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A procedure fBr student evaluation ané feedback on .

faculty instruction was developed at the University of Washington.
. The system.involved the use of faculty members as facilitators in.
.conducting Smf?T;Group,Instructional Diagnosis (SGID) to generate
student feedback to instructors about the courses' strengths, areas
needing improvemefit, and suggestions for bringing about these '
improvements. The SGID_procedure involves a number of steps: contact
between the facilitator and instructor; classroom intervention to
ascertain student opinions; a feedback session between facilitator
= and instructor; inmstructor review of the SGID with the class; and a
follow-up session between the facilitator and instructor. Following
the development of the SGID process, handouts and videotapes were
produced to explain the procedure and the SGID technique was
demonstrated in over 130 classes and at a number of faculty
vorkshops. Students' responses to the technigque were favorable,
indicating that it .was a better means of obtaining feedback than
other evaluation metho ]
comparing student motivation of SGID participants and a control group
showed significant improvement in motivation on 10 of 18 variables
for SGID participants and noné £or.the non-SGID group. Evaluations by
workshop coordinators and instructors also indicated an overall
positive response, and ‘an external evaluation suggested that the
technique may become a major ‘mode of facilitating.instructional
improvement. (HB) . ' \\ :

d$. During the second year uf testing, a study
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. ol Most conventional paper/pencil, ‘end- of-term questionnaire course b -

- evaluatiop techniques fail to have much impact on course improvement.

The information that is generated by student questionnaires has come to

be used primarily by administrators who seek some easy numerical indice

N

of “teaching ef}ectiveness." . a S . : . /

Alternatively, a system.was initiated by D. Joseph.Clark at the

Universify‘of washington's Biology Learning Resource Center to use faculty
ff - members as facilitators for conducting Small Group Instructional Diagnos1s N
7 (SGID). SGID generates feedback from midterm small group discussion among
‘studints about a course. Students offer suggestions to solving problems
in instruction for the instructor S consideration. The technique is de-
tsigned for instructional improvement rather than administrative evaluation.
In order to introduce SGID as a viable alternative to other evaluation E
techniques, a two-year grant totalling $90, 210 was contracted from FIPSE ' ’
. This grant has resulted in the demonstration of the technique in over one
hundred and thirty university and college classes. Thirty-six formal work-
shops were conducted on campusesfthroughouta%he country. SGID has under-
gone modification and refipement as a, result of the variety of’Situations
tin which it‘has been used. Research conducted ‘under the grant has shown
the technique significantly improves student motivation.. ) '
0ver twentyinstititionseither*have established or will have estab-

lished formal structures for providing SGID for their faculty by the fall

.of 1981 with several others expected

e
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The seed has now been planted and only time w111 tell how large the
,SGID tree will grow. " We are aware of 1ns&1tut1ons which wé have V151ted .
already sharing the technique with the1r reg1ona1 ne1ghbors It 1s hoped

-3

that, in this way, SGID will continue to take hold and the result w111 be

an 1ncreased focus on 1mprov1ng 1nstruct1on. ‘we are exc1ted By the pro-
\

gress that has -been made under the FIPSE grant. . A )

. 8. Purpose
The fo]lowihé is a statement of how we envisioned the problems of

course evaluation. in the grant proposal:

’ A multitude of changes in-American-higher educat1on are d1rect1ng
e ._attention towards effective means of evaluating.instruction. There’
"has been a demographic shift\1n the 'student. population’ from traditional-
full-time .students _to older dnd part-time stgdents, both who'have )
_had a variety of background :experiences. This trend is expected to
continue through the 1980s. -~ At the .same ?1me, financial resources in
highér education are under pressure from inflation and increased ed-
) ucational costs. ‘The end.of expansion of programs has led to de-. .
\ creased mobility of faculty and a-higher proportion of tenured faculty
. .on many campuses. Consequently, faculties are experiencing new de-

mands at a -time when finances are dwindling and the proportion of
new faculty is considerably reduced.- One approach to a better _

utilization of -existing resources is through the retraining of faculty

to provide additiohal teaching skills and instructional strategies.

j : Prerequ1s1te .to. the improvement of teaching is the development of
o inexpensive and practical methods.’of diagnostic assessment. Computer-
P e S scored evaluation forms .have become standard on many campuses. A ,
e / . major-difficulty with ‘their use in teaching improvement i§ that they
: } generally lack the specificity needed to identify particu1ar de- - _
; ficiencies and so are little help in skills development <A very
[ effect1ve approach to instructional improvement is a systematic program
; in.which a consultant works with faculty on in-depth evaluation of
i * jnstruction and helps plan changes. However, a disadvantage of this
f approach is its low cost-effectiveness. Classroom observations,
/ student interviews, and other formats require a considerable time
e committment from the consultant, and, consequently, the number of
P faculty with whom a particular consultant can work is 1limited.

