student seminar in-
structors represents an institutional practice that

is consistent with the principle of “front load-
ing”—reallocating or redistributing the
institution’s best educational resources to serve
the critical needs of first-year students (Study
Group on the Conditions of Excellence in Higher
Education, 1984). ‘

While high-level administrators are valuable in
identifying potential course instructors, they them-
selves may be excellent candidates for involve-
ment in the new-student seminar. At Chicago
State University and the State University of New
York-Morrisville, upper-level administrators, in-
cluding the president and academic vice presi-
dent, have taught sections of the new-student
seminar (Cross, 1993; “Freshman Experience
Course Improves Retention,” 1994). Seminar co-
ordinators may want to target recruitment ef-
forts at administrators who possess the follow-
ing characteristics:

1. aworkingknowledge of studentdevelopment
theory

2. jobresponsibilities that provide a highlevel of
student contact

3. accessibility tostudents and the ability towork
with students effectively

4. ahigh profile on campus and a demonstrated
-commitment to students and the institution

Building Collegiality

Austin’s (1993) findings from extensiveinterviews
with faculty suggest the potential value of an
instructor training program for building support-
ive communities within or among college faculty
and staff. She comments that,

Many faculty, bothnew and experienced, speak
of a longing for a greater sense of community
and collegiality within the academy. ... (They)
often speak of their early years as character-
ized by a sense of isolation from colleagues
and a lack of connection or even acquaintance
with colleagues outside their immediate de-
partments. (p. 8)

The instructor training program has the potential
to ameliorate faculty feelings of intradisciplinary



isolation. Gardner (1980) observes, “The faculty
develop a support group . . . [which] draws its
faculty fromacross all disciplines and departmen-
tal lines” (1980, p. 6).

An additional strategy for meeting the need for
greater collegiality expressed by both new and
experienced facultyis to use teaching teams. Teach-
ing teams consisting of new faculty paired with
veteran faculty allow the instructor training pro-
gram to function as a faculty mentoring program,
whereby faculty veterans serve as mentors to their
new faculty protegés.

Research on career development suggests that, in
general, mentors can play key roles in an
individual’s professional development (Levinson,
1978). This is especially true for college and uni-
versity faculty (Torrance, 1984). Benefits of the
mentoring relationship are not limited to the pro-
tege; research reported by Busch (1985) and
Gerstein (1985) suggests that thementoralsoreaps
significant professional and personal benefits
from the mentoring process. Unfortunately, higher
education research finds that mentoring does not
seem to occur naturally or spontaneously among
college faculty (Turner & Boice, 1987). Interviews
with new faculty indicate that they expect fre-
quent and informal interactions with senior col-
leagues, anticipating that experienced faculty will
be a source of companionship and constructive
advice. However, most new faculty report low
levels of collegiality with senior faculty. They also
report that frustration stemming from the failure
to realize these collegial expectations is a major
source of professional dissatisfaction (Fink, 1984;
Sorcinelli, 1988; Turner & Boice, 1987). Hipps
(1980) suggests that because effective mentoring
does not take place spontaneously, it must be
cultivated within the context of a deliberately
structured or designed program. The new-stu-
dent seminar instructor training program may
provide a structure within which an effective fac-
ulty mentoring program can be designed and
delivered.

One other type of mentoring relationship—be-
tween veteran faculty and graduate students—
could be developed intentionally via the instruc-
tor training program. Research on graduate edu-
cation points to the failure of graduate programs
to prepare prospective college faculty adequately

for their role as teachers of undergraduates (see
discussion of this issue in Chapter 1). Including
graduate students as participants in the instructor
training program and pairing graduate students
with veteran, teaching-oriented and student-cen-
tered faculty as part of a mentoring/team-teach-
ing partnership may be the type of teaching “ap-
prenticeship” cited as the key element missing in
the preparation of future faculty (Edgerton, 1994).

Facilitating the Development of Campus-wide
Partnerships

In the same way that instructor training programs
serve to increase collegiality among faculty, they
may also promote partnerships between faculty
and many other members of the college commu-
nity. In addition to the veteran /new faculty teach-
ing team, a wide range of viable teaching teams
exists for the new-student seminar, including the
following:

¢ faculty from different academic disciplines,
i.e., interdisciplinary teaching teams

¢ faculty and student affairs professionals (e.g.,
dean of students, director of student activities,
residence life staff)

¢ faculty and academic support service profes-
sionals (e.g., library science and/or learning
assistance professionals)

¢ facultyand academic administrators (e.g., aca-
demic dean or college president)

¢ faculty and students (e.g., graduate students,
upper-division undergraduates, or sopho-
mores)

¢ faculty and alumni

Bringing together such diverse members of the
college community for an initial training work-
shop and, perhaps, for team-teaching partner-
ships serves to unite them in pursuit of a common
educational cause. This common quest, in turn, (a)
promotes collaboration across different units of
the college, (b) builds a sense of campus commu-
nity, (c) allows for campus-wide ownership of the
new-student seminar, and (d) raises college-wide
consciousness of the seminar’s value. One of
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Gardner’s (1980) earliest reports on the Univer-
sity 101 program at South Carolina reinforces
the community-building potential of the new-
student seminar’s instructor training program:

The program integrates faculty and profes-
sional staff at the university in a joint under-
taking [which] tends to reduce the barriers
between the faculty and staff camps, re-
duces stereotyping . . . and has promoted
better relationships between faculty and es-
pecially student affairs staff. (pp. 6-7)

The potential of the instructor training program
for promoting partnerships between faculty and
student development professionals is especially
significant because historically there has been,
and their continues to be, a “schism” between
student life and academic life in higher educa-
tion (Barr & Upcraft, 1990; Boyer, 1987; Carnegie
Foundation, 1990).

Increasing Paculty Vitality

Research on “faculty vitality” indicates that vet-
eran faculty who have remained “vital” (i.e.,
energetic and enthusiastic about their profes-
sion) are typically those who engage in innova-
tive or nontraditional professional activities
during their career. In particular, experiment-
ing with new teaching strategies, engaging in
interdisciplinary activities, and participating in
team-teaching ventures are among the first steps
that vital professors take to add variety and
excitement to their work lives (Baldwin, 1990).
Teaching the new-student seminar and partici-
pating in its instructor training program have
the potential for providing veteran faculty with
all these ingredients for faculty vitality—giving
them an opportunity to practice new teaching
strategies, to engage in cross-disciplinary inter-
action during the training experience, and to
team teach the seminar with faculty from other
academic disciplines.

Planning and Logistics of an Initial
Instructor Training Effort

Seminar coordinators will need to make many
decisions when planning the actual training pro-
gram. Many of these decisions, along with recom-
mendations, are addressed below.

Workshop Content Development

The content and process included in an instructor
training workshop should, first and foremost,
reflectand support the content of the new-student
seminaritself. The purpose, after all, is to prepare
faculty and administrators to teach a new-student
seminar—a course new to most instructors. In
this regard, the content for each institutionally
based training program will be unique because

the course and the institution are themselves

unique. Workshop coordinators should design
the training so that important course content is
presented, especially that content which may be
challenging or threatening for instructors to ad-
dress, i.e., sexuality, diversity, and academic hon-
esty. Further, workshop facilitators should model
active learning strategies throughout the work-
shop and should use experiential activities when-
ever possible to introduce various content topics.
Thus they will model a teaching method that goes
beyond the traditional lecture method alone.

The development of both content and process
for a workshop agenda can in itself be a power-
ful collaborative process that continuously im-
proves the seminar program. An agenda devel-
oped by a small committee or task force of
educators who are interested in and committed
to the new-student seminar program has the
potential to evolve into a better workshop than
does an agenda created and planned by one
person, no matter how able and talented the
person may be. A planning team composed of
individuals with various teaching and learning
styles, representing different disciplines and
administrative departments within the institu-
tion, will bring a variety of perspectives and
creativeideas to the planning process. It may be
a more time-consuming task, but the final out-
come—the workshop agenda—has the poten-
tial to be a “better built mousetrap.”

‘Choosing Facilitators

No less important than the content and process of
the workshop is the ability of the workshop lead-
ers to deliver the planned agenda. A team of
several skilled facilitators can ensure the success
of awell-planned training event. Chapter 6 of this
monograph outlines in detail information on ef-
fective workshop facilitation and related skills.



Scheduling the Initial Instructor Training Program

For maximum participation in instructor training,
workshop coordinators should schedule the ses-
sions at times when potential conflicts are mini-
mal. Optimal time periods during which instruc-
tor training programs may be offered are immedi-
ately prior to or immediately following the fall
and spring terms. One advantage of offering the
instructor training program prior to the start of the
academic year is that it may then also be used as
one component of a new faculty and staff orienta-
tion program for those who are about to begin
their first year of service at the college. Topics
typically covered in new-student seminar instruc-
tor training, such as “understanding the institu-
tion” and “understanding first-year students,”
would be valuable for all new fac-
ulty and staff, whether or not they
will be teaching the seminar. The
teaching assignments of new fac-
ulty typicallyinclude aheavyload
of introductory courses, exposing
them to many first-year students.
These faculty members could
profitimmeasurably from discus-
sions of effective college-teaching
strategies—some of which they
might be able to adopt immedi-
ately in their introductory, disci-
pline-based courses.

Researchindicating that mostnew
faculty settle into a stable, long-
term pattern of instructional practices within the
first one or two years of college teaching under-
scores the value of offering a proactive, intru-
sively-delivered instructional development pro-
gram for new faculty prior to their very first
semester of college teaching (Levinson-Rose &
Menges, 1981). Further, new faculty are often
very enthusiastic about acquiring effective in-
structional practices because they feel that their
graduate schoolexperience hasnot prepared them
for college teaching (Austin, 1993).

program.

In its landmark report, Integrity in the Curriculum,
The Association of American Colleges (1985) con-
cludes that “Institutions of higher education must
demonstrate their commitment to teaching at the
outset of every new appointment by offering a
program which systematically helps the new re-

The development of
both content and pro-
cess for a workshop
agenda can in itself
be a powerful col-
laborative process
that continuouslyim-
proves the seminar

cruits to improve their teaching styles and their
intellectual reach” (p. 36). Given the institution-
wide advantages of scheduling new student semi-
nar instructor training workshops prior to the
beginning of a term, there are also disadvantages
that provide compelling reasons to consider sched-
uling training at other times. The optimal time for
scheduling from the perspective of the seminar
itself might be earlier in the annual academic
cycle. Because most seminar instructors will be
teaching this unique course for the first time, some
extended time for reflection on the training expe-
rience and for planning is desirable. Asisobvious
in this discussion, there is no “right” time; rather,
each institution must weigh the advantages and
disadvantages of various times and make a deci-
sion that works best for their specific situation.

Elements of a Successful Workshop

Atmosphere counts—choose a place
that provides an inviting ambience
and conveys a warm welcome. First
and foremost, the workshop site
must be accessible. It should be
easy to find and well-marked,
haveample parking, and be wheel-
chair accessible. Nothing destroys
the positivestartofa training event
more than participants who ar-
rive disgruntled because of diffi-
culty finding or accessing the
workshop. The meeting room it-
self mustbe inviting. Forexample,
a well-furnished lounge or conference room will
be a more comfortable setting than a sterile class-
room. Keene College (New Hampshire) conducts
its instructor training program at an off-campus
retreat site (Backes, 1994). This environment is
ideal for eliminating on-campus distractions or
interruptions, such as phone or mail messages and
provides a more intimate atmosphere for team
building among program participants.

In response to the question of where training
should be conducted, Gardner (1992) offers the
following recommendation:

In my experience, the ideal location for train-
ing is an off-campus location, a retreat setting
- where the educators are removed from their
normal work environment and hence are on

77



78

turf that is more psychologically neutral and
detached. A reasonable substituteisacampus
location or property removed from the main-
stream hub of campus activities. (p. 5)

The roomitself should have adequate lighting (so
as not to put participants to sleep!), comfortable
and movable chairs, and a self-controlled heating
and air system. The room should be large enough
and have suitable acoustics to allow small group
work wherein conversations from different groups
do not interfere with one another.

Do it withclass. Be generous with food, beverages,
and personalized materials. Thissends amessage
that the college values the new-student seminar,
its instructor training program, and its course
instructors. Since the workshop often represents
the participants’ initial experience with, and first
impression of the program, it could have a power-
ful impact on their overall perception of the value
of the new-student seminar. (As the aphorism
goes, “You never get a second chance to make a
first impression.”)

If the culture on your campus makes it appro-
priate, try to provide a smallhonorarium for the
participants—it doesn’t have to be much—just
enough to send the message that their presence
is valued. Costs incurred for mailing, photo-
copying expenses, food, and honoraria might
be funded through the establishment of an an-
nual budget base, with a fixed sum added for
each new participant.

Officially “kick off” the workshop with a personal
welcome from a high-level administrator. This should
send an early message to instructors that their
participation is important and valued by the col-
lege. Itisalso useful to providehistorical informa-
tion describing the development of the new stu-
dent seminar on your campus. Additional infor-
mation onnew student seminars across the nation
can also help to put the campus’s program into
perspective.

Give participants input or control with respect to the
program by allowing them some choice concerning
topics to be discussed. For example, participants
may complete a short “needs assessment” or “in-
terest inventory” containing a list of possible top-
ics or issues with extra space so that they can add

_their own topics to the list. This input could be

solicited as part of a pre-workshop mailing packet,
or it could be obtained from participants at the
outset of the program.

Get participants actively involved. Trainers should
develop exercises that require participants to act
on the program content and that encourage par-
ticipantinteraction. The first step in the instructor
training program at the University of South Caro-
lina is to have participants engage in small-group
interactions designed to build a sense of team-
work and community. For example, participants
may share autobiographical information and per-
sonal recollections of what it was like for them
when they were first-year students. Personal time
that allows for individual participants to reflect
actively on and to apply the ideas that are pre-
sented can also be built into the program. One
possible activity is to give participants some time
near the end of the workshop to sketch out a
tentative syllabus.

Use the process of instructor training to simulate or
model the actual process of course instruction. Train-
ers can simulate the teaching and learning process
of the new-student seminar by having partici-
pants assume the roles of both student and in-
structor. This practice should serve to enhance
instructor empathy for first-year students and
promote positive transfer between the artificial
context of instructor training to the real context of
classroom teaching.

Vary the format, i.e., “mix it up” with different
activities. Workshops that employ a variety of
delivery formats such as (a) individual presen-
tations, (b) panel discussions, (c) role plays of
realistic, soon-to-be-encountered situations, (d)
small-group discussions, (e) large-group brain-
storming or open forums, and (f) short reflec-
tion exercises may be more effective. Such
varied, participant-centered strategies promote
active involvement, keeping participants awake
and engaged and facilitating the retention of
ideas presented during the program.

Include content in the workshop that will increase
participants’ knowledge of the institution. Increased
knowledge of campus services and facilities
will improve an instructor’s ability to facilitate
student utilization of them. Bringing workshop



participants into contact with as many key cam-
pus offices and officers will help them associate
the face with the place. A campus tour is one way
to accomplish this, as long as it does not include
too many successive stops, demanding that too
much information be processed consecutively (re-
sulting in “information overload”). Breaking the
tour into two shorter sessions—one in the morn-
ing and one early in the afternoon—would reduce
information overload.

Incorporate supportive, successful veteran instructors
into the day’s activities. Doing so can build enthu-
siasm and positive anticipation among instruc-
tors and provide them with potential mentors. To
maximize the effectiveness of guest speakers or
star panelists, workshop facilitators should pro-
vide them with very specific objectives as to their
rolein the training program, how long they should
speak, and what process they should follow dur-
ing their presentations. If one goal of training is
increased participation, guest presenters should
actively involve participants and leave ample time
for questions or comments. Mentoring relation-
ships between veteran and new seminar instruc-
tors can be either allowed to develop informally
and spontaneously, or workshop coordinators
can designate specific mentor-protege pairs in
advance. :

Incorporate “nearly new” instructors into workshop
activities. Those who have recently completed
their first new-student seminar teaching experi-
ence should have high credibility because, as
“sophomores,” they have just “been there,” and
their memories may be fresh and replete with
timely experiential tips that can be shared with
“rookies.”

Build in some free time during the program. These
breaks (e.g., 15 to 20 minute coffee breaks; a solid
hour forlunch)allow participants the opportunity
for periodic, informal interaction and further dis-
cussion on workshop activities.

End the program on a light and upbeat note. For
example, a mini-reception with wine, cheese, and
nonalcoholic alternatives might provide a nice
finishing touch to the day’s work (as well as a
positive last impression of the training experi-
ence). Gardner (1992) recommends that the work-
shop conclude with,

... some kind of formal recognition/gradua-
tion ceremony at which at least one campus
VIP conveys institutional respect and appre-
ciation for the sacrifice of time and energy
made by participants. . .. Another nice touch is
to have a group photo made and to provide
copies of the photo to participants as a me-
mento of the workshop experience. (p. 15)

Allow participants the opportunity to evaluate the
program’s activities, identifying its strengths and the
areas needing improvement. Encourage participants
to make specific suggestions for future programs
and solicit their ideas about follow-up activities
for new instructors during the remainder of the
academic year.

