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To be effective, successful,
productive, and
professionally satisfied,
faculty need a variety of
skills and adequate
institutional support
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To be effective, successful,
and productive, institutions
need evaluation and
professional enrichment
programs that maximize
faculty success

a°Ud ‘Yeay| [8eYdIAl LLOZ &)

6/2/11



On a day-to-day basis,
faculty are responsible
for carrying out the
primary missions of
higher education

EVALUATION WITHOUT
DEVELOPMENT
IS PUNITIVE;

DEVELOPMENT

WITHOUT EVALUATION

IS GUESSWORK!

g
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Faculty evaluation and
professional enrichment
must reflect institutional
realities and the interests
and needs of all the
stakeholders. WHY?
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ALL DEVELOPMENT
and EVALUATION
ARE LOCAL!
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Institutional Type & History
Disciplinary Field
Collegiality on Campus
Available Resources
Other Demographics

Health, Well-being, & Personal
Issues
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Are a priori demonstrations of skill
(especially teaching) required as
part of the hiring process?

Are disciplinary / departmental
expectations clearly described?
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Are expectations aligned with clear
& public institutional policy?




Is promotion & tenure based on
departmental or institutional
criteria?

Are P & T decisions made within
the college or department, or at the
institutional level?
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Is there equal emphasis on all
aspects of performance?

Is teaching excellence valued,
recognized, and rewarded at the
same levels as performance in
other areas?
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Is there a commitment to support
for teaching and other aspects of
career growth and success?

Is there ongoing collegial dialogue
about teaching, learning,
scholarship, and “what it means to
be a faculty member at this
institution” ?
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What kinds of scholarship are
valued, supported, & prioritized?

What are the expectations for
scholarship (type, amount,
reputation. etc.)?
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Are various forms of scholarship
equally valued & supported?

What is the link between teaching
and scholarship?

What is possible?
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Practice
Faculty Evaluation
Professional Enrichment
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Is there a reason to

promote faculty
involvement in the
investigation of issues
related to teaching and t
learning?
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research
evaluation and
assessment / learning

action
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How can teaching and learning be
improved?

How can we know “what works best” at
our institutions?

How can scholarship and teaching be
integrated effectively?

Who can benefit from this integration?
How can this integration improve
faculty evaluation and professional
enrichment?
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Thinking
“Meta-Professionally”
about the scholarly work
and necessary sKills

of the faculty

a°Ud ‘Yeay| [8eYdIAl LLOZ &)




The META-PROFESSION of College Teaching
S

SCHOLARLY & ADMINIS-
FACULTY SKILL SETS TEACHING ~CREATIVE ACTIVITIES SERVICE TRATION

BASE-PROFESSION SKILLS
p AA
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occa
ME

-TA-PROFESSION SKILLS
Instructional Design
Delivery

Course Management
Instructional Research
IStatistics

Learning Theory

Communications Styles
Conflict Management
Group Process
Resource Management
Personnel Supervision & Management
Financial & Budget Development.
icy Analysis & Develop

Legend >>> Always Occasionally
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COLLEGE TEACHING DIMENSIONS
AND META-PROFESSION SKILLS

FELDMAN'S ( ) OF COLLEGE TEACHING
Professional DIMENSIONS
Skill Sets DESCRIPTIONS
vvvvvvvy |alalslslslelslaloliolsafsalsalsalss]selsy) Vvvvvvvvy
Base Profession

clarity /.

Content Expertise|
Practical skills erceived outcomes / impact

Research i 1T T imulate interest in content
I openness.

Meta-Profession
Instructional Design|

/ helpfulness
Sspeaking skills

Instructional Assesment| subject knowledge

Instructional Deliver lear objectives / requirements

Concern for student progress

i 1 [T |- nthusia:

Epistemolo fairness

Loarning Th i
Human Development| = respect for students
Tnformation Technolo = feedback quallity / frequency
Technical Writing [_[16= value of course material

[ [17= usefulness of aids|

Conflict
Group / Team skills|

T OCCASIONALLY.

Resource Manage

'ALMOST NEVER

Personnel

Budget Development
&
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.
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THE SCHOLARSHIP OF TEACHING
AND LEARNING (SOTL)

Scholarship in four equally important
forms as a common activity of the
professoriate:

oDiscovery
oApplication
olntegration

oTeaching
(Boyer, 1990)
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THE SCHOLARSHIP OF TEACHING
AND LEARNING (SOTL)

SoTL must go beyond
scholarly teaching and into
examination of teaching and
learning issues with public

sharing of results with peers.
Shulman & Hutchings, 1999
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evaluation and
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THE SCHOLARSHIP OF TEACHING
AND LEARNING (SOTL)
Three faculty concerns after 20
years:
1.'m not really interested in it.