: | The above statement still holds -true,- but our project uncovered even more
i“ ‘/ significant problems. ?}ret. instructors were either unable or uninclined

to use the information gathered from end-of-term qOestionnaire evaluation

R .
: 3
T " »
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techniques. . Second, the students held paper and pencil questionnaires

fn disregard. Their 1nputs were providing o immediate impact on the courses B

they were taking. The students.d1dn t really get a chance to voice opinions

on which issues were most critical to them -- no reai chance to explain,

;;——*44—————**fhscuss or—ana%yze—w4¥here»was no opportun1ty for them to-evaluate-thein-— - — T“”;;

strictor's response to the feedback they generated Finally, in-those

few instances where instructors were making efforts to ga1n student feed-

back during the course, there was no formal procedure that produced repre- . .

sentat1ve sampling of the students. , ) ,‘ ’ o N
The above problems were 1ead1ngﬁto a general disregard by students ’

and faculty for all eva]uation procédures. Indeed; the very word "evalua-

tion" connotes a Judgment of goodness or badnessc-'we learned to not call

SGID evaluation but rather to label it a feedback process.

C. . Background

E ' ‘ ; ‘The'Biology Learning Resource Center (BLRC) at the University of
Washington has been supporting instructional development since 1974. 1In
the summer of ‘1977, the BLRC began a structured systen of intervention
following the clinic mode! deve]oped-at the University of Massachusetts

ty Michael Melnik and Dwight A]len‘(see‘"A Handbook for Faculty Develop-

~

ment," Vol. 2, by W.H. Bergquist and S.R. Phillips, The Council for the
' Advancement of Small Colleges, washinoton D.C., 1977). The clinic model

follows a logical sequence of individual consultation tied to several

L

"data collection procedures. bne of the procedureslinvolves gathering'
‘feedback from studepts through the use of questionnaires and interviews.

As outlined in the Purpose section, there are several problems involved

in the use of questionnaires. Interviews cre an effective way of gaining
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" personal input but require a great deal of time and often prcvide as many
diverse perspectives as there are students. The overall approach of
Melnik. and Allen that involves an outside consultant working with an in-

structor and process1ng stu:ert-generated feedback seemed very sound

An gfternat1ve—method—of—garn1ng~student—feedbaek—us%ng—smal1 group
discussicn was substituted for the questionnaires and 1nterv1ews. Small
Group Instructional Diagnosis was jnitially introduced in six large courses.
In five, SGID wasadmfntsteredat midterm, and at the end of the term, in -
the sixth. SGID was’also used for fina] evaluation by two dnstructors
‘outS1de the BLRC, one here at the University of Nash1ngton and-one at the
University of Nebraska. In add1t1on. SGID was used 1n evaluating three
workshop/conferences for instructors. These 1nc1q//d/an orientation for
teaching ass1stants at the Un1versity of,wash1ngton, a workshop at the 1978
Professional and 0rgan1zational Deve]opment Network in Higher Education -

. Conference, and a’ reg1onal faculty development conference held at the
\Un1vers1ty of Nash1ngton/

In each case where the method was used, it was well received by the
maaor1ty of participants and considered a success by the fac111tator.

In one instance where a written response to the method was collected,
4forty-nine of the fifty students thought the experience was useful. In
another course of f1fty-two students, it was rated as the most important - -
of the five d1fferent means of obtaining feedback .hat had been used.

The University of Nash1ngton, ‘which served as the 1n3t1a1 base for
testing 2nd developing SGID,'has an enrollment of over 37,000 students
_with a full-time teaching faculty of over 2,500. The University of Wash-

ington has used end-of-term questionnaire evaluations longer than any

/

’

I \‘4" " B .
o L
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school in the country. The Educational Assessment Center conducts eval-s . N

uations.in some 5,700 classes each year. Questionnaire evaluations ban

be, con51dered fairly institut1ona11zed here. There has been strong concern

A\
’ among the Un1VerS1ty S students and faculty over +he problems and 1imi ta-

’t1ons of quest1onnaires d1scussed earlier. Generally, evaluation was

developing a bad reputat1gnl“and both faculty and students wemeEbecoming ' ,

apathetic to. the process.