Continuous Training and
Development Programs

The well-conceptualized, well-developed, and
flawlessly delivered initial training program is
indeed essential to prepare instructors to teach the
new-student seminar successfully. Yet the need
for ongoing opportunities to learn and share effec-
tive teaching strategies continues. A comprehen-
sive training program should also include follow-
up experiences for instructors.

The instructor training program can be extended
from a pre-semester, preparatory experience into
an “extended” (semester-long) support and de-
velopment program. The initial workshop could
be followed with periodic activities to ensure pro-
gram continuity and ongoing support for first-
time and veteran seminar instructors. Research
suggests that such follow-up activities play an
important role in determining whether the work-
shop has any significant long-term benefits for
participants (Joyce & Showers, 1983). As two
veteran scholars in the area of faculty develop-
mentnote, “A workshop should be used primarily
to whet the appetite of a faculty member. More
intensive one-on-one consultation usually is
needed to effect significant change” (Bergquist &
Phillips, 1981, p. 156). Many of the following
formats have proven useful.

Follow-up Contacts

This follow-up could take the form of (a) a simple
phone call to touch base with participants and to
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ask how things are going, (b) a short interview
with participants to assess whether program ac-
tivities effectively prepared them for their instruc-
tional role, or (c) a user-friendly “needs assess-
ment” or “reaction questionnaire” tobe completed
by participants to obtain their retrospective per-
spective on the program’s effectiveness. In some
ways, these assessments may be more useful than
initial workshop evaluations. Seminar instruc-
tors may be in a better position to identify their
real needs and reactions to the training program’s
effectiveness after they have had actual teaching
experience with the course. A final follow-up
contactcould be a formal or semiformal “reunion”
of participants at the end of the semester to cel-
ebrate the completion of their inaugural experi-
ence as seminar instructors.

Research

Follow-up Activities

Offer a weekly “instructor develop-
ment hour” throughout the semester.
These sessions can provide semi-
nar instructors with a regular fo-
rum in which to share their course
experiences. The sessions could
be conducted either as informal
get-togethers, atwhich attendance
would be entirely optional (e.g.,
informal “brown bag lunches”),
or formal meetings held at times
when seminar instructors are ex-
pected to attend. For instance, at
Keene College (New Hampshire),
monthly dinner meetings areheld
throughout the term for seminar instructors. At
Champlain College (Vermont), the seminar is of-
fered as a two-unit course that meets for two,
hour-long sessions per week. However, the course
counts as three units of teaching load because
seminar instructors are expected to meet for an
additional (third) hour per week to discuss their
instructional experiences and strategies
(Goldsweig, 1993).

Link instructor training with a semester-long instruc-
tional development program for new faculty. Instruc-
tional development seminars could be offered
under the aegis of instructor training for the new-
student seminar, and newly-hired faculty could
be allowed to participate in them during their first
semester of college employment, perhaps in lieu

that such follow-up
activities play an im-
portant role in deter-
mining whether the
workshop has any
significant long-term
benefits for partici-
pants (Joyce & Show-
ers, 1983).

of some other institutional responsibility (for ex-
ample, expectations for committee work or re-
search may be waived during their first semester
at the college). This practice would not only pro-
vide an incentive for new faculty to participate,
but it would also send a clear message that the
institution values the programand their participa-
tion in it. Some institutions such as Miami Dade
Community College, offer an ongoing instruc-
tional development seminar for all newly hired
faculty during their first semester on campus
(Quinlan, 1991). If all newly-hired faculty experi-
ence the seminar training workshop as part of this
type of faculty development program, then insti-
tutions can be assured thatboth first-time seminar
instructors and faculty new to the college have the
opportunity for regular contact with colleagues.
The program would be a regular
forum for timely discussion and
resolution of instructional adjust-
ment issues—as these issues actu-
ally arise during the oft-stressful
first semester of teaching. Such
ongoing instructional support
could serve as a proactive mecha-
nism for short-circuiting some of
the professional difficulties and
anxieties often experienced by
first-year instructors that can
sometimes contribute to their
eventual attrition.

suggests

A semester-long instructional de-

velopment program can also pro-

vide multiple opportunities for
new instructors to explore, in greater depth, issues
and practices related to effective college teaching.
Time would be available for practicing a variety of
pedagogical strategies during the semester. The
University of Rhode Island offers a semester-long
seminar on teaching first-year students that meets
biweekly. Each meeting focuses on one particular
teaching method, which faculty read about in
advance. Discussion at the scheduled sessions
focuses on ways to implement the method. In
other meetings, faculty are invited to discuss how
they use a particular method of instruction (e.g.,
small-group work), and the participants agree to
try a variation of the method in one of their classes
before the next meeting-—at which time they re-
port the results of their instructional experiment
(Erikson & Strommer, 1991).



Such highly visible institutional programs de-
signed to promote effective teaching may help
stimulate the development of a culture on campus
where faculty are open to discussing teaching and
willing to engage in instructional improvement
activities. Expansion of the instructor training
program into a semester-long experience that also
includes newly hired faculty may have the poten-
tial for producing pervasive change in the overall
quality of instruction of first-year students at the
institution. The importance of promoting such
systemic improvement in the quality of instruc-
tion for first-year students is well articulated by
Barefoot and Fidler (1992): “The academic fate of
freshmen is often dependent upon the quality of
teaching they receive. . . . The finest freshman
seminar or the most elaborate system of co-cur-
ricular programming cannot compensate for in-
adequate instruction in a student’s traditional
first-year courses” (pp. 62-63).

Moreover, the quality of teaching to which first-
year students are exposed in introductory courses
may shape their overall attitude about the college
experience and establish an anticipatory “mental
set” that can influence their approach to learning
in subsequent courses. As Spear (1984) claims in
Rejuvenating Introductory Courses: “In these forma-
tive experiences, [first-year students] learn what
it is to be a student, what is required to get by,
whatitmeanstoacquirean education,and whether
college is nothing more than acquiring job certifi-
cation” (p. 6).

Distribute a monthly newsletter to new-student semi-
nar faculty. The program director or coordinator
could be responsible for this publication. It could
contain practical, professionally relevantnews that
seminar faculty could use immediately in their
courses (for example, research-based “tips” on
teaching and advising first-year students, or infor-
mation onrecenttrends and innovationsrelated to
new-studentseminars in higher education). Func-
tioning in this fashion, the newsletter could serve
as a conduit for delivery of timely information to
seminar faculty who may not have the time to
peruse the professional literature relating to the
first-year experience. Appended to the newsletter
could be a response form that individual instruc-
tors could use to request additional information,
express an opinion or reaction, or provide practi-
cal suggestions of their own. For instance, the

newsletter could contain a “what works for me”
section to accommodate instructors’ suggested
practices drawn from their personal teaching ex-
periences in the seminar.

Establish an instructional development resource cen-
ter. Housed in a section of the library, the first-year
experience office, or faculty lounge, such a center
could be stocked with continually updated litera-
ture on issues relating to the first year and the
teaching of first-year students. The resource cen-
ter could also keep audiovisual resources on hand
(for example, videotapes of successful new-stu-
dent seminar instructors practicing their craft or
illustrating specific instructional techniques, or
videotapes of successful first-year students shar-
ing their strategies for success).

Conduct periodic teaching seminars or workshops.
These could be offered at various times during the
academic year by the program director or by out-
side speakers, perhaps in response to specific is-
sues identified by seminar instructors in personal
interviews or on needs-assessment surveys.

Follow-up events could also be offered as part of
an off-campus weekend conference or retreat, or
as part of a post-semester reunion and celebration
for seminar instructors, during which time their
contributions to the program mightbe recognized.
Administrators could demonstrate their commit-
ment to the seminar program by the provision of
fiscal resources to support an instructor recogni-
tion event and also by their attendance at the
event. Such celebratory, recognition activitiesboth
ensure that contributions of participants to the
program are not forgotten and encourage future
participation.

The need for administrative commitment to such
faculty recognition and development experiences
isunderscored by areportissued by The Carnegie
Foundation for The Advancement of College
Teaching (Boyer, 1987) which was based on three
years of site visits and extensive national survey
research:

The undergraduate college, which depends so
much on vitality in the classroom, must be
served by faculty members who can be re-
newed throughout their careers. And yet, we
found that such an obvious and important
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practice assetting asidea portion of the budget
for faculty development is rare. We strongly
recommend that every college commit itself to
the professional growth of all faculty. (p. 134)

Conclusion

Faculty development opportunities yoked to the
new-student seminar instructor training program
can provide a student-centered form of profes-
sional growth that can contribute simultaneously
tobothstudent development and faculty develop-
ment. Viewed from this perspective, administra-
tive support for, and investment in, a faculty de-
velopment program thatis structurally linked with
instructor training for the new-student seminar rep-
resents an investment in the institution’s most im-
portant constituents—its teachers and its learners.
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THE TEACHING EXPERIENCE:
A FacurLty DEVELOPMENT WORKSHOP SERIES
AT THE UNIVERSITY OF SOUTH CAROLINA

Dan Berman and Mary Stuart Hunter

Colleagues from other colleges and universities often ask what is the most unique
feature of the University of South Carolina’s University 101 first-year seminar
course. Many factors could be highlighted, but invariably we identify “The
Teaching Experience,” a faculty development and instructor training workshop
series, as the central and most critical component.

Itis not coincidental that this feature of the program is also the most fundamen-
tal element—the foundation of the entire first-year seminar program. Although
new students are the beneficiaries and focus of the seminar, the origins of the
University 101 program at the University of South Carolina have as much to do
with faculty development as with student development. Student unrest during
the Vietnam era and an actual riot on campus in May 1970 led then University
President Thomas F. Jones to conclude thata number of wide-ranging issues on
campus resulted in students feeling ignored. Graham (1999) notes, “Many of
the student grievances were legitimate, [but] the students did not have a
substantial voice in the governance of the University.” Under Jones’s leader-
ship, anumber of new programs and services were implemented to address this
less than desirable situation, one of which was University 101. The freshman
seminar was the vehicle through which a creative and comprehensive faculty/
staff development experience was implemented.

During the early years of University 101, a workshop was created with the support
of a Ford Foundation Venture Fund Grant to prepare faculty and professional staff
to teach the course. The 45-hour workshop included in its content communication
skills, student needs and characteristics, and campus resource information.
Heavily experiential in approach, the workshop provided the setting for a substan-
tial human growth experience for the participants. Although the instructor devel-
opmentworkshop hasevolved with the changing times sinceits creationin the early
1970s, it has remained a centerpiece of the University 101 program.

At the heart of any successful programmatic institutional endeavor is the quality of
the preparation and support for those who must transform pedagogical theory into
action. For the first-year seminar, intensive preparation should be provided for all
course instructors and, if applicable, graduate student leaders and undergraduate
peer leaders. In short, anyone who represents our instructional programs and /or
teaches in the classroom should be provided with access to the knowledge,
strategies, and skills essential to producing successful student outcomes.

Workshops designed to enhance the teaching experience are a direct and efficient
means of supporting an effective first-year seminar or college orientation program.
Several strategies and approaches that have been employed at the University of
South Carolina will be discussed. These are notintended to be all-inclusive; rather,
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the overriding purpose is to present a model for
designing a preparatory experience that can then
beadapted toa variety of higher education institu-
tions and first-year student programs.

Where to Start

The most productive starting point in designing
an instructor training program necessitates the
identification and delineation of the central pur-
poses of your course or program. This involves
answering several key questions:

1. Forwhomis the course or program designed?

2. Whattype of course or program will be imple-
mented or is currently in place?

3. What resources and/or delivery systems are
available?

4. Who will teach the course and/or administer
the program?

5. Who can be recruited as facilitators for in-
structor training and whatindividual strengths
does each facilitator possess?

6. Whatskillsand/or knowledge should instruc-
tors be prepared to convey to the students?

7. Whatteaching methods will prove most effec-
tive?

8. What are the desired outcomes and/or goals
of both the workshop and the course and/or
program?

Workshop Goals and Participants

At the University of South Carolina, an initial
training workshop is required of all instructors.
Currently, this three-day workshop, entitled “The
Teaching Experience,” is offered twice a year and
is open to all employees of the institution. Work-
shop participants may be faculty, administrators,
supportstaff, or student development profession-
als. Prior to the workshop, most participants are
strangers and often have at best a casual acquain-
tance with each other. However, the workshops
bring together participants with thecommon goals
of learning more about students, the first-year

kY

seminar, and the guidelines for teaching the course.
Not all workshop participants will teach the semi-
nar; however, all instructors who teach the course
must have participated in “The Teaching Experi-
ence.”

The workshop is designed to achieve the follow-
ing goals:

1. toincrease sensitivity to the needs and charac-
teristics of first-year students

2. tofoster understanding of course content and
objectives

3. toprovide opportunities for small group, col-
laborative work designed to generate infor-
mation and resources to be used in teaching

4. to demonstrate diverse and innovative teach-
ing strategies

5. togiveparticipants the opportunity to practice
what they have learned in the workshop by
engaging in teaching activities

Inshort, to prepare participants to teach the course,
workshop facilitators—often a team of faculty and
student affairs professionals—must provide par-
ticipants with the knowledge and skills necessary
to be effective first-year seminar instructors.
Through experiential learning and creative activi-
ties, the participants become fully involved in the
planning and implementation of the course.

The University 101 Four-Phase
Workshop Model

In recent years, the University 101 workshops
have placed more emphasis on teaching strategies
and techniques than during the program’s forma-
tive years. Nevertheless, workshop content and
process continue to reflect the four-phase model
delineated in John N. Gardner’s (1981) seminal
article, “Developing Faculty as Facilitators and
Mentors.” Gardner identifies the four phases of
faculty development as follows:

Phase 1. Developing a sense of community
and building group trust

Phase 2. Identifying the needs of learners



Phase 3. Identifying and developing re-
sources to address these needs

Phase4. Developingstrategiesto utilizeand
incorporate workshop content and outcomes
in other settings

Itisnotaccidental or coincidental that the students
who take our course will move through the same
four phases. Essentially, the workshop is a micro-
cosm of the first-year seminar course. The format
allowsworkshop participants to experience growth
and changes that parallel those of the students
enrolled in a one-semester, first-year seminar ex-
perience. Many colleges may find providing an
extensive workshop difficult, but we recommend

aminimum of a two-day workshop to accomplish

the goals outlined above.

Theselection and ordering of activities will varyin
particular workshops; however, each workshop
addresses the objectives of the four-phase model.
Examples of strategies and activities presented in
each of the four phases follow. :

Phase 1: Developing a Sense of Community and
Building Group Trust

At the beginning of the workshop, facilitators ask
participants to complete the following statement
onanindex card: “My hopes and expectations for
this workshop are.....” The facilitators collect the
cards and post them in a prominentlocation in the
workshop facility. This enables facilitators and
participants to obtain an overview of why partici-
pants are attending the workshop and what they
want to learn or experience.

What occurs next may, at first, seem antithetical to
building group solidarity and creating aninviting,
comfortable atmosphere, but this activity is de-
signed to present a traditional, formally struc-
tured college classroom model that soon will be
contrasted with a more experiential, informally-
structured model. With participants seated in a
traditional classroom arrangement, the facilita-
tors first introduce themselves to the participants
in a quasi-formal manner. Then one of the facili-
tators makes a more formal presentation inlecture
mode to the group. Topics covered may include
the history of the course or program and a struc-
tured explanation of the workshop agenda and

goals. At the conclusion of this session, the facili-
tators ask participants to form a mental snapshot
of what they have heard and how they experi-
enced it.

A 10-minute refreshment break follows as the
facilitators rearrange the chairs to form a circle.
The formal, quasi-adversarial seating structure
has been replaced by an informal, personal con-
figuration. Now everyone can see the faces of all
the participants, and no one sits or stands in a
position of leadership or authority. The shape of
acircle encourages openness, inclusion, and group
cohesiveness.

Once the participants are seated, the facilitators
initiate an icebreaker activity—usually, a name-
chain in which participants state their name and
share with the group two of their favorite hobbies
orinterests. The central goal is for the participants
tosee each otherasaccessible humanbeings rather
than as professors, administrators, or other educa-
tors. The activity also allows participants to learn
each other’s names and to explore commonalities
and shared interests. At the end of this activity,
facilitators ask participants to form a second men-
tal snapshot and then compare this to the earlier
one configured in the more formal setting. Invari-
ably the group responds more favorably to the
second, more personal model and begins to bond
as informal sharing breaks down interpersonal
barriers.