The University of Washington can be con51dered a research institute.

Strong empha51s has been pJaced on faculty research and scholarship. ' Each

-year the Uﬁiverstty\brings_inlapproximater $165 millien’jn grants and

\ AN .
contracts. This research emphasis sometimes overshadows teaching. Re-

search and resulting publications are much easier to identify and quantify

than effect1ve teach1ng, and thus the reward system tends to rest more

upnn/research accomplishments. There doas exist a case of highly mot1va—

ted and effective 1nstructors who recognize the need to 1mprove teach1ng.

The Faculty Instruction and Development Board is an active advisory unit

to the Provost. P

D. Project Descript?on o

This section will be divided into three parts. First will be a de-
Vscription of the technique in its prescnt form, with a discussion of modi-
ftcatjons resu]ting from efperienée,under the grant. This first section
will also expla1n the rationale underlying various recomnendations of how
to conduct the technique. The second sect1on will describe the d1ssem1na-
tion process which took place 1nc1uding demonstrations, wovkshops and the
development of materials. The third section discusses tgi research pro-
Jects conducted over the two years, as well as pub]ications and papers

’

about the research and the technique.

, 6
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SGID Description \

. : . , \ ’
tep One: Small Group Instructional Diagnosis ha's five basic steps.
The f1rst step is an 1n1t1a1 conference between the 1nstructor and the

R a fac1l1tator In this step, the fac1l1tator should 1) establish a

—f—"—‘"*“j———*‘trustfng—refatTonSNTp‘tHQt’Wi#T"““rye as a base for further interaction;
: - 2) familiarize the facilitator with the course-and the instructor's style;
3) familiarize the instructor with the technique; 4) identify particular
Nareas wh1ch are of concern to the instructor; and 5) arrange the place,
t1me and date near . or before m1dterm for. the classroom 1ntervent1on The
§" t1m1ng,of SGID was of particular 1nterest under the grant. 0bv1ously,
the students can only judge the impact of their suggestions if there iS\
. sufficient time to implement tneir suggestions. Ample time must be girén;

however," for- the students\ to have made some observations about the course

g and the instructor. : ;o .
" . Step Two: ‘Theégecond step, the actual classroom intervention, in-

“volves the following sequence of events. First, it is best that the
instructor introduce-the facilitator, indicating the instructor's desire

\ to receive honest student feedback, as well.as indicating confidence in

alot of streamlining to find the proper “balance between m1n1m1zed t1me
consumption and maximum output and effect., Generally, the techhique can
be conducted in twenty-five minuteé, thus leaving the instructor at least
half the period for teaching. The technique has beenused during ooth the
first and second halves of the period. Conducting the techn1que dur1ng

the first half allows forimore flex1b1l1ty of time; thus if necessary 30

the facilitator. This helps to give the facilitator immediate credibility:

Most schools use a fifty-minute class period. The techn1que has undergone ’

s or 40 minutes would be available. This does necessitate having an instructor
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hav1ng to return twentyxf1ve minntes later and perhaps wait 1n’the ‘hall.
It also- tends to sensitize the students to instructor weaknesses which
they w111 oY er attend upon the instructor s return, without the: 1nstructor
rea]iz1ng why there is snickering Conducting the technique dur1ng the
latter half of ‘a period has proven more successful. The fac111tator
can observe the 1nstructor teachipg for 25 minutes and ga1n a better per-
spectiye on the course and the forthcoming student comments. The students '
have sone‘immediate teaching on which to react The major problem of latter-‘_
half appl1cat1on is running out of time if more than 25 m1nutes are needed, '
or if the instructor failed to turn the class over to the faC111tator at
the end of 25 minutes. To safeguard aga1nst\these problems. instructors
were asked to thrn the‘cless over to the facilitator after 20 minutes.

After the introduction by the instructor, the instructor leaves and
the factlitator explatns the reason for his or. her presence. We were .
frequeéntly asked by students what was going to happen to the informat1on \
generated. Students were often suspicious of the facilitator -- fear1ng
the facilitator was a henchman for administration. The facilitator should
emphasite that the information genereted is confidential end will be

given onlysto the instructor. Emphasizing that the students had an oppor-

tun1ty to directly effect the remainder of the.r course proVed to enhthe

‘student involvement in the procesc. Y

The facilitetdr then briEf!y descrihes the steps the studentsiare to
follow. The students will be asked to form groups of four, five, or six,
preferabiy with students they don't know. Previous research show the -
groups of -around five provide an optimal balance‘between output'and i sber
satisfaction. Havjng‘students'grouped with non-acquaintances reduces

K
socialization time and enhances the task orientation of the group. THe
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’ moV1ng along the discussion.
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groups are to choose a'spokesperson to keep notes on what the group gen-

~ erates. Select1rg the spokesperson reduces t1me that might be spent on \

.