Facilitators encourage participants to process the
experienceand discuss othericebreakers and meth-
ods of encouraging group building. Then, both

- facilitators and participants share ideas for begin-

ning a class that previously have worked for them.
Usually, this phase concludes with participants
composing “lifelines,” drawings on poster-size
pieces of paper featuring the key events in their
lives, and sharing these drawings in groups of five
or six participants. By the time this activity con-
cludes, participants tend to feel comfortable and
close to each other while enthusiastically looking
forward to the upcoming activities.

Phase 2: Identifying the Needs of Learners

The central goal in this phase is to increase the
sensitivity toward and understanding of theneeds
of students in the first-year seminar course. The
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exercises used at this point should encourage par-
ticipants to recall empathetically what they were
like when they were first-year college students.

Often, a second stage is added in which partici-
pants create two lists comparing the needs and
characteristics of today’s students to those of stu-
dents when the participants entered college. Par-
ticipants share their discoveries of what has
changed over the years and what has remained
constant. The goal of this exercise is to enhance
understanding of and empathy for today’s stu-
dents through introspective awareness of the par-
ticipants” commonalities and differences.

Ideally, first-year students can be invited to par-
ticipate in this phase of the workshop. These
students would be asked to form their own lists of
student needs and characteris-
tics that can be compared with
the lists created by the workshop
participants. This also is an ap-
propriate juncture to begin ex-
ploring the central components
of the first-year seminar course.
Participants begin to formulate
ideas about how the course can
be designed to address those stu-
dent needs identified in the pre-
vious exercises.

The format for these and most
other workshop activities is as
follows. The workshop facili-
tators provide background in-
formation and direction in preparation for a
group exercise. Workshop facilitators ask par-
ticipants to form small groups of five to seven.
Each group selects a spokesperson who later
will present the small group’s findings to the
workshop participants as a whole. The small
group presentations will present alternate and
innovative approaches to common tasks and
challenges, expanding the knowledge-base of
not only the participants but also of the work-
shop facilitators.

content.

Phase 3: Identifying and Developing Resources to
Address These Needs

During this phase, workshop participants are led
to identify resources within the workshop group,

. . . the content of
the teaching experi-
ence workshop is
“process-oriented,”
dealing more with
teaching strategies
and approaches than
with specific course

at the institution, and in the local community. A
major portion of this activity involves introducing
the workshop participants to university or college
personnel who head key campus resource areas
with which students need to become familiar.
This knowledge becomes increasingly important
as course requirements become more demanding
and diverse.

Course instructors must become familiar with
such key student success areas as the campus
library, the career center, computer and other
technological resources, academic support ser-
vices, student health services, student affairs of-
fices, campus groups and organizations, college
advisement procedures, and cultural growth op-
portunities. The workshop facilitators identify
essential university or college programs and sug-
gest effective ways to integrate
this information into the course.

Frequently, as first-year semi-
nars develop more traditional
academic content, greater em-
phasis must be placed on pre-
paring instructors to teach and
present course content through
effective and stimulating meth-
odologies. However, the in-
creased academic content em-
phases should not be seen as
antithetical to the more affec-
tive teaching methodologies
that have been promoted since
the creation of the program.
Rather, the affective and cognitive areas now
must be seen as connected and interrelated.
Essentially the affective teaching approaches
often are the most effective means of achieving
cognitive goals. Consequently, both values clari-
fication and critical thinking are emphasized as
essential goals of the course and as integral
components of the workshop. Again, these are
not mutually exclusive or opposite areas. Stu-
dents are encouraged to develop a personal,
ethical system of values. However, critical think-
ing skills often prove invaluable in helping stu-
dents clarify their values and communicate those
values clearly and effectively. Furthermore,
this dual area of emphasis also encourages re-
spect for diverse viewpoints and willingness to
learn from and about others who can bring new



ideas and viewpointsinto the classroom or work-
shop setting.

No teaching preparation workshop would be com-
plete without providing opportunities for the par-
ticipants to practice teaching within the work-
shop. One effective means of preparing partici-
pants to teach is by bringing experienced seminar
teachers into the workshop to share their most
successful teaching strategies and experiences. A
question and answer follow-up session is essen-
tial in building relationships between novice and
experienced course instructors and in identifying
additional instructional resources.

Next, several key topic areas, covered in chap-
ters of the designated first-year seminar text-
book, are chosen. Workshop participants might
be asked to read each of the chapters dealing
with such topics as diversity, developing a per-
sonal system of values, academic integrity, se-
lecting an academic major, or the value of a
liberal arts education. The facilitators then cre-
ate groups and assign each a chapter to prepare
to teach. The group members identify the key
ideas in the chapter that they most want to
convey to their students. Then they devise a
creative teaching strategy to enliven that chap-
ter for their students. Finally each group then
must teach their chapter creatively to the re-
maining workshop participants.

Everyone in the workshop has the opportunity to
interact in the role of both teacher and student. Of
course many “students” willmakeadditional sug-
gestions to the “teachers.” By sodoing, the teacher-
student continuum and the ideal of lifelong learn-
ing will be delineated and emphasized.

Phase 4: Developing Strategies to Utilize and Incorpo-
rate Workshop Content and Outcomes in Other Settings

In Phase 3, the generation of effective teaching
strategies and the sharing of successful strate-
gies by experienced University 101 instructors
represent important experiential components
of the workshop. Another very effective expe-
riential link is to do something all instructors
must do—namely, prepare a course syllabus.

By this stage in the workshop, participants
should be thoroughly familiar with the goals of

the course and should have learned and demon-
strated effective teaching strategies. As a trigger
or stimulus for syllabus planning in small groups,
visualization strategies often are presented.

Participants visualize how they expect their stu-
dents to act on the first day of class and then
how they would like them to act on the final day
of the course. Prior to creating a detailed sylla-
bus with content schedule, they create, in two
columns, “Before” and “After” lists describing
student characteristics in the two stages identi-
fied above.

This exercise also provides an excellent oppor-
tunity to present the concept of teaching for
epiphany. The instructor is encouraged to cre-
ate “learning moment” opportunities when stu-
dents will be challenged to experience compel-
ling insights into their academicand co-curricu-
lar lives. As an example, sequences from a
stimulating film, such as Barry Levinson’s Rain
Man (1988), can be interpreted as illustrating a
significant epiphany as well as demonstrating
characteristics of poor and excellent teaching.
A corollary benefit is the demonstration of how
a wide range of media can be incorporated into
classroom instruction.

At the conclusion of the workshop a “strengths
bombardment” exercise is used as a final bond-
ing and celebrating activity. Again, usinglarge
sheets of paper, the participants list approxi-
mately five of their perceived strengths related
to teaching college students. Once the lists have
been posted, participants move around the room
and add to each other’s list of strengths while
validating those previously cited. This is a
powerful positive reinforcement activity, and
participants usually leave the workshop with
positive feelings, confident in their ability to
teach a first-year seminar.

To summarize, some variation of “The Teach-
ing Experience” is essential to the success of a
first-year seminar course. At the University of
South Carolina, initial workshops are provided
for future instructors and shorter versions of
the workshops are provided for graduate stu-
dent leaders and undergraduate peer leaders.
The bottom line is that everyone who has an
instructional role in the University 101 course
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must complete the appropriate training work-
shop for their group.

These teaching experience workshops are the cor-
nerstones of the training efforts at the University
of South Carolina. The workshops, as described,
are the foundation upon which instructors build
their teaching approaches. It can be noted that the
content of the teaching experience workshop is
“process-oriented,” dealing more with teaching
strategies and approaches than with specificcourse
content. Detailed information on course content
is provided in follow-up training workshops for
the teaching faculty each academic year. Recall,
that those who participatein “The Teaching Expe-
rience” donotnecessarily teach the first-year semi-
nar. “The Teaching Experience” workshops are
the foundational training experience in that they
introduce participants to program background,
philosophy, active learning strategies, and pro-
vide a limited introduction to actual course con-
tent. When the instructional staff is selected for
the upcoming academic year, additional half-day
workshops are arranged to cover current content
emphasis areas, changes in program administra-
tion, and specificinformation thatinstructorsneed
in order to teach the course successfully. Addi-
tionally, team-building workshops are arranged
and held for instructors who are team teaching
with peer leaders and/or graduate leaders.
Through didactic and experiential means, the
teams work together in these required training
events to explore the potential roles and responsi-
bilities of team members, effective elements of
partnerships, and course content requirements.

A successful training program will provide par-
ticipants with an understanding of the following:

1. the purposes/goals of the course

2. the needs and characteristics of students
3. major campus support resources

4. innovative teaching methodologies

5. several models for successful syllabi

All of the above can be incorporated to meet a
variety of goals and be adapted to courses with
different areas of emphasis.

The first-year seminar course is constantly chang-
ing and adapting to the increasingly diverse needs
of our students. This constant flux emphasizes the
need to prepare instructors to adapt to these
changes while still fulfilling the common, shared
characteristics of the course. In conclusion, the
primary workshop design should stress what is
enduring and consistent in the seminar, yet it
should also have the flexibility to adapt to change
by establishing successful variations of the basic
course model.
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ASSESSMENT AND EVALUATION OF
INSTRUCTOR TRAINING PROGRAMS

Joseph B. Cuseo

program or intervention. Its importance is magnified if the program is

associated with the new-student seminar because this nontraditional course
is likely to be the target of skeptics and critics (Gardner, 1989). One way to combat
such skepticism effectively is by careful evaluation and documentation of the
program’s total benefits, including evaluation of its instructor training component.
Thus, one major purpose of assessment is to obtain evaluative information on the
overall effectiveness or impact of instructor training for use in bottom-line decisions
about maintaining, funding, or expanding this program. A second major purpose
of instructor training assessmentis to obtain evaluative information on the program
for the purpose of improving or fine-tuning its quality. In assessment terminology,
the first purpose is referred to as “summative evaluation”—assessment designed to
“sum up” a program’s overall value, and the second purpose is referred to as
“formative evaluation”—assessment intended to help form, shape, or further
develop a program’s effectiveness (Scriven, 1967).

P rogram evaluation is an important component of any effective educational

Identifying intended outcomes of the instructor training program must be ad-
dressed first if meaningful program evaluation is to take place. The pivotal role of
outcomes in the assessment process is underscored by Trudy Banta, a nationally-
recognized assessment scholar, and her colleagues (1996):

Assessment is most effective when it is based on clear and focused goals and
objectives. Itis from these goals thateducators fashion the coherent frameworks
around which they can carry out inquiry. When such frameworks are not
constructed, assessment outcomes fall short of providing the direction neces-
sary to improve programs. (p. 22)

In this chapter, intended outcomes common to many instructor training efforts will
be identified, along with potential measures of these outcomes. This general
discussion of program outcomes and related outcome measures willbe followed by
a more detailed examination of quantitative and qualitative program evaluation
methods, including methodological issues relating to design and administration of
program evaluation instruments. Lastly, strategies for construction and dissemina-
tion of an evaluation report will be suggested as an important final step in the
program assessment process.

Potential Outcomes of Instructor Training and Related Outcome Measures
Participants’ Immediate Satisfaction with the Instructor Training Program

The most basic outcome of aninstructor training program is participant satisfaction
with the program’s usefulness in preparing them to teach the new-student seminar.
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This outcome may be most conveniently mea-
sured by assessing participants’ perceptions of the
program effectivenessimmediately after the train-
ing experience. For example, paper and pencil
ratings of participants’ level of satisfaction with
the program, or individual interviews with par-
ticipants to assess their perceptions of program
effectiveness could be used as measures of this
outcome. These assessments should include ques-
tions about the program’s overall quality, as well
as its specific components.

To assess the impact of program components most
effectively, end-of-program evaluations should
be supplemented with more fre-
quent and focused assessments
administered immediately after
the participants experience indi-
vidual presentations, particular
pedagogical models, or specific
learning activities. One way to
obtain feedback on specific pro-
gram experiences is the “minute
paper,” a strategy developed by
an engineering professor at the
University of California-Berke-
ley (Davis, Wood, & Wilson,
1983) and popularized by Cross
and Angelo (1988). Minute pa-
pers require participants to pro-
vide a short (one-minute)answer

This cyclical process of
(a) evaluation, (b)
feedback, (c) program
revision in response
to feedback, and (d)
reevaluation . . . has
great potential for iso-
lating and “teasing
out”...components or
processes that have

Frequent assessments of specific program compo-
nents, conducted immediately after participants
experience them during the training program,
may also provide assessment data of greater valid-
ity because the evaluations are more sharply fo-
cused and the experience is more readily recalled
by the evaluators. In contrast, typical end-of-pro-
gram instruments tend to ask more global ques-
tions about general program characteristics. Even
if questions are included that ask about particular
program components, they typically require the
respondents to recall specific experiences that are
usually preceded and followed by a number of
other specific experiences. These successive expe-

riences can cause memory “inter-

ference,” resulting in forgetting

or inaccurate recall of the particu-
- lar component being evaluated.

Participants’ Retrospective
Perceptions after Teaching the New-
Student Seminar

Very little published information
exists on how course instructors
view the new-student seminar
(e.g., their sources of instructional
satisfaction and frustration or their
opinions of course strengths and
weaknesses). Since most instruc-
tors who teach the new-student

i t ti d . s i teppi t of their
fapone o sl el themost dramaticime s PR ol
experience (e.g., “What was the pact Oon program ef_ fessional specialization and step-
most memorable or useful thing . ping into a role that may involve
you learned in this session?”). fectiveness. the learning of new content and

The nature of the question can

vary depending on the nature and objective of the
learning experience, but the one constant among
all types of minute papers is that they serve to
provide facilitator(s) with frequent and immedi-
ate feedback on how participants respond to spe-
cific learning experiences. Three by five index
cards distributed by workshop leaders can facili-
tate the use of this simple assessment technique.
Such focused forms of learning assessment could
be adopted in the instructor training program to
provide instructors with direct feedback on indi-
vidual program components which otherwise may
be masked or “averaged out” when respondents
report their perceptions after the entire program
has been experienced.

new teaching techniques, itwould
be useful to assess the degree to which they feel the
instructor training program prepared them for
this new teaching role.

First-time seminar instructors” written responses
to open-ended surveys, or their verbal responses
during personal interviews or structured group
discussions, could be used to assess their course
experiences. Another possible source of informa-
tion on instructors’ course experiences might be
the teaching portfolio, an instructor self-assess-
ment procedure whereby teachers collect their
ideas and materials relating to course instruction
(e.g., responses tostudentevaluationsand/or peer
assessments, course handouts and assignments,



teaching goal statements, or “teaching journal” en-
tries). The portfolio may be useful not only to indi-
vidual instructors for self-reflection and instruc-
tional improvement but also for assessment pur-
poses. For instance, portfolios of different instruc-
tors could be reviewed and their content analyzed
to assess whether teaching the new-student semi-
nar impacts instructors in predictable ways and
whether or not the instructor training program pre-
pared them for this teaching experience.

Another strategy for obtaining specific, frequent
feedback from new instructors is to ask small
groups of instructors to provide verbal feedback
on specific course components as they experience
them for the first time. This could be accomplished
by adopting a modified version of a feedback
procedure called the “student advisory commit-
tee” (Haug, 1992). This type of student-centered
assessment strategy is designed to provide spe-
cificand continuous feedback on course effective-
ness by vesting the responsibility with a group of
students, typically referred to as a “student advi-
sory committee,” whose role is to solicit evalua-
tive comments from their classmates periodically
and tomeetregularly with their instructor through-
out the term. These meetings between the instruc-
tor and student advisory committee members are
designed to discuss students’ general satisfaction
with the course and the effectiveness of specific
instructional practices—while the course is still in
progress. This practice could be modified to assess
the effectiveness of instructor training by having a
few first-time seminar instructors serve as the
advisory committee members whose role is to
solicit feedback from other first-time instructors
and to meet periodically throughout the term to
share this feedback with the director of the new-
student seminar program.

Information gleaned from these experiences could
be valuable for fine-tuning the instructor training
program, perhaps leading to important modifica-
tions in its duration, content, or delivery. After
these program modifications are madeinresponse
to feedback, it might be possible to assess whether
the modified program has beneficial effects on the
teaching experiences of subsequent cohorts of new
instructors. This cyclical process of (a) evaluation,
(b) feedback, (c) program revision in response to
feedback, and (d) reevaluation of the revised pro-
gramhas great potential forisolating and “teasing

out” instructor training components or processes
that have the most dramatic impact on program
effectiveness.

Systemic Outcomes of Instructor Training

While preparation for course instruction clearly is
the most important intended outcome of the in-
structor training program, other outcomes mightbe
realized by the program that are more pervasive or
systemic in nature. Drawing on their many years
of instructor training at the University of South
Carolina, Gardner and Hunter (1994) suggest that
there are six potential positive outcomes associ-
ated with a comprehensive instructor training
program for teaching the new-student seminar:

1. faculty growth and development
2. development of professional support groups
3. bridging of “gaps” between faculty and staff
4. increased institutional awareness

5. increased sensitivity of faculty and staff to the
needs of first-year students

6. adoption of student-centered teaching
techniques

Related research and program evaluation strate-
gies for assessing these comprehensive and poten-
tially pervasive outcomes of instructor training
are discussed below.

Impact on participants’ teaching effectiveness in courses
other than the new-student seminar. While there is
emerging evidence suggesting that faculty who
teach the seminar self-report becoming more stu-
dent-centered (University of Wyoming, in Bare-
foot, 1993) and more willing to try new instruc-
tional methods in other courses (Montana State
University-Bozeman, in Barefoot, Warnock,
Dickinson, Richardson, & Roberts, 1998), the ques-
tion of whether such faculty areactually perceived
as providing more effective instruction by stu-
dents in other courses still remains.

It is reasonable to hypothesize that faculty in-
volvement in instructor training will have a posi-
tive impact on student evaluations received by
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faculty in their discipline-based courses because
of two common elements that characterize in-
structor training and new-student seminar instruc-
tion: (a) focus on instructional strategies that pro-
mote teacher-student interaction, and (b) empha-
sis on instructional methods that promote stu-
dent-student interaction in small groups. Both of
theseinstructional characteristicshave been found
to correlate positively with student evaluations of
college teaching effectiveness (Bligh, 1972; Kulik
& Kulik, 1979; Lowman, 1984). If faculty use of
these instructional methods in the new-student
seminar is transferred to their regular classes—as
research at one university already suggests (Cen-
tral Missouri State University, cited in Barefoot,
1993), then it may be reasonable to expect that this
transfer of interactive teaching techniques may
result in improved student evaluations in the

usual courses taught by faculty in their academic

discipline.

Given that student evaluations are among the
most commonly used methods for assessing col-
lege teaching and that the frequency of their use is
increasing (Seldin, 1993), it would be valuable to
assess whether participationin theinstructor train-
ing program and subsequent teaching of the new-
student seminar can contribute to improved stu-
dent evaluations for courses taughtby instructors
in their own academic disciplines. This might be
accomplished by comparing instructors’ student
ratings for courses taught after their participation
in the instructor training program with ratings
they received for the same courses taught before
participating in the training program. Course en-
rollment patterns of students could also be com-
pared in this fashion, such as the number of stu-
dent withdrawals from classes taught by instruc-
tors before versus after participating in the in-
structor training program.

- Promotion of campus community and the development
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of professional partnerships across different divisions
or units of the college. One oft-cited benefit of
instructor training programs and subsequent teach-
ing of the new-student seminar is the heightened
sense of community that is generated on campus,
particularly if members from different divisions
of the college community are involved in instruc-
tor training and seminar instruction (e.g., faculty
from differentacademicdisciplines, academicsup-
port and student development staff, and college

administrators). This is a potentially powerful
perquisite of instructor training because the lack
of campus community and of a sense of common
purpose have been identified as significant prob-
lems at many higher education institutions (The
Carnegie Foundation, 1990). In particular, a pe-
rennial schism or “persistent gap” between the
divisions of academic and student affairs appears
to exist (Brown, 1988; Smith, 1988).

Unfortunately, evidence for the community build-
ing impact of instructor training programs appears
only in the form of personal observations or anec-
dotal reports. If these informal observations and
anecdotes could be transformed into “hard data,” or
at least well-organized qualitative data, an im-
portant institutional outcome of instructor train-
ing programs could be assessed systematically.

Increased sensitivity to the needs of first-year students.
This subjective outcome may be measured by the
amount of reported change in participants’ knowl-
edge and attitudes between the onset and comple-
tion of the instructor training program. Partici-
pant responses given at the end of the training
program can be compared to those given before
the training begins. This can be accomplished by
means of a pre-/post-evaluation procedure in
which the evaluation instrument, or selected items
from it, are answered before the training begins.
These responses can then be used as a baseline
(pre-training) against which participants’ post-
training responses can be compared.

Another strategy for assessing program impact on
promoting positive change in knowledge of or atti-
tudes toward first-year students is to simply in-
clude items on the questionnaire which ask partici-
pants if their attitudes toward different student
issues were changed as a result of their program
experience. For example, at the University of South
Carolina, participants are asked to rate whether
their attitudes about students become “more posi-
tive,” “less positive,” or remain unchanged by the
instructor training experience (M. S. Hunter, per-
sonal communication, November 7, 1996).

To measure whether instructor training pro-
motes sensitivity to the needs of first-year stu-
dents, pre- versus post-training “change scores”
could be tallied for participants” attitudes to-
ward, or knowledge of first-year students’ (a)



academic and personal characteristics at college
entry, (b) high school-to-college transitional ad-
justments, and (c) common anxieties or fears about
succeeding in college.

Increased institutional awareness and appreciation.
This potential positive outcome of instructor train-
ing could also be measured via a pre-/post-proce-
dure, or by reported change scores in participants’
knowledge or appreciation of services provided
by the institution (e.g., academic support services,
such as the learning resource center and library,
and student development services, such as the
counseling center and office of student life).

Program participants’ self-reported changes in
institutional knowledge or appreciation could be
supplemented by behavioral measures, such as
the number of student referrals to these services
made by program participants following their
instructor training experience, relative to the num-
ber made prior to the training experience.

Research Methods for Evaluating Instructor
Training Programs

Which research method(s) will be used to assess
whether intended outcomes of instructor training
have been realized is an important decision that
should be made before data are collected and
analyzed (Halpern, 1987). Thus, decisions about
the research design or method for evaluating the
program should be made early in the process of
program research and evaluation. In this section,
twomajor types of research methods will be exam-
ined—quantitative and qualitative. Descriptions
of specific versions of these methods will be pro-
vided, accompanied by a discussion of their rela-
tive advantages and disadvantages.

Quantitative Methods

Astin (1991) suggests a taxonomy for classifying
types of quantitative data that fall into two broad
categories: (a) behavioral data reflecting actions or
activities; and (b) psychological data reflecting
internal states, such as perceptions, opinions, or
attitudes. The former may be gathered via fre-
quency counts and the latter by numerical ratings
reported on surveys or questionnaires. Each of
these strategies will be discussed in turn.

Frequency counts. One quantitative method for
evaluating the effectiveness of an instructor train-
ing program is the frequency count. Forinstance,
an examination of participantbehavior canreveal:
(a) number and variety of participants who attend
the program, (b) number of instructional strate-
gies presented in the program that are actually
implemented during course instruction, (c) num-
ber of participants who make follow-up inquiries
abouteffective teaching strategies after participat-
ing in the program, and (d) number of participants
reporting ongoing contact or collaboration with
other faculty and staff members who were met
initially during the training experience.

Numerical ratings. Probably the most common and
convenient quantitative measure of participant
opinions or perceptions of program effectiveness
is anumerical rating, typically gathered by means
of such instruments as surveys or questionnaires.
The following recommendations are offered for
improving the content and form of surveys or
questionnaires, thereby increasing the validity and
interpretability of evaluative ratings reported by
program participants on these instruments.

¢ Clustering individual items into logical cat-
egories thatrepresentimportant program com-
ponents is one way to improve survey design.
For instance, items could be grouped in terms
of their relevance to each of the following key
components of the program experience: (a)
course planning and design (e.g., questions
pertaining to overall course organization and
clarity of course objectives), (b) classroom in-
struction (e.g., items pertaining to classroom
teaching, such as clarity and organization of
program presentations), and (c) evaluation of
student performance (e.g., items pertaining to
tests, assignments, and grading practices).
Also, a healthy balance of questions pertain-
ing to both course content (topics and subtop-
ics) and instructional processes (in-class and
out-of-class learning activities) should be in-
cluded on the evaluation form.

One major advantage of this clustering or cat-
egorizing strategy is that the categories can
function as signposts or retrieval cues for the
designers of the survey, ensuring that theitems
selected for inclusion in the instrument reflect
a well-balanced sample of the major course
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dimensions that should be addressed in a
comprehensive instructor training program.

Another advantage of grouping items un-
der section headings is its potential for func-
tioning as a cue or signal to the evaluators
completing the instrument, reminding them
of the different dimensions of the program
and that these dimensions may have dif-
fered in terms of their relative degree of
effectiveness. This may help respondents to
discriminate among separate components
nested within the instructor training pro-
gram, increasing the likelihood that these
independent components will be assessed
independently.

Lastly, partitioning the instrumentinto sepa-
rate sections, reflecting separate program
components, should also help to reduce the
risk of a general “halo effect,” i.e., the ten-
dency for some respondents to complete the
evaluation instrument by going right down
the same column (e.g., filling in all “1s” or
“5s” for all items), depending on whether
they generally liked or disliked the training
experience.

Rating scales should allow five to seven
choice points or response options. Research
suggests that fewer than five choices re-

duces an instrument’s ability to discrimi-

nate between satisfied and dissatisfied re-
spondents, and more than seven rating scale
options adds nothing to the instrument’s
discriminability (Cashin, 1990).

A neutral option (e.g., “don’t know” or “not
sure”) should not be included as a response
alternative if at all possible. This option
could generate misleading results becauseit

may be used as an “escaperoute” by respon-

dents who do have strong opinions but are
reluctant to offer them (Arreola, 1983).

The word “comments” should be printed
beneath each item on the instrument with a
small space for any written remarks that
participants would like to make with re-
spect to that particular item. Written com-
ments often serve to clarify or elucidate nu-
merical ratings, and research suggests that

written comments are most useful for in-
structional improvement purposes, espe-
cially if such comments are specific (Seldin,
1992). At the University of South Carolina,
assessment of its instructor training pro-
gram involves numerical ratings of each
workshop activity and presentation; after
eachitem, space is provided for written com-
ments with respect to that particular activ-
ity or presentation (M. S. Hunter, personal
communication, November 7, 1996).

Allowing participants to write comments
with respect to each individual item, rather
than restricting them to the usual “general
comments” section at the very end of the
evaluation form, should also serve to in-
crease the specificity of participants” writ-
ten remarks and, consequently, their utility
for program improvement. '

The inclusion on the evaluation instrument
of at least two global items pertaining to
overall program effectiveness or impact can
be effective for summative evaluation pur-
poses. The following statements illustrate
global items that are useful for summative
evaluation:

1. I would rate the overall quality of this
program as: (poor <- - -> excellent).

2. Iwould rate the general usefulness of this
program as: (very low <- - -> very high).

3. I would recommend this program to
other faculty and staff: (strongly agree
<- - -> strongly disagree).

Comprehensive evaluation of an instructor
training program should include assessment
of its individual components as well the
program’s overall quality. Participants’ re-
sponses to globalitems can provide an effec-
tive and convenient snapshot of their over-
all evaluation of the program which can be
readily used in program assessmentreports.
Research on college students has repeatedly
shown that global ratings are more predic-
tive of learning than ratings given to indi-
vidual survey items pertaining to specific
aspects or dimensions of instruction



(Braskamp & Ory, 1994; Centra, 1993; Cohen,
1986). As Cashin (1990) puts it, global items
function “like a final course grade” (p. 2).

While ratings on global items may be used
to make summative (overall) assessments of
the program, itis not advisable to add up the
ratings for all individual items on the instru-
ment and then average them to obtain an
overall program evaluation score. This pro-
cedureisnot only inefficient, butitis also an
ineffective index of overall program satis-
faction because it gratuitously assumes that
each individual item on the instrument car-
ries equal weight in shaping respondents’
overall evaluation of the program.

An advantage of including global items on
the evaluation instrument is that it allows
for the examination of possible relationships
between participants’ overall program rat-
ing and their ratings of individual items that
pertain to specific program dimensions or
components. Examining these relationships
could help answer the following question:
Among those participants who give the pro-
gram high global ratings, versus those who
give the program low overall ratings, on
which particular items in the evaluation in-
strument do these two groups display the
largest discrepancy in ratings? These par-
ticular items could reveal those specific as-
pects or dimensions of the program which
carry the most weight in determining par-
ticipants” overall perception and general
level of satisfaction with the instructor train-
ing program. These specific program di-
mensions may representkey target areas for
programimprovement which, if made, could
significantly enhance the quality of future
instructor training experiences.

A few open-ended questions that ask par-
ticipants for their written comments about
the program’s strengths and weaknesses and
how the latter may be improved should be
included on the evaluation form. Such ques-
tions can often provide useful information
about participants’ general reaction to the
program as well as specific suggestions for
program improvement. As Schilling and
Schilling (1998) point out, “Although sur-

veys that use numerical rating scalesmay be
easier to summarize, those that are open-
ended may invite more thoughtful reflec-
tion and yield the kinds of detailed under-
standing that are often difficult to extract
from a mean score on arating scale” (p. 254).

For example, at the end of the program evalu-
ation form, questions could beincluded which
ask participants to “describe a major change
(if any) in their approach to teaching that
resulted from their participation in the train-
ingprogram.” Or, participants could be asked,
“What would have been useful for you to
learn that was not addressed in the training
program?” Written responses given to these
questions could be aggregated and analyzed
to identify recurrent themes.

Participants can alsobe asked to suggest ques-
tions which they think should be included on
the evaluation. This opportunity could be
cued by the following prompt placed at the
end of the evaluation form: “Suggested Ques-
tions for Future Evaluations.” This practice
has three major advantages: (a) It may identify
participant perspectives and concerns that the
evaluation form fails to address; (b) it shows
respect for participant input; and (c) it gives
participants some sense of control or owner-
ship of the evaluation process.

The wording of evaluation items should
avoid vague or ambiguous descriptors which
may be difficult to interpret, or whose mean-
ing may be interpreted by different partici-
pants in different ways (for example, “Pacing
of program presentations was appropriate.”).

Items should be worded using the singular,
first-person pronoun (“I” or “me”) rather
than the third-person plural (“participants”).
For instance, “The program gave me effec-
tiveinformation onhow I could improve my
instructional performance” should be used
rather than, “The program gave participants
effective feedback on how they could im-
prove their instructional performance.” The
rationale underlying this recommendation
is that an individual participant can make a
valid personal judgment with respect to his
or her own program experience, but he or

97



98

she is not in a position to judge and report
how other participants, or participants in
general, perceive the program.

Items should be structured so that respondents
are not asked to rate two different aspects of the
program simultaneously (e.g., “The program’s
presentations and activities were useful.”). This
practice forces respondents to give the same
rating to both aspects, even if they are more
satisfied with one aspect than the other. For
example, a participant may feel that the presen-
tations were more useful than the activities.

One or two negatively-worded items should
be included in the evaluation. Negatively
worded items (e.g., “I did not receive effective
feedback on how I could improve my perfor-
mance.”) require respondents to reverse the
rating scale and serve two purposes. First,
they encourage participants to read and rate
eachitem carefully, serving toreduce the prob-
ability of “positive response set” mistakes
(Arreola & Aleamoni, 1990) in which respon-
dents gostraight down arating column and fill
in uniformly high ratings for allitems. Second,
they can help identify evaluation forms which
have not been completed carefully and may
need to be deleted from the data analysis. For
example, participants who have responded
hastily by filling in all positive or all negative
ratings may be identified by their failure to
reverse their responses on the negatively
worded item(s).

Instructionsread prior to distribution of evalu-
ation forms should prepare or prime partici-
pants for the important role that participants
play in evaluating the program and should

" provide them with a positive “anticipatory

set.” To increase participants’ motivation for
program evaluation and the effort they ex-
pend in the evaluation process (thereby im-
proving the validity and usefulness of the
results obtained), the assessment team should
consider including the following information
in the instructions read to participants prior to
the program evaluation.

1. Fadilitators should articulate the reasons
why evaluations are being conducted. If
items relating to specific program activi-

ties are to be used for program improve-
mentpurposesand globalitems for overall
program evaluation purposes, then this
distinction should be mentioned in the
instructions.

2. Participants should be reminded that
evaluating the program is an opportunity
for them to provide meaningful input that
could improve the quality of instructor
training for future cohorts of seminar in-
structors.

3. Facilitators willwantto assure participants
that their evaluations will be read care-
fully and taken seriously by the program
presenters and director.

4. Participants should be encouraged to pro-
vide written comments in order to clarify
or justify their numerical ratings, and fa-
cilitators should emphasize that specific
comments are especially welcomebecause
they provide specificfeedback on program
strengths and suggest ideas for overcom-
ing program weaknesses.

¢ A pilot study should be conducted before us-
ing the instrument for program evaluation
purposes. The pilot study can be given to a
sample of faculty and staff who assesswhether
(a) the instrument’s instructions are clear, (b)
the wording of individual items is unambigu-
ous, and (c) the total time needed to complete
the instrumentis manageable. As Fidler (1992)
notes, “Seasoned researchers recommend pi-
lot studies before every research project in
order to identify and quickly alter procedures,
thereby alleviating problems before they can
invalidate an entire study” (p. 16).