.task structur1ng and orlentat1ng that .occurs in leaderless groups- In

_the majori ty o} our observations, the spokespersons selected are effecthe

\:
at gett1ng the group'members 1nvolved, at determ1n1ng consensus, and

The fac1l1tator explains that they are to address three quest1ons.
For each question, they should generate a list of responses about which -
they generally all agree; The three questions are:

1) What do you like about - the course7

2)‘ What' do you th1nk needs 1mprovement7

3) What suggest1ons do you. have. for bringing about those 1mprovements?
They are told that they will have seven or e1ght minutes to d1scuss, though
generally ten-minutes is allotted. Ten minutes puts pressure on-the group
to deal with the task, yet allows enough time for each member to contribute.
When large amounts of time were used, more individualistic issues were
raised accompanied by greater dissension.

. The facilitator lets the students know that after the discussions,
the class will'reconvene and each group will report. These reports will \
be written on the board or overhead, and recorded. it %s explained that
what»is nritten on the‘board will be taken as represént@ng the overall
class and taken back’ to the instructor. - |

" The students are then asked to form groups and begln. After five
or six m1nutes, the facilitator should prod the groups on by indicatlng how

much time remains. After the allotted time, the class is reconvened and

the facilitator'may select Ohe or wo students to keep notes on what is

about to be written on the board. Group reports are then taken. Initially,
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we would have each spokesperson report 311 their responses to a particular

quest1on, but this often left little for other groups to add since the

responses’ are often homogenous To avoid 1eav1ng groups out, and the

feel1ng that the1r efforts were -for naught, each spokesperson is asked

- to only g1ve one response As many groups as are possible are tapped,
in smaller classes it ijs possible to have the groups report two or three
t1mes per question. —After the 1ikes are enumerated and written on the board,

" the improvements are taken'and the suggestions.

; Though the small group dfscussions help to filter out hinority views,

those views are still sometimes reported. The facilitator must be sensi-

“tive to dissension and minority repor%ing. Whenlit is obvious that a

view is not shared by!most, asking fo a show of hands of supportors and‘
non-supportors provides' rough percent ges of the class stand. These oer-
centages “are also indicated on the board. Nom1na1 group technique suggests
saving discussiou of ﬁssués until atter all.the reports have been taken.
When dissension first occursy we suggest assuring the students that they
will have later opportunity to discuss the controversial issues. This
delay detaches negative criticism towards the group that presents an
unpopular opinion.

The facilitator may wish to summarize the comments on’ the board to
assure accurate'understanding.

We have found several‘problems that can occur in this classroom
session. The fatilitator may tr& to impose his/her own vieus on what the .
students are saying, reducing the accuracy and the students' trust. Some-
times, facilitators evaluate the students' comments usualiy increasing

students' distrust and skepticism abuut the process. Sometimes, the stu-

dent discussion can become very vocal and the faciTitator needs to be

\

10
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skilled in handfing conflict situations. Another problem identified has
been the lack of sensitivityabf some facilitators. Minority views are
falsely reportedﬂtbthé/;;st;ﬂfté?‘isvféﬁréséntativeof tﬁe entéré*t1asiw

Step Three:  The next step in-SGID is the feedbabk session between
the facilitator and the instructor Th1s step has been 1dent1f1ed as the
most difficult part of the process. We have 1dent1f1ed severrl 1nterper-
sonal skills that a faC1]1tator needs, specifically: support1ve, warm,
sensitive, understanding, nop-judgmental, and an active listener. Besides
these skills, the facilitator should hava adeduate tggching experience and
knowledget B d\ / 4

At one demonstration, an observér questionéa;the efficacy of faciti-
tators providing interpketat1on'of student motivations. This point lead

\

to a taxonomy of fac111tator roles. T e first level a fac1l1tafor operates

from is that of a commun1cat1on channef with pr1mary concern for conveying

!
. the students’ sentiments in such a way as to avoid defensive reactions
| from:the instructor that\may block thé f]ow of information. ;
The second Ievel is that of information source. The facilitator
- may wish to share his or her own teaching experiences and/or 1nform the
instructor of an1lab%e resources or techniques.
At the third level, which should only be incorporated by more experi-
enced facilitators, possible interpretations of student reasoning and con-
cerns are given. " The faC111tator may offer hypotheS1zed explanat1ons of

the instructor's teaching strateg1es for 1nstructor reaction and reflect1on

In this session, the facilitator and ipstructor &ascuss the instructon's’

should also discuss what the instructor should say\to the students.

| | \

reaction to the students' comments and plan a str&tegy of chanhge. They {
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Step Four: In the next step, the instructor reviews with the class.