Qualitative Research Methods

Quantitative data, such as survey ratings and be-
havioral measures, provide evaluative informa-
tion that can be readily summarized and manipu-
lated numerically. Such data can be scored effi-
ciently by machine or computer and are amenable
to statistical analysis (e.g., correlation coefficients
or chi-square analysis). In contrast, qualitative
data take the form of human actions and words
(e.g., respondents’ written or verbal comments),



and they are analyzed by means of “humaninstru-
ments” (Kuh, Schuh, & Whitt, 1991, p. 273). Also,
in contrast to the hypothesis testing and scientific
methodology that characterizes quantitative re-
search, qualitative research is “exploratory [and]
inductive, . . . one does not manipulate variables
or administer a treatment. What one does is ob-
serve, intuit, [and] sense what is occurring in
natural settings” (Merriam, 1988, p. 17).

Increasing emphasis is being placed on qualita-
tive research in higher education (Fidler, 1992).
Some of its more radical proponents argue that it
should displace or replace the dominant quantita-
tive paradigm which, they feel, has exerted an
almosthegemonichold on theresearch methodol-
ogy used in education and the social sciences
(Duffy & Jonassen, 1992). On the
other hand, those in the quantita-
tive camp argue that qualitative
research often lacks reliability or
objectivity, yielding data danger-
ously subject to biased interpreta-
tion (Reigeluth, 1992).

As is usually the case with such
thesis-antithesis dichotomies, an
effective synthesis lies somewhere
between these twopolar positions.
While acknowledging that quan-
titative and qualitative research
emerge from contrasting philo-
sophical traditions and rest on
very different epistemological assumptions (Smith
& Heshusius, 1986), the position taken here is that
the data generated by these two styles of inquiry
can provide complementary sources of evidence,
with the disadvantages of one method being offset
or counterbalanced by the advantages of the other.
For instance, participants’ written comments on
surveys can be used to help interpret averaged
numerical rating scores, while averaged numeri-
calrating scores can be used to counterbalance the
tendency to draw overgeneralized conclusions
from several written comments that happen to be
particularly poignantand powerful, butwhich are
not representative of participants as a whole.

effect,”

Among program evaluation scholars, it is almost
axiomatic that the use of “multiple measures” in
the assessment process provides more reliable
and valid information than exclusive reliance on a

. . . partitioning the
instrument into sepa-
rate sections, reflect-
Ing separate program
components, should
also help toreduce the
risk of a general “halo

single research method or data source (Wergin,
1988). Including multiple measures in the assess-
ment plan for an instructor training program in-
creases the likelihood that subtle differences in
the effects of the program will be detected. Mul-
tiple methods also can be useful in demonstrating
a consistent pattern of results across different
methods—a cross-validation procedure known
in the assessment literature as “triangulation”
(Fetterman, 1991) or “convergent validity”
(Campbell & Fiske, 1959). Such cross-validation
serves to minimize the likelihood that the results
obtained are merely an artifact of any one single
method used to obtain them, and cross-validation
also magnifies the persuasive power of the results
obtained so that they be used more effectively to
silence critics and convert skeptics.

As Fidler (1992) notes in her
primer for research on the first-
year experience,

All research designs have
strengths and weaknesses; there-
fore, no single piece of research
can fully answer a research ques-
tion. Researchers can select be-
tween qualitative or quantitative
designs, and ideally a body of lit-
erature contains both types of de-
signs in order to balance the
strengths and weaknesses of each.

(p- 11)

Consequently, a comprehensive and well-bal-
anced evaluation of instructor training programs
should include not only quantitative methods,
but also qualitative methods, such as those de-
scribed below.

Analysis of participants’ written comments. Written
comments made on surveys of participants can
provide a good source of qualitative data. These
comments may be difficult to summarize and
manipulate statistically, but they have the poten-
tial for providing poignant, in-depth information
on the program’s strengths and weaknesses, as
well as providing an index of participants’ subjec-
tive feelings about the program. As Davis and
Murrell (1993) note, “These descriptions provide
much texture and offer rich, often powerful im-
ages of the [learning] experience” (p. 50).
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Historically, surveys and questionnaires have
not been considered to be qualitative research
tools because they generate quantitative data
(numericalratings). However, any written com-
ments made by respondents beneath their rat-
ings do represent legitimate qualitative data,
the content of which can be analyzed and clas-
sified systematically. Even the sheer number of
positive or negative written responses made
beneath a specific item on a rating survey may
itself serve as a measure of the importance or
intensity of respondent feelings about the issue
addressed by that item. The following recom-
mendation made by the National Orientation
Directors Association (NODA) for surveys of
orientation programsis also relevant to instruc-
tor training evaluation surveys,

Request individual written comments and
provide space on the evaluation for these re-
marks. Participants with strong opinions about
certain activities will state them if adequate
space is provided. Summarize written com-
ments in detail; consider indicating the num-
ber of times the same negative or positive
comments were made. (Mullendore &
Abraham, 1992, pp. 39- 40)

Another potential source of written comments for
instructor training assessment is personal docu-
ments, which qualitative researchers describe
broadly as “any first-person narrative that de-
scribes an individual’s actions, experiences, and
beliefs” (Bogdan & Biklen, 1992, p. 132). For ex-
ample, teaching journals used in the new-student
seminar qualify as personal documents that could
be reviewed to gain insight into feelings of in-
structors about the program and how the instruc-
tor training program prepared them for teaching
it. Also, after completing their first teaching expe-
rience with the new-student seminar, instructors
could be asked to write a short letter to new
instructors, advising these prospective teachers
on what to do, and what not to do, in order to be
successful during their first teaching experience
with the seminar. These letters could be sent first
to the director of the instructor training program
for qualitative analysis of recurrent themes before
being relayed to new instructors.

One particular qualitative research method that
canbe used to enhance the representativeness and

meaningfulness of participants’ written comments
is “category analysis.” With this procedure, the
reader engages in inductive data analysis, identi-
fying common themes that emerge among the
comments as they are read and then organizes
these comments into categories (Lincoln & Guba,
1985). A succinct procedural summary of the ma-
jor steps involved in categorical analysis is pro-
vided by Bogdan and Biklen (1992):

You search through your data for regularities
and patterns as well as for topics your data
cover, and then you write down words and
phrases to represent these topics and patterns.
These words and phrases are coding categories.
They are a means of sorting the descriptive
data you have collected so that the material
bearing on a given topic can be physically
separated from other data. Some coding cat-
egories will come to you while you are collect-
ing data. These should be jotted down for
future use. Developing a list of coding catego-
ries after the data have been collected . . .isa
crucial step in data analysis. (p. 166)

A tally of the number of written comments per
category may also be kept and reported along with
the identified categories. These category-specific
frequency counts can then be used as quantitative
data to help summarize and interpret the represen-
tativeness of written comments (qualitative data).
Such a fusion of quantitative and qualitative meth-
ods in the evaluation of narrative comments is re-
ferred to as “content analysis” (Holsti, 1969).

Interviews. Qualitative data and useful feedback
on program effectiveness can be gleaned from
personal interviews with program participants. A
program director, who openly seeks honest feed-
back and responds to it in a non-defensive man-
ner, is likely to gain access to a subtle yet rich
source of assessment information which would be
missed if he or she relied exclusively on formal,
structured measures. As veteran faculty develop-
ment specialists, Bergquistand Phillips (1981) sug-
gest: “Questionnaires and environmental scales
rarely tap the rich insights, telling biases, and
deep-felt convictions that often surface during an
intensive interview” (pp. 316-317).

These interviews could be conducted with indi-
vidual participants immediately after the instructor



training experience or during the semester when
instructors are first teaching the course. An advan-
tage of conducting interviews during the latter
time frame is that instructors will have had some
teaching experience with the seminar, perhaps
better positioning them to provide useful feed-
back regarding the training program’s prepara-
tory effectiveness.

Focus groups. Succinctly defined, a focus group is
a small (6- to 12-person) group that meets with a
trained moderator in a relaxed environment to
discuss a selected topic or issue, with the goal of
eliciting participants’ perceptions, attitudes, and
ideas (Bers, 1989). In contrast to surveys or ques-
tionnaires which solicit respondents’ written com-
ments, focus group interviews solicit their verbal
responses in a discussion-group setting. Verbal
responses to questions often turn out to be more
elaborate and extensive than written comments,
and they may reveal underlying beliefs or as-
sumptions that are not amenable to behavioral
observation (Reinharz, 1993).

The following strategies are recommended for
improving the validity and representativeness of
qualitative data gathered from focus groups.

¢ When forming focus groups, be sure that all key
participant subpopulations are represented (e.g.,
faculty, staff, students, and administrators).
This representation can be achieved in ei-
ther of two ways. The first is heterogeneous
group formation whereby members of dif-
ferent subpopulations are represented in
each focus group. The advantage of this
procedure is thata cross-section of members
from different subgroups are present at the
same time, serving to enrich the diversity of
focus-group dialogue. Homogeneous group
formation in which members of the same
subpopulations comprise separate focus
groups (e.g., separate focus groups com-
prised entirely of student development staff,
college faculty, or administrators) is a sec-
ond alternative. The primary advantage of
this grouping procedure is that it allows
participants to share their perceptions and
concerns with others who have similar pro-
fessional experiences and with whom they
may feel more comfortable expressing their
views.

¢ The same questions should be posed to all focus
groups. One essential attribute of qualitative
researchisits flexibility: It allows theresearcher
to respond to the flow of data as they are
collected and to change directions of the re-
search as it proceeds (Delamont, 1992). This
also is a cardinal feature of the focus-group
interview, and it is the one which serves to
defineitasa qualitativeresearch method (Mor-
gan, 1988). However, some initial standard-
ization of questions across focus groups can
serve to increase the reliability of the data
obtained and their amenability to compari-
sons across different groups.

¢ Interviewers should provide the same instructions
to all focus groups. In particular, this recom-
mendation should be followed with respect to
(a) ensuring the participants’ confidentiality,
(b) encouraging equal participation by all
group members, and (c) describing the
moderator’s role as an unobtrusive, non-judg-
mental facilitator—not as an evaluative “ex-
pert” or authority figure (Tierney,1991).

The Evaluation Report: Summarizing,
Interpreting, and Disseminating the Results

An important final step in the assessment process
is the construction and distribution of an evalua-
tion report. As Fidler (1992) states emphatically,
“Publishing the results is a serious responsibility
to those whose findings may suggest changes in
educational policy and/or practice. . . [it] is the
final step for an ethical researcher” (p. 17).

A well written report of the results of assessment
may mean the difference between continued sup-
portor elimination of an educational program. As
Banta (1988) notes, “Assessment information is
often particularly useful in selling a decision once
it has been taken. Because it is concrete, such
information can be extremely effective in commu-
nicating needs and priorities to those responsible
for making resource allocation decisions” (p. 24).
This recommendation is particularly pertinent to
programs associated with the new-student semi-
nar because of the course’s perennial struggle to
gain institutional credibility and credit-earning
status (Gardner, 1989). Furthermore, publication
and dissemination of assessment results can have
a positive impact on the morale of those involved
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with the program by enabling them to “see” tan-
gible results for their efforts and to be recognized
publicly for their contributions. This can serve to
maintain their interest in and commitment to the
instructor training program. Itis for these reasons
that a well-written and strategically distributed
program assessment report is strongly recom-
mended. The following suggestions are offered as
strategies for enhancing the report’s quality and
impact.

Relate the assessment results to the college mission

statement and to specific institutional goals.

As Ewell (1988) argues, “A critical task for institu-
tional researchers is the transformation of data
into useful information [and] the usefulness of
information will be determined by its reasonable
and demonstrable linkage to particular institu-
tional goals” (p. 24). The viability of this recom-
mendation for assessment of instructor training
programs is promising because the program pur-
sues student-centered objectives and holistic
development goals which are often strikingly
consistent with the majority of college mission
statements. Mission statements tend to embrace
institutional goals that are much broader than
discipline-specific academic knowledge and in-
clude educational outcomes that are more often
psychosocial, experiential, and student-centered
(Kuh, Schuh, & Whitt, 1987; Lenning, 1988). Con-
sequently, the student-centered outcomes typi-
cally pursued by instructor training programs are
likely to be compatible with most institutional
goals. Capitalizing on this fortuitous compatibil-
ity should serve to increase the persuasive scope
and power of the instructor training assessment
report.

Report results for different subpopulations of
participants.

The outcomes of an instructor training program
may vary for different participant subpopulations
(subgroups) who experience it. For example, the
training program may have different effects on
different participants—veteran faculty, new (or
nearly new) faculty, student development staff,
academic support staff, and college administra-
tors. To allow for such comparative analyses
across participant subpopulations, a demograph-
ics section should be included on all assessment

instruments so that the respondents’ subgroup
can be identified. Interesting interactions can
emerge from analysis of subgroup differences that
otherwise might be missed if results are reported
only in the form of aggregate data that have been
gathered on all participants and collapsed into one
“average” profile. Important differences among
respondent populations may be masked or can-
celed out in this averaging process, concealing the
unique effects of the training program on particu-
lar participant subgroups.

Include discussion of how the assessment results can be
used.

Analyzing and summarizing the results are two
important elements of an assessment report, but
the report is not complete until it includes at least
some discussion of practical implications and in-
tended action strategies. The distinction between
these components of an assessmentreportis clearly
articulated by Astin (1991):

Analysis refers primarily to the statistical or
analytical procedures that are applied to the
raw assessment data and to the manner in
which the results of these analyses are dis-
played visually; utilization has to do with how
the results of assessment analyses are actually
used by educators and policy makers to im-
prove the talent development process. (p. 94)

A common complaint about assessment initia-
tives in higher education is that they frequently
failto “close theloop” (Johnson, 1993, p.7),i.e., the
results often sit in some office without any mean-
ingful follow-up action. To ensure that instructor
training evaluation efforts do not culminate in the
same state of “permanentstorage,” a well-defined
plan for follow-up action should be incorporated
into the assessment report. This plan should in-
clude answers to the following implementation
questions: (a) Whatneeds to be done? (b) Who will
do it? (c) When can action be initiated and com-
pleted? and (d) Whatanticipated obstacles or road-
blocks need to be overcome in order to initiate,
execute, and complete the action plan?

The ultimate power of an assessment report rests
neither in the sheer compilation of data nor in the
knowledge gained from its analysis; instead, it
rests in the conversion of acquired data and



knowledge into informed practice. As the influen-
tial empirical philosopher, Francis Bacon, once
stated: “Knowledge is power; but mere knowledge
is not power; it is only possibility. Action is power;
and its highest manifestationis whenitis directed
by knowledge” (quoted in Nemko, 1988, p. 6).

Conclusion

When accompanied by substantive instructor train-
ing and development, the new-student seminar
becomes much more than just an introductory
course for first-semester students. Viewed from
this broader perspective, the new-student semi-
nar—in conjunction with its instructor training
experience—functions as a professional and insti-
tutional development program with the potential
for producing systemic salutary effects on stu-
dents, faculty, staff, and administration.

As suggested by the breadth of potentially posi-
tive outcomes cited in this chapter, a comprehen-
siveinstructor development program thatis yoked
with the new-student seminar can have multiple
benefits for the institution and its constituents.
Carefully conducted evaluation of the instructor
training experience can serve to document the
breadth and depth of its impact, ensuring that the
program continues to receive the institutional sup-
port and recognition it deserves.

References

Arreola, R. A. (1983). Establishing successful
faculty evaluation and development programs. In
A. Smith (Ed.), Evaluating faculty and staff. New
Directions for Community Colleges, 41. San Fran-
cisco: Jossey-Bass.

Arreola, R. A., & Aleamoni, L. M. (1990). Practi-
cal decisions in developing and operating a faculty
evaluation system. In M. Theall & J. Franklin (Eds.),
Student ratings of instruction: Issues for improving
practice (pp. 37-56). New Directions for Teaching and
Learning, 43. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Astin, A. W. (1991). Assessment for excellence:
The philosophy and practice of assessment and evalua-
tion in higher education. New York: Macmillan.

Banta, T. W. (1988). Promise and perils. In T.
W. Banta (Ed.), Implementing outcomes assess-

ment: Promise and perils (pp. 95-98). New Direc-
tions for Institutional Research, 59. San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.

Banta, T. W., Lund, J. P., Black, K. E., &
Oblander, F. W. (1996). Assessment in practice: Put-
ting principles to work on college campuses. San Fran-
cisco: Jossey-Bass.

Barefoot, B. O. (Ed.). (1993). Exploring the evi-
dence: Reporting outcomes of freshman seminars.
(Monograph No. 11). Columbia, SC: University of
South Carolina, National Resource Center for The
Freshman Year Experience.