The instructor should use the first ten minutes in the ensuing clasg per-

‘——*'*“*““‘tod“to—get—ctirtficatioﬁff?om*§tﬁdéﬁt§7about comments that were unclear,

summarize the students comments to allow them to correct distortions and
check for accuraey, and finally the 12§$Lo240r should provide some reaeJ
tion to the comments which might include outlining any intended changes
or adaptations.! N _

Steg F1ve' The final step 1nvolves a follow-up session between the
facilitator and the 1nstructor. Because many of our demonstrations occurred

of f-campus, th1s step was ofteu not performed, and consequently it is not

/,

as well developed as the others This session should be used to review with }
f

the instructor the success of.the review session with the students. The
session should emphasize a self-evaluation by the instructor of how the
changes are working, as well as an analysis of impact upon the studegtsf
This session should 'serve to reinforce theégnst?uctor's changes and im-
proveme?ts.

Now that we've reviewed the process and the most effective methods
which we have developed through the grant, we w111 outline the development
of materials and the spec1fic dissemination that haé occurred. \

_ One point that should be made initially is that gver the two years
ot the grant there‘haVe been three workshop coordinators, and two office
assistants. This turnover has caused some problems in continuity and has

soiewhat undermined the full potential of the program. The major personnel

change occurred at the end of the first year, and thus did not significantly

\

disrupt the program during the school year.
The change in personnel was paralleled by a change'in approaches to

the technique, the development of materials, and dissemination procedures.
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7 t1on, the pamphlet was d1str1buted at four nat1ona1 convent1ons
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Despite these changes, the grant exceeded the proposed objectives attesting

to the strength of the techn1que : <

»,—,,,

Material preparat1on cons1sted of pr1nted handouts and the develop-
ment of two V1deotape programs. The printed mater1a1 was re- -written

/
twice -- eich time reflecting modifications- that had been ‘made to the

technique. . The materials developed the first year included: 1)‘a general

destription of SGID; 2) a description of the facilitator‘s role; 3) a de-

e

scr1ot1on of the 1nstructor feedback sess1on, 4) a discuss1on of SGID1ng
\

Aby yourself, 5) quest.ons often asked by students and 1nstructors, and

‘G)fwriting an*instructional improvement contract. Bes1des these informational

sheets several questionnaire forms were developed the first year for eval-

A

Dur1ng the ‘second year, the above 1nformat1onal packet was re-wr1tten

and expanded An attempt was made to make the packet self-sufficient; that

“is, an 1nterested faculty ‘member wou1d f1nd enough 1nformatwon in the hand-

outs to act as a fac1T1tator for ‘others (see Appendix A) Added to the pre-

.V1OUS packet were:. 1) a sample feedback sheet, 2) a comprehens1ve outline

of the facilitator steps; and 3) a sample data sheet for use in the initial

’1nstructor-fac111tator intervxew. The packet was mafled to over 250 in-
structwonal centers throughout {he country in February 1981. An add1t1onal
400 cqpies have been distributed\to faculty at conventions, workshops and

-demonstrations.

~

In the fall of ‘1980, a pamphlet Was\prepared that briefly described

" the technique and its advantages (see Appendix Bl; Th1s pamphlet was in-

cluded in the 1nstruct1ona1 center ma111ng, and other‘mal\1ngs In addi-
T
\

500 of - these brochures nave been d1ssem1nated . \\\\\\\\.
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A videotape that‘incfuded a?demonstration of SGID along with testi-
"monies from p\thous faculty partic1pants was begun at the end of the
first year (September 1980). Techn1ca1 and editing problems delayed the
final tape until the‘spring of 1981.’:Thgtgtape was 1ncorporated in the .
workshops conducted after that time. The tape.was mailed to fifteen. in-

-

\ st1tutions for duplication. ]