Barefoot, B. O., Warnock, C. L., Dickinson, M.
P., Richardson, S. E., & Roberts, M. R. (Eds.).
(1998). Exploring the evidence: Reporting outcomes of
first-year seminars, Vol. II. Columbia, SC: Univer-
sity of South Carolina, National Resource Center
for The First-Year Experience and Students in
Transition.

Bergquist, W., & Phillips, S. (1981). A handbook
for faculty development, Vol. III. Washington, D.C.:
Council of Independent Colleges.

~ Bers, T. H. (1989). The popularity and prob-
lems of focus-group research. College & University,
64(3), 260-268.

Bligh, D. A. (1972). What's the use of lectures.
Harmondsworth, England: Penguin.

Bogdan, R.C., &Biklen, S. K. (1992). Qualitative
research for education (2nd ed.). Boston: Allyn &
Bacon.

Braskamp, L. A., & Ory, J. C. (1994). Assessing
faculty work: Enhancing individual and institutional
performance. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

~Campbell, D. T., & Fiske, D. W. (1959). Con-
vergent and discriminant validation by the
multitrait-multimethod matrix. Psychological Bul-
letin, 56, 81-105.

Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of
Teaching. (1990). Campus life: In search of commu-
nity. Princeton, NJ: Author.

Cashin, W. E. (1990). Students do rate different

103



104

academic fields differently. In M. Theall & J.
Franklin (Eds.), Student ratings of instruction:
Issues for improving practice (pp. 113-121). New
Directions for Teaching and Learning, 43. San Fran-
cisco: Jossey Bass.

Centra, J. A. (1993). Reflective faculty evaluation:
Enhancing teaching and determining faculty effective-
ness. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Cohen, P. A. (1986). An updated and expanded
meta-analysis of multisection student rating validity
studies. Paper presented at the annual meeting of
the American Educational Research Association,
San Francisco.

Cross, K. P., & Angelo, T. A. (1988). Classroom
assessment techniques: A handbook for faculty. Ann
Arbor, MI: University of Michigan, National Cen-
ter for Research to Improve Postsecondary Teach-
ing and Learning.

Davis, T. M., & Murrell, P. H. (1993). Turning
teaching into learning: The role of student responsibil-
ity in the collegiate experience. ASHE-ERIC Higher
Education Report No. 8. Washington, DC: The
George Washington University, School of Educa-
tion and Human Development.

Davis, B. G., Wood, L., & Wilson, R. C. (1983).
ABCs of teaching with excellence. Berkeley, CA: Uni-
versity of California.

Delamont, S. (1992). Fieldwork in educational
settings: Methods, pitfalls, and perspectives. Bristol,
PA: The Falmer Press.

Duffy, T. M., & Jonassen, D. H. (1992).
Constructivism: New implicationsforinstructional
technology. In T. M. Duffy & D. H. Jonassen
(Eds.), Constructivism and the technology of instruc-
tion: A conversation (pp. 1-16). Hillsdale, NJ:
Laurence Erblaum & Associates.

Ewell, P. T. (1988). Implementing assessment:
Some organizational issues. In T. W. Banta (Ed.),
Implementing outcomes assessment: Promiseand
perils (pp. 15-28). New Directions for Institutional
Research, 50. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Fetterman, D. M. (1991). Auditing as institu-
tional research: A qualitative focus. In D. M.

Fetterman (Ed.), Using qualitative methods in
institutional research (pp. 23-34). New Directions for
Institutional Research, 72. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Fidler, D. S. (1992). Primer for research on the
freshman year experience. Columbia, SC: University
of South Carolina, National Resource Center for
The Freshman Year Experience.

Gardner, J. N. (1989), Starting a freshman
seminar program. In M. L. Upcraft, ]. N. Gardner,
& Associates, The freshman year experience (pp. 238-
249). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Gardner, J. N, & Hunter, M. S. (1994, July).
First-year seminar instructor training. Preconference
workshop presented at the Seventh International
Conference on The First-Year Experience, Dublin,
Ireland.

Halpern. D. F. (1987). Recommendations and
caveats. In D. F. Halpern (Ed.), Student outcomes
assessment: What institutions stand to gain (pp.
109-111). New Directions for Higher Education, 59.
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Haug, P. (1992). Guidelines for student advi-
sory committees. The Teaching Professor, 6(10), 7.

Holsti, O. R. (1969). Content analysis for the
social sciences and humanities. Reading, MA:
Addison-Wesley.

Johnson, R. (1993). Assessment and institu-
tional quality. TQM in Higher Education, 2(9), 7.

Kuh, G., Schuh, J., Whitt, E., & Associates (1991).
Involving colleges. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Kulik, J. A., & Kulik, C. L. C. (1979). College
teaching. In P. L. Peterson & H. J. Walberg (Eds.),
Research on teaching: Concepts, findings, and implica-
tions. Berkeley, CA: McCutcheon.

Lenning, O. T. (1988). Use of noncognitive
measures in assessment. In T. W. Banta (Ed.),
Implementing outcomes assessment: Promise and
perils (pp. 41-52). New Directions for Institutional
Research, 50. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Lincoln, Y. S., & Guba, E. (1985). Naturalistic
inquiry. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.



Lowman, J. (1984). Mastering the techniques of
teaching. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Merriam, S. B. (1988). Case study research in
education: A qualitative approach. San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.

Morgan, D. L. (1988). Focus groups as qualitative
research. Newbury Park, CA : Sage.

Mullendore, R., & Abraham, J. (1992). Orienta-
ton director’s manual. Statesboro, GA: National
Orientation Director’s Association.

Nemko, M. (1988). How to get an ivy league
education at a state university. New York: Avon
Books.

Reigeluth, C. M. (1992). Reflections on the
implications of constructivism for educational
technology. In T. M. Duffy & D. H. Jonassen
(Eds.), Constructivism and the technology of instruc-
tion: A conversation (pp. 147-156). Hillsdale, NJ:
Laurence Erblaum & Associates.

Reinharz, S. (1993). On becoming a social scien-
tist. New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Publishers.

Schilling, K. L., & Schilling, K. M. (1998). Look-
ing back, moving ahead: Assessment in the senior
year. In J. N. Gardner, G. Van der Veer, & Associ-
ates, The senior year experience: Facilitating integra-
tion, reflection, closure, and transition (pp. 245-255).
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Scriven, M. (1967). The methodology of evalu-

ation. In Perspectives of curriculum evaluation,
AERA Monograph Series on Curriculum Evaluation,
1. Chicago: Rand McNally & Co.

Seldin, P. (1992). Evaluating teaching: New les-
sons learned. Keynote address presented at “Evalu-
ating Teaching: More Than a Grade” conference
held at the University of Wisconsin-Madison.
Sponsored by the University of Wisconsin Sys-
tem, Undergraduate Teaching Improvement
Council.

Seldin, P. (1993). How colleges evaluate pro-
fessors, 1983 vs. 1993. AAHE Bulletin, 42(6), 6-8.

Smith, D. G. (1988). A window of opportunity
for intra-institutional collaboration. NASPA Jour-
nal, 26(1), 8-13.

Smith, J. K., & Heshusius, L. (1986). Closing
down the conversation: The end of the quantita-
tive-qualitative debate among educational inquir-
ers. Educational Researcher, 15(1), 4-12.

Tierney, W. G. (1991). Utilizing ethnographic
interviews to enhance academic decision making.
In D. M. Fetterman (Ed.), Using qualitative meth-
ods in institutional research (pp. 7-22). New Direc-
tions for Institutional Research, 72. San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.

Wergin, J. F. (1988). Basic issues and principles
in classroom assessment. In J. H. McMillan (Ed.),
Assessing students’learning (pp. 5-17). New Direc-
tions for Teaching and Learning, 34. San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.

105






OuTCOMES AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS
OF INSTRUCTOR TRAINING PROGRAMS

Mary Stuart Hunter and John N. Gardner

Year Seminars through Instructor Training and Development” reflects our

strong belief that a quality program of instructor preparation for first-year
seminar faculty can provide a very sound basis for a successful and effective
seminar. As a result of our work with colleges and universities across this country
and around the world, we realize that first-year seminar programs may be very
powerful vehicles for facilitating many outcomes that enhance campus life for the
entire campus community—students, faculty, and staff. We submit that these
efforts and outcomes are both desirable and necessary for institutions striving to
keep pace with the dynamic society in which we teach and learn.

The title of this monograph, “Solid Foundations: Building Success for First-

Potential Outcomes
Campus-wide Faculty Development

Colleges and universities vary in their commitment to and support for overall
faculty development. Some institutions have no faculty development program;
others have well-developed programs, including teaching and learning centers.
The interdisciplinary first-year seminar provides an outstanding vehicle for the
provision of campus-wide faculty development opportunities. Faculty and staff
who participate in a carefully designed training seminar will learn a great deal
about a variety of topics including information about their institution, its services
and resources, first-year student needs and characteristics, theories of student
development and learning styles, and new teaching methods. A workshop mod-
eled on experiential learning techniques can be a powerful tool to help faculty
remember what it was like to be a student and to engender empathy for students
who themselves will experience learning in a new setting—the collegiate environ-
ment. An experiential learning model also enables participants to learn from one
another and provides an approach that can be replicated in the classroom. Educa-
tors in the training workshop and students in the classroom experience feelings of
empowerment as they become both learner and teacher /expert in the training and
seminar setting. Finally, if we ask instructors to employ an experiential approach
in the first-year seminar, we need to provide a training experience that models this
approach for them.

Professional and Personal Development

Perhaps the outcome most difficult to quantify is the long-term effect that partici-
pation in a first-year seminar has on students and instructors. An instructor
development program thatincorporates reflection and self-assessment in addition
to the content of the first-year seminar can provide a unique opportunity for
personal and professional development, allowing participants to experience
growth that affects them in ways far beyond their work in the first-year seminar.
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Development of Community

Participation in first-year seminar training and
development workshops has the potential to
bring together individuals from all academic
disciplines and from many administrative sup-
port units of an institution. This coming to-
gether with a singular focus on preparing to
teach first-year students provides exciting op-
portunities for the development of camarade-
rie. Workshop activities facilitate learning ex-
periences in which institutional /departmental
politics are set aside; internal, institutional bar-
riers disappear or become easily traversed. The
removal of obstacles allows participants to share
common concerns and to establish intra-institu-
tional networks. Without the interference of
departmental barriers and poli-
tics, participants begin to see
themselves as members of a
larger community encompass-
ing the entire campus.

Academic Affairs/Student Affairs
Partnerships

The first-year seminar has the
potential to be an effective in-

A well-constructed,
comprehensive train-
ing and development
program will address
the differing needs of
new and veteran in-

tion for an academic career in the disciplines
typically consists of intense study and research
in a narrowly focused field. Although faculty
are experts in their fields, often they have not
studied teaching and learning theory, college
student development, adult development, or
college teaching pedagogies. Because seminar

‘instructor development has the potential to en-

hance skills in teaching college courses, espe-
cially those at the introductory level, college
teaching and learning improves across the cur-
riculum at all levels. Further, because all semi-
nar instructors are teaching “out of field,” they
oftenneed the support of the training workshop
to handle the unique content and instructional
demands of this course. In other words, no
graduate degree in “first-year seminars” exists!

Placing individuals who are ac-
customed to occupying the pow-
erful role of teacher into the oppo-
site role of student learner can set
the stage for a potent learning
experience. Forsomeparticipants,
the attention given to teaching
methods maybe the first time such
topics have been addressed in a
serious and sustained manner.

strument in faculty/student af- Training and development pro-
fairs staff collabothion. The in- StI'U.CtOI'S, perhaps re- grams v%hich model a varietI))/ of
stitutionalization of a compre- quiring several differ- teaching and learning methods
hensive and successful first-year . . provide participants with new
seminar program results in par- €1t tralnlng levels. ideas and techniquesthatcan then

ticipation of and commitment by

key individuals from many different institu-
tional constituencies and/or units. The result-
ing creation of effective partnerships across tra-
ditional campus boundaries is a frequent out-
come of first-year seminar programs. When a
team of facilitators representing both academic
and student affairs creates, develops, and imple-
ments instructor training programs and when
the participants (the seminar instructors) reflect
a similarly broad spectrum of campus depart-
ments, boundary-crossing partnerships are es-
pecially likely to result.

Improvements in Teaching and Learning

For most college and university educators, aca-

demic preparation includeslittle orno attention .

to the principles of college teaching. Prepara-

be incorporated in both the first-
year seminar and other courses. The focus onnew
and varied teaching techniques can contribute to
the improvement of teaching and learning across
campus for faculty who choose to employ these
new methods in the courses they teach in their
disciplines.

Quality and Consistency Across Seminar Sections

Instructor training also provides a forum for the
program administrator to communicate a com-
monality and consistency in course goals, pro-
cess, and content. The basic philosophical un-
derpinnings, the goals, and desired outcomes
are shared and demonstrated through instruc-
tor training and development events. For insti-
tutions in which seminars have common con-
tent across sections, workshops highlight the



purposes and rationale for including the se-
lected content. Program administrators also
have the opportunity to observe potential in-
structors during workshop activities as they
learn, interact with others, and demonstrate
leadership qualities. A participant who is not
comfortable with the culture, philosophy, and
approach of the workshop itself may also be
uncomfortable or ineffective in the first-year
seminar classroom.

Employee Orientation, Assimilation, and Education

Instructor training and development efforts can
assist institutions in their orientation and assimi-
lation of new faculty and staff into the institu-
tional culture. Workshop facilitators can formally
share information about campus resources, ser-
vices, and facilitiesintended tomeet studentneeds,
and workshop participants can share information
on the campus community through their informal
interactions. Networking with other participants
develops naturally through small group work
and other workshop activities. New employees of
an institution may benefit especially from the
outcomes of such workshops. In addition, anec-
dotal comments from longtime employees indi-
cate that even they have learned much about their
institution that they did not know before partici-
pating in the training workshop.

Future Directions and Recommendations

First-year seminars have been in existence since
1882; however, systematically preparing instruc-
tors to teach first-year seminarsis a relatively new
undertaking and dates to efforts begun by the
University of South Carolinain 1972. Very little is
found in the literature about the instructor train-
ing component of seminar programs. Yet in the
short time since 1972, new developments in first-

year seminars have emerged, and the future holds

great potential for much more development and
change in the programs and related faculty devel-
opment activities. The following are consider-
ations and recommendations for those respon-
sible for instructor training and development.

Changes, Changes, Changes

Webelieve that successful first-year programs are
those which effectively meet the changing needs

of students, institutions, and society. As these
constituencies inevitably change over time, so
must the preparation provided for instructors of
first-year seminars. Because new issues arise,
first-year seminar training and development, like
the seminar itself, must be dynamic. Who would
have guessed 15 or even 10 years ago that many
first-year seminars would include content on the
pervasiveness of date rape drugs or the dangers of
credit card debt and sexually transmitted dis-
eases? Who would have guessed 10 years ago
that the first-year seminar would be used to intro-
duce students to the potentially transformational
experience of service learning or that first-year
seminars would become a major curriculum ve-
hicle for introducing students to computer tech-
nology and for teaching information literacy and
library research skills? Modes of learning and
working have changed dramatically over the last
decade with advances in and availability of com-
puter technology. Teaching methods must change
toincorporate these new ways thatstudentslearn.
As the demand for a computer-literate work force
increases, college faculty are often called upon to
meet this new technological imperative by incor-
porating electronic media sources and instruction
into their discipline. Instructors must keep pace
with these changes and frequently require train-
ing in this important area. Thus, changes in first-
year seminar training programs are not only de-
sirable but sometimes necessary.

Training Formats

In the years following the implementation of a
first-year seminar, program coordinators should
not be surprised when instructors ask for more
training. The attraction of the learning process
is lifelong, especially for academics who first
chose their careers because they were comfort-
able and fulfilled in collegiate learning environ-
ments. Additional workshop opportunities will
need to be developed to satisfy the desire for on-
going training and development. A decision on
the format of additional training is a complex
one. Do all instructors need the same prepara-
tion each year? Is a basic introductory work-
shop a prerequisite for teaching for the first
time? Should refresher workshops be offered or
required for instructors each time they teach the
seminar? How are new content areas incorpo-
rated into the seminar, and how are instructors
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prepared to teach this new content? A well-
constructed, comprehensive training and de-
velopment program will address the differing
needs of new and veteran instructors, perhaps
requiring several different training levels.

Peer Teachers

An increasing number of institutions are involv-
ing students as peer teachers in their first-year
seminar programs. These peer teachers may be
undergraduate or graduate students who are in-
volved to varying degrees in the instruction. Some
have extensive individual responsibility for the
instruction, others assist or team teach with a
faculty or staff member. Whatever their level of
responsibility in the classroom may be, peer lead-
ers also need proper preparation for their instruc-
tional role, and decisions must be made as to how
their training will be delivered. Institutional ap-
proaches to the training of student peer teachers
vary frombrief preparatory workshops torequired
enrollment in pre-requisite or co-requisite teach-
ing and/or leadership courses offered for credit.