In May 1981, work began oh a tra1n1ng videotape. This tape %ncludes
an out11ne of the spec1f1c steps to be followed by a fac1l1tator, plus
examples of problems that might be encountered Th1s tape was completed
by the end of July 1981 and is being distr1buted for duplication. Both ’

of the videotapes a1 ‘he handout materials will continue to be disseminated
after the. grant ends. . ' )
0ne ¢{ the maJor successes under *he grant has been the number of - BN
classes in which the techn1qué has been demonstrated and the number of
faculty exposed to the techn1que in workshops. (The 1mpact and evaluations
‘of these demonstrations and workshops were analyzed through the: Educat1onal' ‘
Assessiment Center (EAC) of the University of Washington'in the spring of 1981.
The complete report js attached as Appendix C, but the overview is discussed
in the next sect1on -- "Outcomes and Impacts.") '
The technique has been conducted through the grant in over one hun-

dred and thirty classes with a total enrolimept of approximately ten ‘thou-

. /
sand students. These courses “included almost every discipline and type

of classroom,s1tuat1on. Among the courses were metal shop, landscape -
". architecture stud1os, developmental English, large 1ntroductory science . i

‘ “\ y s - ~ -
lecture cpursés: and graduate seminars, as well as the more standard lec-

ture/discussion class of 25 to 40 students. The course ranged in enroll-

ments from six students to four hundred. ‘The technique seemed to have
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.." course evaluation and spec1f1c information about SGID.

at the 1nst1tut1ons. These were pr1mar11y institutions in wash1ngton,

. turned down because of budget restraints. An attempt was made to cover

- 14.-

the greatest usage for the larger class where direct feedback to the in-
structor is limited (see "Outcomes and Impacts"). ‘
In addition, we estimate that the technique has been conducted by
other faculty across the countny in at least fifty classes. Since a maJor1ty
of/our workshops were only’ conducted th1s last spring (1981), many 1nst1-
tutions -have not had an opportunity to implement the techniqué. Over twenty
institutions will have established a formal structure for provjdtng‘SGID
to interested faculty by this Fall (1981). ‘
Workshops followed,a’basic.pattern, with some adaptation to the needs
of the sponsoring institution. Generally, two to four classes were oB-_\
tained as demoristrations of the technique, to which interested faculty
were mnv1ted to observe. FeedbaCk sessions with the instructors were also

open to observers. The last pa?t of a workshop consisted of a presenta-lff/f»f _

P

tion to faculty and.a d1scuss1on of the demonstratlons; Overhead mater1§ﬂs

were prepared for these sessions whlch 1nc1uded general 1nformat1on about

During the first year, workshops and demonstrations were conducted

=

and in northern California. Add1t1onal demonstrations were conducted at

a state psychology forum, and for the Higher Education Renewal 0rgan1zat1on

i

Northwest.

~

During the second yean,'workshops and demonstrations were conducted.
at twenty-six universities and colleges. Several invitations had to be
most regions of the country, and to choose institutions with affiliations
with regional educational networks. Over three nundred faculty attended

those workshops.
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T ~ During the second year, a demonstration was also conducted at the

National Conference of the Professional and Organization Development

Network (POD) in higher education.

During the f1rst year, quest1onnaires were used after several class
1ntervent1ons to- assess/sfudent response to SGIDhcompared to other tech-
niques. - Qut of a class of 186 students who completed a course-end eval-

uation of the technique, approximately 4 out of 5 answered "yes" to the

o sy P
I T P

Lquest1on, "Did you find the class exa]uat1on w1th the consultant useful?".

ﬁ/ﬁ,,lnfanother course, 49 of the 50 students thought the SGID experience was

useful In a course of 52 students, SGID was rated the most important

B means of obtaining feedback when compared to fcur other méthods‘that'were; o “"f—é

used. Add1t1onal data was collected about the. students perceot1on of im-
AN T
proVement in the areas they identified. Over 80% of -the 1tems were seen C T~

- as having at»1eastfimproved someWhat.

Dur1ng the second year, a more comprehens1ve effort was focused on

. P
rae— e

the question of the impact of SGID on 1mprOV1ng ‘teaching and 1earn1ng

Since SGID claims to provide useful 1nformat10n and sugges tions to faculty

in nrder to improve 1nstruct1on some- impact should be_identifiable in . -

students' learning behavior. Prev1ous research had difficulty assess1ng
‘student learning w1thout the use of some comprehens1ve/standard1zeu end?
of-term exam,iwhxch is a quest1onab1e measure of learning. This study { ¢
attempted to avoid the assessment of student learning by exam1n1ng th\[more

distinguishable but 1nterrelated construct of student mot1vat1on. Afﬁer ’ :
a review of the 11terature and 1nterv1ews with several exper1ence0 t?achers, i

a self-report instrument was constructed that attempted to get at behavioral,

L e i D
Ak

attitudinal, and perceptual components of student motivation (see Appendix D).