An Ethical Mandate

Nearly half (47%) of the institutions offering a
first-year seminar require it of all their new stu-
dents (National Resource Center for The First-
Year Experience & Students in Transition, 1998).
Meeting the demand for a new mandatory course
may necessitate the non-voluntary assignment of
faculty and staff as instructors. Does thisnot, then,
create an ethical obligation on the part of institu-
tions to the faculty and staff assigned to teach a
course “out of field” for which they are largely
unprepared and in regard to the students enrolled
in those sections? Instructors assigned to this
course are more likely to be graduate students or
new faculty—those members of the institution
who may have the least knowledge of and experi-
ence with classroom pedagogy. For them, an
instructor training program is essential. Pity the
unsuspecting new students who may take such
courses in which training has not been provided.

Learning from Mistakes

The perfect instructor training program does not
exist. Each time a workshop is delivered, lessons
will be learned and adjustments mustbe made for
future offerings. Serious and ongoing assessment
of instructor training and development work-
shops can assist in further refinement and im-
provement. Unfortunately, there is very little
research on the impact of such training experi-
ences on the long-term attitudes, values, behav-
iors, and pedagogies adopted by the participating
educators. We especially need to know more
about whether the training carries over beyond its
application to the teaching of the first-year semi-
nar. Are first-year seminar instructors using these
newly acquired pedagogies in their primary disci-
pline-based teaching? If so, what is the relative
impact of this on students?

Conclusion

The first and most important aspect of building is
laying the foundation. Without a solid founda-
tion, the structures dependent on it for support
cannot be built. Additionally, the strength of that
original foundation determines the life of the
building and whether or not it will survive the
passing of years. Likewise, the first-year seminar
cannot grow and survive without a solid founda-
tion. Quality training and development of semi-
nar instructors form the cornerstone of this foun-
dation. The first-year seminar can have a trans-
forming effect on institutional cultures, providing
opportunities for growth and development in the
students and in the corps of instructors, helping
the institution adapt to the demands of a changing
society.
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INSTITUTIONS OFFERING FIRST-YEAR |

SEMINAR INSTRUCTOR TRAINING

and Students in Transition conducted the fourth National Survey of First-Year

Seminar Programs. The survey, which was mailed to 2,527 regionally-accred-
ited, two- and four-year institutions, was designed to investigate the characteristics
of new-student seminars that are currently being offered on American college and
university campuses. The Center received 1,336 responses on the survey (52.9%).
Of that number, 939 (70.3%) indicated that a new-student seminar is offered; in
addition, 692 reported that some form of training is offered (or required) for
seminar instructors. Following is a list of the 692 institutions offering instructor
training; those marked with an asterisk require participation as a prerequisite for

In the fall of 1997, the National Resource Center for The First-Year Experience

teaching the seminar.

Abilene Christian University* Abilene, TX
Abraham Baldwin Agricultural College Tifton, GA
Adirondack Community College Queensbury, NY
Adrian College* Adrian, MI
Alamance Community College Graham, NC
Albertus Magnus College* New Haven, CT
Allegany College of Maryland* Cumberland, MD
Allen University Columbia, SC
Alma College Alma, MI
Andover College* Portland, ME
Angelo State University* San Angelo, TX
Appalachian State University* Boone, NC
Aquinas College* Grand Rapids, MI
Arizona State University* Tempe, AZ
Armstrong Atlantic State University Savannah, GA
Asbury College* Wilmore, KY
Ashland Community College Ashland, KY
Ashland University* Ashland, OH
Atlanta Metropolitan College Atlanta, GA
Auburn University* Auburn, AL
Augusta State University Augusta, GA
Aurora University* Aurora, IL

Austin College* Sherman, TX
Avila College* Kansas City, MO
Babson College* Babson Park, MA
Baker University* Baldwin City, KS
Ball State University* ‘ Muncie, IN
Baltimore City Community College* Baltimore, MD
Bard College Annandale-On-Hudson, NY
Barnard College New York City, NY
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Barry University*

Barton College*

Barton County Community College*
Bates College

Bayamon Central University*
Beaver College*

Beloit College*

Benedictine University*
Berea College

Berry College*

Bethany College*

Bethany Lutheran College*
Bethel College*

Bethel College*

Blackburn College*

Black Hills State University*

Bloomsburg University of Pennsylvania

Bluefield College*

Bluffton College

Boise State University

Bowling Green State University*

Bowling Green University - Firelands College

Bradford College*

Bradley University*

Brandeis University

Brenau University*

Brevard College |

Brewton-Parker College

Bridgewater State College*

Bristol Community College*

Broome Community College*

Bryant College*

Bryn Mawr College

Buena Vista University

Bunker Hill Community College*
Cabrini College

California Polytechnic State University
California State University - Bakersfield
California State University - Chico
California State University - Fresno
California State University - Fullerton*
California State University - Hayward*

California State University - Los Angeles
California State University - Long Beach*
California State University - Northridge*
California State University - San Marcos

California University of Pennsylvania*

Cambria County Area Community College

Cardinal Stritch University*
Carlow College*

Carroll College*
Carson-Newman College*
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Miami Shores, FL

- Wilson, NC

Great Bend, KS
Lewiston, ME
Bayamon, PR
Glenside, PA
Beloit, WI

Lisle, IL

Berea, KY

Mt. Berry, GA
Bethany, WV
Mankato, MN
McKenzie, TN
North Newton, KS
Carlinville, IL
Spearfish, SD
Bloomsburg, PA
Bluefield, VA
Bluffton, OH
Boise, ID

Bowling Green, OH
Huron, OH
Bradford, MA
Peoria, IL
Waltham, MA
Gainesville, GA
Hendersonville, NC
Mt. Vernon, GA
Bridgewater, MA
Fall River, MA
Binghamton, NY
Smithfield, RI
Bryn Mawr, PA
Storm Lake, IA
Boston, MA
Radnor, PA

San Luis Obispo, CA
Bakersfield, CA
Chico, CA

Fresno, CA
Fullerton, CA
Hayward, CA
Los Angeles, CA
Long Beach, CA
Northridge, CA
San Marcos, CA
California, PA
Johnstown, PA
Milwaukee, WI
Pittsburgh, PA
Waukesha, WI
Jefferson City, TN



Carteret Community College*
Carthage College*

Castleton State College

Catawba Valley Community College*
Cedar Crest College*

Central Alabama Community College*
Central Community College

Central Connecticut State University*
Central Maine Technical College
Central Methodist College*

Central Missouri State University*
Central Piedmont Community College*
Central State University*

Central Washington University*
Central Wyoming College*

Cerro Coso Community College
Champlain College*

Chapman University*

Charleston Southern University
Chicago State University*

Citrus College*

CUNY Hunter College*

CUNY Kingsborough Community College*
CUNY Medgar Evers College*
Clackamas Community College*
Claremont McKenna College
Clarkson College*

Clemson University

Cleveland State Community College
Clinch Valley College of the Univ. of Virginia*
Clovis Community College

Coastal Georgia Community College*
Coker College

Colegio Universitario del Este*
Colgate University*

College of Charleston*

College of New Jersey*

College of St. Catherine*

College of Santa Fe*

College of Wooster*

Colorado Northwestern Community College*
Colorado School of Mines

Columbia College*

Columbia College

Columbia College

Columbus State University

Columbus State University*
Community College of Southern Nevada*
Concordia College*

Concordia University*

Concordia University at Austin*
Concordia University, Wisconsin*

Morehead City, NC -

Kenosha, WI
Castleton, VT
Hickory, NC
Allentown, PA
Alexander City, AL
Grand Island, NE
New Britain, CT
Auburn, ME
Fayette, MO
Warrensburg, MO
Charlotte, NC
Wilberforce, OH
Ellensburg, WA
Riverton, WY
Ridgecrest, CA

Burlington, VT

Orange, CA
Charleston, SC
Chicago, IL
Glendora, CA
New York, NY
Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY
Oregon City, OR
Claremont, CA
Omaha, NE
Clemson, SC
Cleveland, TN
Wise, VA
Clovis, NM
Brunswick, GA
Hartsville, SC
Carolina, PR
Hamilton, NY
Charleston, SC
Trenton, NJ

St. Paul, MN
Santa Fe, NM
Wooster, OH
Rangely, CO
Golden, CO
Chicago, IL
Columbia, MO
Columbia, SC
Columbus, GA
Columbus, OH
Las Vegas, NV
Seward, NE

St. Paul, MN
Austin, TX
Mequon, WI
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Connecticut College

Cornell University*

Cottey College*

Curry College

Cuyahoga Community College
D’Youville College

Dakota State University*

Dalton College

Daniel Webster College
Dartmouth College

Darton College*

Davidson County Community College*
Davis & Elkins College*

Del Mar College*

Delaware Technical and Community College
Delaware Valley College

Delta College*

Denison University

Dickinson College*

Dominican University*

Drexel University

Drury College*

Dyersburg State Community College*
East Carolina University

East Tennessee State University
Eastern Illinois University*
Eastern Nazarene College
Eastern New Mexico University*
Eastern New Mexico University-Roswell
Eckerd College*

Edgewood College*

Elgin Community College
Elizabethtown College*

Elon College*

Emory & Henry College*

Emory University*

Emporia State University*
Eureka College

Evangel College*

Fairfield University*

Fairleigh Dickinson University*
Fayetteville State University*
Felician College*

Ferrum College*

Finger Lakes Community College*
Fisher College*

Florida Atlantic University*
Florida Institute of Technology
Florida International University*
Floyd College*

Fordham University*
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New London, CT
Ithaca, NY
Nevada, MO
Milton, MA
Cleveland, OH
Buffalo, NY
Madison, SD
Dalton, GA
Nashua, NH
Hanover, NH
Albany, GA
Lexington, NC
Elkins, WV
Corpus Christi, TX
Wilmington, DE
Doylestown, PA
University Center, MI
Granville, OH
Carlisle, PA
River Forest, IL
Philadelphia, PA
Springfield, MO
Dyersburg, TN
Greenville, NC
Johnson City, TN
Charleston, IL
Quincy, MA
Portales, NM
Roswell, NM .
St. Petersburg, FL
Madison, WI
Elgin, IL
Elizabethtown, PA
Elon College, NC
Emory, VA
Atlanta, GA
Emporia, KS
Eureka, IL
Springfield, MO
Fairfield, CT
Teaneck, NJ
Fayetteville, NC
Lodi, NJ

Ferrum, VA
Canandaiqua, NY
Boston, MA

Boca Raton, FL.
Melbourne, FL.
Miami, FL

Rome, GA

Bronx, NY



Franklin College*

Franklin Pierce College*

Fresno Pacific University*
Gallaudet University*

Garden City Community College*
Gardner-Webb University

Garrett Community College
Genesee Community College*
Geneva College

George Mason University*
George Washington University
Georgetown College*

Georgia College and State University*
Georgia Institute of Technology
Georgia Southern University*
Georgia Southwestern State University
Georgian Court College*
Glendale Community College
Gordon College

Goshen College

Goucher College*

Graceland College*

Grand Valley State University*
Green Mountain College*
Greensboro College*

Grinnell College

Guilford College*

Gustavus Adolphus College*
Gwinnett Technical Institute*
Hagerstown Junior College*
Halifax Community College*
Hampden-Sydney College*
Hannibal-La Grange College
Harcum College

Hartwick College*

Harvard University

Haskell Indian Nations University
Hastings College

Haywood Community College
Heartland Community College*
Heidelberg College*

Henderson State University*
Herkimer County Community College*
Highland Community College*
Highland Community College*
Holy Cross College

Hope College*

Hopkinsville Community College
Howard Payne University*
Howard University*

Huntingdon College

Franklin, IN
Rindge, NH
Fresno, CA
Washington, DC
Garden City, KS
Boiling Springs, NC
McHenry, MD
Batavia, NY
Beaver Falls, PA
Fairfax, VA
Washington, DC
Georgetown, KY
Milledgeville, GA
Atlanta, GA
Statesboro, GA
Americus, GA
Lakewood, NJ
Glendale, CA
Wenham, MA
Goshen, IN
Baltimore, MD
Lamoni, IA
Allendale, M1
Poultney, VT
Greensboro, NC
Grinnell, IA
Greensboro, NC
St. Peter, MN
Lawrenceville, GA
Hagerstown, MD
Weldon, NC
Hampden-Sydney, VA
Hannibal, MO
Bryn Mawr, PA
Oneonta, NY
Cambridge, MA
Lawrence, KS
Hastings, NE
Clyde, NC
Bloomington, IL
Tiffin, OH
Arkadelphia, AR
Herkimer, NY
Freeport, IL
Highland, KS
Notre Dame, IN
Holland, MI
Hopkinsville, KY
Brownwood, TX
Washington, DC
Montgomery, AL
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Huntington College*

Hutchinson Community College and
Area Vocational School*

Idaho State University

Illinois College

Illinois Wesleyan University

Indiana State University*

Indiana University-Purdue University Fort Wayne
Indiana University-Purdue University Indianapolis

Indiana University East*

Inter American University of Puerto Rico
San German Campus*

Iona College

Iowa Wesleyan College*

Isothermal Community College*

Itasca Community College

Ithaca College*

Ivy Tech State College - East Central

Ivy Tech State College - Northcentral

Ivy Tech State College - Wabash Valley

Jackson State University*

Jacksonville University*

Jamestown Community College*

Jarvis Christian College*

Jefferson Community College

Jefferson Community College

John Brown University

John Carroll University*

Johns Hopkins University*

Joliet Junior College*

Judson College*

Juilliard School*

Kalamazoo College

Kean University*

Kennesaw State University*

Kent State University - Stark Campus

Kent State University - Trumbull Campus*

Kentucky Wesleyan College*

Keuka College*

Keystone College*

King’s College*

Knox College*

Lackawanna Junior College

Lafayette College

Lake Washington Technical College*

Lancaster Bible College*

Lander University*

Langston University*

Lawrence University

Lawson State Community College*

Le Moyne College

LeTourneau University*
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Huntington, IN

Hutchinson, KS
Pocatello, ID
Jacksonville, IL
Bloomington, IL
Terre Haute, IN
Fort Wayne, IN
Indianapolis, IN
Richmond, IN

San German, PR
New Rochelle, NY
Mt. Pleasant, IA
Spindale, NC
Grand Rapids, MN
Ithaca, NY
Muncie, IN
South Bend, IN
Terre Haute, IN
Jackson, MS
Jacksonville, FL
Jamestown, NY
Hawkins, TX
Steubenville, OH
Watertown, NY
Siloam Springs, AR
Cleveland, OH
Baltimore, MD
Joliet, IL

Marion, AL

New York, NY
Kalamazoo, MI
Union, NJ
Kennesaw, GA
Canton, OH
Warren, OH
Owensboro, KY
Keuka Park, NY
La Plume, PA
Wilkes-Barre, PA
Galesburg, IL
Scranton, PA
Easton, PA
Kirkland, WA
Lancaster, PA
Greenwood, SC
Langston, OK
Appleton, WI
Birmingham, AL
Syracuse, NY
Longview, TX



Lee College*

Lee University*

Lenoir Community College
Lewis University*

Liberty University

Limestone College*

Lincoln University*

Lindsey Wilson College*
Linfield College*

Lipscomb University
Longwood College*

Lord Fairfax Community College*
Los Angeles Southwest College
Louisiana College*

Louisiana State University
Loyola College in Maryland*
Loyola University of Chicago
Lubbock Christian University*
Lyndon State College*

Lynn University*

Lyon College*

MacMurray College*
Madonna University

Malone College*

Manchester College*

Mankato State University*
Marietta College

Marist College*

Marquette University*

Mars Hill College*

Marshall University

Mary Baldwin College*
Marygrove College*
Marymount College*
Marymount Manhattan College*
Maryville College*

Maryville University of St. Louis

Massachusetts Institute of Technology

McKendree College*

McMurry University*

McNeese State University
McPherson College*

Medaille College*

Mercer County Community College
Mercy College*

Meredith College*

Merrimack College*

Methodist College*

Metropolitan State University*
Michigan Technological University*
Mid-South Community College
Middle Georgia College

Baytown, TX
Cleveland, TN
Kinston, NC
Romeoville, IL
Lynchburg, VA
Gaffney, SC
Jetferson City, MO
Columbia, KY
McMinnville, OR
Nashville, TN
Farmville, VA
Middletown, VA
Los Angeles, CA
Pineville, LA
Baton Rouge, LA
Baltimore, MD
Chicago, IL
Lubbock, TX
Lyndonville, VT
Boca Raton, FL.
Batesville, AR
Jacksonville, IL
Livonia, MI
Canton, OH
North Manchester, IN
Mankato, MN
Marietta, OH
Poughkeepsie, NY
Milwaukee, WI
Mars Hill, NC
Huntington, WV
Staunton, VA
Detroit, MI
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA
New York, NY
Maryville, TN