In a course of over 400 students, the student motivatinn questionnaire was
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administered at midterm to all students. SGID was then performed in half

of the lab sections. At the end of the term, all the students again filled X

N -out the mot1vat1on quest1onna1re‘~ In this exploratory study, six.of the
eighteen items were significantly 1mproved (p<15) for the SG:D pariac1pants

f None of the items. changed in a pOS1t1ve significant direction for non-SGID

’ part1c1pants, and actually 13 1tems were in the negative direction for the -

) f non-SGID participants. This result 1ndicates#that is not just hav1ng

1 ““ﬁﬂo

A the 1nstructor making a change that impacts student motivation, but rather

| .~ the 1nteract1on between student participation and 1nstructor acknowledgment

S and change.

‘ﬁf‘\': ~ ~ Another- study, with greaterfcontrols, was conducted using_two_ large -

;;'g ’ ‘ introductory courses. In bt wi _courses, the students filled out’ the motv-

g\%\\\_ vation quest1onna1re at m1dterm but only one class participated in SGID. . -
f T

\\At the end of the quarter, both elasses again completed the mot1vat1oh ks

':i"*\ ng,’:;? :
.05) in motwation leVeYs for_the SGID participants; none for _the 3‘@ ;_““"’“, e

: f ‘ quest1onna1re., Ten of the elghteen items showed significant improvement
!

“{p
non-SGID;group On a scale romposed of all eighteen items, the SGID group

improved significantly (p = 005), but not the control group (p = 196.

in the opposite direction).

These resul ts provide strong evidence of a positive impact of Small
The

o
, L

Group Instructional Diagnosis upon the motivation levels of students.
results of the first study were presented to the Seventh International
A Conference on Improving University Teaching in Tsukuba, Japan. The vesults

of the‘second(study are being submitted for publicatjon.

E. Outcomes and Impacts ) ' ‘
. . 1
Any project that deals with the improvement of instructicn has the po-

tential of effecting an almost infinite number of students because of the

-

/x = . T
N _ 17

4
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_ exponential 1mpact. For example, though the: technique may only be directly -

. conducted w\th a c]ass of fifty students, any change the 1nstructor makes

A\ in teach1ng strategy may be carried OVer'uJother courses and from year o0

| year thus affect1ng all of the students that instructor teaches.w There 1s.‘
also the impact of the technique being conducted by more and more faculty,
and at more and more inst1tutions from year to year. We are ekcited by
reports we have received of institutions we have visited introducing the
techn1que to reg1onal educational facilities. We cannot giwe any accurate
assessment‘of the growth s1nce many of our workshops were just completed.
‘ The comh{ned enrollments of the un1vers1t1es where werkshops were con-
\’ K ducted was approx1mate1y 450,000 students This f1gure represents a very
.i/ , real and immediate populace that will feel the 1mpact of the techn1que as’.

‘:: it takes'hold, Those schools also represent a combined teaching facultx ‘of

g ;.{; *, approximately 30 000 members " Though during the grant only about 1/2 cf

- e

1% were directly involved, a very real potent1al ex1sts to effect the rest
of . the faculty.
During the first year of the grant; questionnaires were administered
immediately following several of the workshops " The workshops successfully
‘met their obaectives and SGID was seen ‘as more useful than other feedback/
- evaluation methods. All the part1cipants expressed some 1nc11nat1on to use
* the technique with the responses fall1ng between "m1ght use in future" to
\\\ "iib . "try as soon as pos31ble"~on an interval scale.
\\\ , The second year, the quest1onnaire was not used after each workshop,
but rather a quest1onna1re was distr1buted at the end of spring 1981 by

. the Educational Assessment Center. That questionna1re was sent to those

who had volunteered their c1asses for demonstrations, and to the individuals

wh had arranged and coordinated the warkshops over the two years. The

E';K"
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questionnaire was mai]ea\at a tiqe‘ﬁhen several of the schools had already
_ended for the sdmmer. As a result, only thirteen out of thirty-three of

the coordinators receiving q@sstionhaires returned them. Sixty-nine of

N

. at least one hundred and fift} instructors returned the questionnaires
“directed to them. Tﬁé complete evaluation can be fohnd in Appendices C,
1, 2, and 3. The following is jthe conclusion reached by the Educational N
I