St. Louis, MO
Cambridge, MA
Lebanon, IL
Abilene, TX

Lake Charles, LA
McPherson, KS
Buffalo, NY
Trenton, NJ
Dobbs Ferry, NY
Raleigh, NC
North Andover, MA
Fayetteville, NC
St. Paul, MN
Houghton, MI
West Memphis, AR
Cochran, GA
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Middle Tennessee State University*
Middlebury College

Middlesex Community College*
Middlesex Community-Technical College
Middlesex County College*

Midlands Technical College*

Midway College*

Millsaps College*

Milwaukee Area Technical College
Milwaukee Institute of Art & Design*

Minnesota West Community & Technical College

Minot State University

Missouri Valley College*

Missouri Western State College*

Mitchell College*

Monmouth College

Monmouth University*

Montana State University - Billings
Montana State University - Bozeman*
Montgomery County Community College*
Moorhead State University*

Moraine Valley Community College*
Morehead State University*

Morningside College*

Mount Carmel College of Nursing

Mount Ida College

Mount Mary College*

Mount Mercy College

Mount Olive College*

Mount Saint Mary’s College and Seminary*
Mount Union College*

Mountain Empire Community College*
Murray State University

Muscatine Community College

Nassau Community College*

Navarro College

Nazareth College of Rochester

Nebraska Wesleyan University

Neosho County Community College*
New Hampshire College*

New Hampshire Community Technical College
New Hampshire Community Technical College
Niagara County Community College
Niagara University*

North Carolina Central University*

North Carolina State University*

North Carolina Wesleyan College

North Central College*

North Central Missouri College

North Dakota State University

North Georgia College & State University*
North Lake College*
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Murfreesboro, TN
Middlebury, VT
Bedford, MA
Middletown, CT
Edison, NJ
Columbia, SC
Midway, KY
Jackson, MS
Milwaukee, WI
Milwaukee, WI
Granite Falls, MN
Minot, ND
Marshall, MO

St. Joseph, MO
New London, CT
Monmouth, IL
West Long Branch, NJ
Billings, MT
Bozeman, MT

Blue Bell, PA
Moorhead, MN
Palos Hills, IL
Morehead, KY
Sioux City, [A
Columbus, OH
Newton Centre, MA
Milwaukee, WI
Cedar Rapids, IA
Mount Olive, NC
Emmitsburg, MD
Alliance, OH

Big Stone Gap, VA
Murray, KY
Muscatine, IA
Garden City, NY
Corsicana, TX
Rochester, NY
Lincoln, NE
Chanute, KS
Manchester, NH
Manchester, NH
Nashua, NH
Sanborn, NY

Niagara University, NY

Durham, NC
Raleigh, NC
Rocky Mount, NC
Naperville, IL
Trenton, MO
Fargo, ND
Dahlonega, GA
Irving, TX



North Shore Community College*

Northeast Mississippi Community College*

Northeastern Illinois University*

Northeastern Junior College*

Northeastern University

Northern Illinois University*

Northern Kentucky University*

Northern Michigan University

Northern State University

Northland College*

NorthWest Arkansas Community College

Northwestern Michigan College

Northwestern University

Norwich University*

Oakton Community College*

Ohio Northern University

Ohio State University*

Ohijo State University Agricultural
Technical Institute

Ohio State University - Mansfield

Ohio State University - Newark

Ohio University*

Ohio University Chillicothe*

Oklahoma City University*

Oklahoma State University - Main Campus

Oklahoma State University - Oklahoma City

Oklahoma State University - Okmulgee*

Olivet Nazarene University*

Oral Roberts University*

Orangeburg-Calhoun Technical College*

Oregon Institute of Technology*

Oregon State University

Ouachita Technical College*

Our Lady of the Lake College

Our Lady of the Lake University*

Ozarka Technical College*

Pace University New York Campus*

Pacific Lutheran University

Pacific University*

Passaic County Community College

Pennsylvania State University Delaware County

Petit Jean College

Piedmont College*

Pierce College*

Pittsburg State University*

Pitzer College*

Plymouth State College*

Point Loma Nazarene University
Pomona College

Pontifical Catholic University of Puerto Rico*
Portland State University*

Prairie State College

Danvers, MA
Booneville, MS
Chicago, IL
Sterling, CO
Boston, MA
De Kalb, IL

Highland Heights, KY

Marquette, MI
Aberdeen, SD
Ashland, W1
Bentonville, AR
Traverse City, MI
Evanston, IL
Northfield, VT
Des Plaines, IL
Ada, OH
Columbus, OH

Wooster, OH
Mansfield, OH
Newark, OH
Athens, OH
Chillicothe, OH
Oklahoma City, OK
Stillwater, OK
Oklahoma City, OK
Okmulgee, OK
Kankakee, IL
Tulsa, OK
Orangeburg, SC
Klamath Falls, OR
Corvallis, OR
Malvern, AR
Baton Rouge, LA
San Antonio, TX
Melbourne, AR
New York, NY
Tacoma, WA
Forest Grove, OR
Paterson, NJ
Media, PA
Morrilton, AR
Demorest, GA
Tacoma, WA
Pittsburg, KS
Claremont, CA
Plymouth, NH
San Diego, CA
Claremont, CA
Ponce, PR
Portland, OR
Chicago Heights, IL
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Pratt Institute*

Prince George’s Community College*
Purdue University Calumet*
Quincy University

Radford University*

Ramapo College of New Jersey
Redlands Community College*
Regis College*

Regis University*

Rhode Island College

Richard Stockton College of New Jersey
Rider University*

Rio Salado College*

Riverside Community College
Roane State Community College
Roberts Wesleyan College
Rockford College*

Russell Sage College*

SUNY College at Brockport*
SUNY College at Buffalo

SUNY College at Cortland*
SUNY College at Geneseo*
SUNY College at Plattsburgh
SUNY College at Potsdam
SUNY College of Technology at Delhi*
Sacred Heart University
Saginaw Valley State University*
Saint Anselm College*

Saint Cloud State University*
Saint Francis College

Saint Joseph’s College

Saint Louis University*

Saint Mary College*

Saint Mary’s College of California*
Saint Mary-of-the-Woods College
Saint Olaf College

Saint Xavier University

Salem State College*

Salve Regina University*

San Diego State University*

San Francisco State University
Santa Fe Community College*
Schreiner College*

Seminole Community College*
Seton Hall University

Shasta College*

Shimer College

Shippensburg University of Pennsylvania*

Shorter College*

Siena College*

Sierra College*

Simon’s Rock College of Bard
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Brooklyn, NY
Largo, MD
Hammond, IN
Quincy, IL
Radford, VA
Mahwah, NJ

El Reno, OK
Weston, MA
Denver, CO
Providence, RI
Pomona, NJ
Lawrenceville, NJ
Tempe, AZ
Riverside, CA
Harriman, TN
Rochester, NY
Rockford, IL
Troy, NY
Brockport, NY
Buffalo, NY
Cortland, NY
Geneseo, NY
Plattsburgh, NY
Potsdam, NY
Delhi, NY
Fairfield, CT
University Center, MI
Manchester, NH
St. Cloud, MN
Loretto, PA
Rensselaer, IN
St. Louis, MO
Leavenworth, KS
Moraga, CA

St. Mary-of-the-Woods, IN

Northfield, MN
Chicago, IL
Salem, MA
Newport, RI

San Diego, CA
San Francisco, CA
Gainesville, FL
Kerrville, TX
Sanford, FL

South Orange, NJ
Redding, CA
Waukegan, IL
Shippensburg, PA
Rome, GA
Loudonville, NY
Rocklin, CA
Great Barrington, MA



Simpson College*

Slippery Rock University of Pennsylvania

Sonoma State University*

South Central Technical College

South Dakota State University*

South Puget Sound Community College*

Southeast Missouri State University*

Southeastern Community College*

Southeastern Louisiana University

Southeastern Oklahoma State University*

Southern Arkansas University

Southern Illinois University*

Southern Nazarene University

Southern Oregon University*

Southern Wesleyan University

Southwest Baptist University*

Southwest Missouri State University*

Southwestern University*

Spartanburg Methodist College*

Spartanburg Technical College*

Springfield College*

St. Ambrose College*

St. Bonaventure University*

St. Charles County Community College

St. Edward’s University*

St. Petersburg Junior College*

Stephen F. Austin State University*

Sterling College*

Stillman College*

Stonehill College*

Suffolk County Community College
Eastern Campus*

Sullivan County Community College*

Syracuse University Main Campus*

Tabor College*

Tacoma Community College*

Tallahassee Community College*

Taylor University*

Teikyo Post University*

Temple University*

Tennessee Technological University*

Texas A & M University

Texas A & M University at Commerce*

Texas State Technical College - Waco/Marshall*

Texas Tech University*

Texas Woman'’s University*

Thomas College*

Thomas More College :

Three Rivers Community-Technical College*

Tidewater Community College

Tiffin University*

Treasure Valley Community College*

Indianola, IA
Slippery Rock, PA
Rohnert Park, CA
North Mankato, MN
Brookings, SD
Olympia, WA

Cape Girardeau, MO
Whiteville, NC
Hammond, LA
Durant, OK
Magnolia, AR
Carbondale, IL
Bethany, OK
Ashland, OR
Central, SC

Bolivar, MO
Springfield, MO
Georgetown, TX
Spartanburg, SC
Spartanburg, SC
Springfield, IL
Davenport, IA

St. Bonaventure, NY
St. Peters, MO
Austin, TX

St. Petersburg, FL
Nacogdoches, TX
Sterling, KS
Tuscaloosa, AL
Easton, MA

Riverhead, NY
Loch Sheldrake, NY
Syracuse, NY
Hillsboro, KS
Tacoma, WA
Tallahassee, FL
Upland, IN
Waterbury, CT
Philadelphia, PA
Cookeville, TN
College Station, TX
Commerce, TX
Waco, TX
Lubbock, TX
Denton, TX
Waterville, ME
Crestview Hills, KY
Norwich, CT
Norfolk, VA

Tiffin, OH

Ontario, OR
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Trinity College*

Trinity University*

Triton College*

Trocaire College*

Troy State University*

Truman State University*

Tuskegee University

Umpqua Community College*

Union College*

Union University*

United States Air Force Academy*

United States Coast Guard Academy
University of Alabama

University of Arkansas at Monticello
University of California - Santa Cruz*
University of Central Arkansas*

University of Charleston*

University of Colorado at Colorado Springs*
University of Connecticut

University of Evansville*

University of Houston*

University of Idaho*

University of Illinois at Chicago

University of Iowa

University of Kansas Main Campus
University of Kentucky*

University of LaVerne*

University of Maine*

University of Maine at Presque Isle*
University of Mary

University of Maryland College Park*
University of Memphis*

University of Michigan

University of Minnesota - Duluth*
University of Mississippi*

University of Montana*

University of Nebraska at Omaha*
University of Nevada, Las Vegas*
University of North Alabama

University of North Carolina at Asheville
University of North Carolina at Charlotte
University of North Carolina at Pembroke*
University of North Carolina at Greensboro
University of North Carolina at Wilmington*
University of Notre Dame

University of Oklahoma Norman Campus*
University of Oregon

University of Phoenix*

University of Pittsburgh

University of Pittsburgh at Bradford*
University of Pittsburgh Johnstown Campus*
University of Pittsburgh Titusville Campus
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Washington, DC
San Antonio, TX
River Grove, IL
Buffalo, NY
Troy, AL
Kirksville, MO
Tuskegee Institute, AL
Roseburg, OR
Barbourville, KY
Jackson, TN
USAF Academy, CO
New London, CT
Tuscaloosa, AL
Monticello, AR
Santa Cruz, CA
Conway, AR
Charleston, WV
Colorado Springs, CO
Storrs, CT
Evansville, IN
Houston, TX
Moscow, ID
Chicago, IL
Iowa City, IA
Lawrence, KS
Lexington, KY
LaVerne, CA
Orono, ME
Presque Isle, ME
Bismarck, ND
College Park, MD
Memphis, TN
Ann Arbor, MI
Duluth, MN
Oxford, MS
Missoula, MT
Omaha, NE

Las Vegas, NV
Florence, AL
Asheville, NC
Charlotte, NC
Pembroke, NC
Greensboro, NC
Wilmington, NC
Notre Dame, IN
Norman, OK
Eugene, OR
Phoenix, AZ
Pittsburgh, PA
Bradford, PA
Johnstown, PA
Titusville, PA



University of Portland*
University of Puerto Rico

Humacao University College*
University of Puerto Rico

La Montana Regional College*
University of Rhode Island
University of Richmond*
University of Rio Grande
University of Saint Thomas _
University of South Carolina - Beaufort*
University of South Carolina - Columbia*
University of South Carolina - Salkehatchie*
University of South Carolina - Spartanburg
University of South Carolina - Sumter*
University of South Florida*
University of Southern Colorado*
University of Southern Indiana*
University of Southwestern Louisiana
University of Tennessee at Chattanooga*
University of Tennessee at Knoxville
University of Tennessee at Martin*
University of Texas at Arlington*
University of Texas at Austin
University of Toledo
University of Tulsa
University of Virginia
University of Washington*
University of West Florida
University of Wisconsin - Milwaukee*
University of Wisconsin - Parkside
University of Wisconsin - Whitewater*
University of Wyoming* ‘
University of the District of Columbia
University of the Incarnate Word*
University of the Virgin Islands
Upper Iowa University*
Ursinus College*
Utah State University*
Utah Valley State College
Valdosta State University*
Valencia Community College*
Valley City State University*
Valley Forge Military College*
Vassar College
Vermont Technical College
Villa Julie College
Villanova University*
Virginia College
Virginia Intermont College
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University
Viterbo College
Voorhees College*

Portland, OR
Humacao, PR

Utuado, PR
Kingston, RI
Richmond, VA
Rio Grande, OH
Houston, TX
Beaufort, SC
Columbia, SC
Allendale, SC
Spartanburg, SC
Sumter, SC
Tampa, FL
Pueblo, CO
Evansville, IN
Lafayette, LA
Chattanooga, TN
Knoxville, TN
Martin, TN
Arlington, TX
Austin, TX
Toledo, OH
Tulsa, OK
Charlottesville, VA
Seattle, WA
Pensacola, FL
Milwaukee, WI
Kenosha, WI
Whitewater, W1
Laramie, WY
Washington, DC
San Antonio, TX
St. Thomas, VI
Fayette, IA
Collegeville, PA
Logan, UT
Orem, UT
Valdosta, GA
Orlando, FL.
Valley City, ND
Wayne, PA
Poughkeepsie, NY
Randolph Center, VT
Stevenson, MD
Villanova, PA
Birmingham, AL
Bristol, VA
Blacksburg, VA
La Crosse, WI
Denmark, SC
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Wabash Valley College*

Wake Forest University

Waldorf College*

Walsh University*

Walters State Community College*
Washington and Jefferson College
Washington State University*
Waycross College

Wayne Community College*
Wayne State College*

Wayne State University*
Waynesburg College

Weber State University*
Wesleyan College*

West Texas A & M University*
West Virginia State College
Western Baptist College*

Western Illinois University*
Western Kentucky University
Western Maryland College
Western Michigan University*
Western Montana College*
Western State College*

Westfield State College*
Westminster College*
Westminster College*

Whitman College

Whitworth College*

Wichita State University*
Widener University*

Willamette University*

William Paterson University of New Jersey*
William Penn College

William Woods University
Wilson Technical Community College
Winona State University
Wittenberg University
Woodbury University

Worcester State College*

Wright State University
Wytheville Community College*
Xavier University of Louisiana*
Yakima Valley Community College*
York County Technical College
Young Harris College*

Mt. Carmel, IL
Winston-Salem, NC
Forest City, IA
Canton, OH
Morristown, TN
Washington, PA
Pullman, WA
Waycross, GA
Goldsboro, NC
Wayne, NE
Detroit, M1
Waynesburg, PA
Ogden, UT
Macon, GA
Canyon, TX
Institute, WV
Salem, OR
Macomb, IL
Bowling Green, KY
Westminster, MD
Kalamazoo, MI
Dillon, MT
Gunnison, CO
Westfield, MA
Fulton, MO

New Wilmington, PA
Walla Walla, WA
Spokane, WA
Wichita, KS
Chester, PA
Salem, OR
Wayne, NJ
Oskaloosa, IA
Fulton, MO
Wilson, NC
Winona, MIN
Springfield, OH
Burbank, CA
Worcester, MA
Dayton, OH
Wytheville, VA
New Orleans, LA
Yakima, WA
Wells, ME

Young Harris, GA

National Resource Center for The First-Year Experience and Students in Transition. (1998).
1997 national survey of first-year seminar programming. Columbia, SC: University of South Carolina,

Author.
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