Assessment Center: ° -
Based on the responses of those.coordinators who did complete oues- \\
tionnaires, the workshops and demonstrations were of high quality and
4 were very effective in demonstrating SGID. Furthermore, it appears
the SGID.will be a permanent instructional .imprdvement service, provided
on each of the campuses, in addition to those services already pro-.
N vided. - However, because,many of the workshops were held within the -
S ) - last several months\a definitive answer-on the continuance of usage ‘
& of the technique on these campuses mus&-aWait the passage of more time. "

¥

Similarly, while most faculty who responded have only used the tech- - =
nique once, the majority also. plan to use jt dgain; in fact, some plan e ]
to use it every time they/teach. Again, only time will tell, but -

-, there is ng reason at this point to be péssimistic. Clearly the overall o

-tone.of the respondents, /both coordinators and faculty, was much more
positive than negative in their reaction to and appreciation of SZID.

The most frequently reported advantage of SGID was its ‘timing.
. Specifically respondents saw a great advantage in receiving ‘results.
-early enough in a course to make jmmediate adjustments. Also prominent
was mention of the reactions of students to having participated in SGID.
’ Faculty saw increased motivation and responsibility in students and-
" greater rapport and interaction between themselves and students. Coor-
dinators also saw the direct interaction with students inherent in the
technique as a major advantage. Of course, faculty who feel that students
should not play a major role in the planning and \structuring of a course
¥ou1d not necessarily view SGID's involving of students a% a.positive
eature. . : t

\
N \ 0
* There appears to be two factors which stand in the way of SGID being
adopted as the prominent mode of teaching evaluations on campus. First,
individual student responses tend ‘to be blurred in favor of group con- ' P
sensus. Relatedly, there is no easy way to communicate results to the
administration for support of personnel decisions.i\Rgrhapg this is an
advantage, or, if not, perhaps supplementary data cou dsge‘qpllected
in the context of $GID which would fulfill that role. condly, SGID
depends upon the availability of an effective 7acilitatory Facul ty
. responses indicated a willingness in the majority of cases to perform
that duty; however, about 30 percent of those willing feel the need

—, = I o - - : ‘ B . :,1;1 Q
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s for more training before‘embarkatibn.‘ CJea;ly, coordination between
faculty wishing evaluation and potential facilitators will be re-
quired, particularly as some faculty will prefer-a coordinator from
outside of their own department.

- ’ On most campuses, the major technique whereby evaluative information
- ’ about teaching is collected fr ' students is end-of-course student
‘ ratings. In comparing the resu.ts of SGID-with student ratings, both

' coordinators and faculty saw. some clear advantage to the former. Most
impressive, perhaps, was faculty ratings of the amount apd direction
of change in their teaching and classes given to SGID and 'to s tuderit
ratings. For each of ten factors, e.g., student motivation, SGID re-
ceived a higher positive .average than student ratings. Seven of the

+ ten differences were statistically significant.

s

8 From the data provided by thquuestionnaikes, one would have to con-
. , - .clude that the SGID workshops and demonstrations were successful and
R that the SGID technique will become a major mode for facilitating in-

structional improvément. A follow-up questionnaive, perhaps sent out
one year from now,-could provide a‘wore definitive picture of the ‘

. longer term impacts of dissemination efforts and of the future of
SGID on the nation's campuses.

The evaluatioﬁ‘was conducted By an outside/objective source. We are c;n%

. fident in the results they have reported, and have found the‘resuifs.con- “'
curring with our own subjective analysis. Ideally, this evaluation shbuld‘
be followed up iq a year's time to assess the true impact ﬁf the grant
since, as ment%gﬁeﬂ; many institﬁtions are just beginning to implement SGID.

The evaluation also provided information in an area which concerned us,

i
1
1

T ' why\instructors had not used the technique again. -The results provide.
23-.= direction for future efforts to maintain faculty involvement. One response
that 'was disturbing dealt  with the perception that SGID need only be used

faculty member féels there is some difficulty occurring in the course.

I .

acufty reported that they thought it was valuable only as an occa-

%

ool. Both points seem to reflect an attitude thaé focuﬁés on SGID

when

"Also,

sional
i < o . - . / .
only in terms of what it provides the instructor without considering the

impact on the students. This attitude may be merely reflecting the fact

that the overall F?cultyvvoiunteers who participated represents the better

e

5?07 | o
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instructors, and actually had less suggestions for improvement than

- 20 -

might ordinarily be expected.

Overall, we feel quite‘proud of what we accohplished, and, that the

\

\

overall evaluations showed such strong support and success.
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