2.1 don’t know how to do it.

3.Even if | was interested and knew
how, | wouldn't get credit for it.
Can these concerns be addressed?
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SOTL AND META- SKILLS
I | y Role: .y/f:re.atlfle ctivitie

of discovery and teachin

BASE

Skill Sets

Additional
(META-

Skill Sets |

a°Ud ‘Yeay| [8eYdIAl LLOZ &)

FOR FACULTY, DEPARTMENTS, &
ccCSs

oCan SoTL provide information useful at
several levels (individual, department,
institution, & system)?

oCan SoTL satisfy expectations for
scholarly activity?

oCan SoTL improve teaching and
learning?
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FOR FACULTY, DEPARTMENTS, & ]
ccCSs

oCan SoTL provide professional growth?

oCan SoTL promote collegial
collaboration?

oCan SoTL be considered equal to
disciplinary inquiry?

oCan SoTL support assessment &
accreditation efforts? °
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MAKING SOTL A VALUABLE ASSET

FOR FACULTY, DEPARTMENTS, &
cCcCSs

The BIG question

Is SoTL a “good fit” for
CCCS institutions?
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ADVANTAGES OF SOTL

oAnswer important questions cost-
effectively

olmprove teaching & learning
oSupport assessment & accreditation
oProvide recognition for faculty

oPromote a “Meta-" approach to thinking
about teaching & learning
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ADVANTAGES OF SOTL

Be the focus of faculty learning
communities

Provide opportunities for collaboration

Create a foundation of common
interests

Encourage informal dialogue about
teaching and the profession

Promote collegiality
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IN THE PROFESSORIATE,

collegiality is a foundation
for professional
development and career
satisfaction, and the basis
for a strong profession.
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HOW DO WE ENCOURAGE COLLEGIALITY?

By creating a strong profession that
acknowledges its common bonds
and professional responsibilities: a
profession that understands the
Meta- level work of the faculty and
capitalizes on and rewards shared,
resident expertise.
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A QUESTION (OR TWO) ...

“Whatever happened to
THE faculty?”
(Schuster, 1990)

BYOIA LLOZ @)

“What has happened to the
professoriate?”

(Katz, 2006)

“a body of persons
having a
common purpose
or common duties”

LL0Z @

“a body of persons
having a
common purpose
or common duties”

A COLLEGE

102
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“One who chooses to,
or is chosen to
work with others”

g

“One who chooses to,
or is chosen to
work with others”

A COLLEAGUE

g

6/2/11

14



The Scholarship of Teaching and Learning

A Special Case of the Meta-Profession Model and A Strategy for Enhancing

Faculty Evaluation and Professional Enrichment

References & Related Resources:

Arreola, R. A. (2007) Developing a Comprehensive Faculty Evaluation System. (3rd ed.) Bolton, MA:
Anker Publishing Company. [now from Jossey Bass]

Arreola, R. A. (2006) “Monster at the foot of the bed: surviving the challenge of marketplace forces on
higher education.” In S. Chadwick-Blossey & D. R. Robertson (Eds.) To Improve the Academy
24. Bolton, MA: Anker Publishing Company.

Arreola, R. A. (2000b) Higher education’s meta profession. The Department Chair 11(2), 4-5, Fall.
Berk, R. A. (2006) Thirteen strategies to measure college teaching. Sterling, VA: Stylus Publishing.

Birnbaum, R. (2001) Management fads in higher education. Where they come from, what they do, and
why they fail. San Francisco: Jossey Bass.

Birnbaum, R. (1992) How academic leadership works. Understanding success and failure in the college
presidency. San Francisco: Jossey Bass.

Birnbaum, R. (1988) How colleges work: the cybernetics of academic organization and leadership. an
Francisco: Jossey Bass Boice, R. (1992) The new faculty member. San Francisco: Jossey Bass.

Bok, D. (2006) Universities in the Marketplace: The Commercialization of Higher Education. Princeton,
NJ: Princeton University Press.

Braskamp, L. A. & Ory, J. C. (1994). Assessing Faculty Work. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Braxton, J. M., Luckey, W. & Helland, P. (2006) Ideal and actual value patterns toward domains of
scholarship in three types of colleges and universities. In J. M. Braxton (Ed.) “Analyzing faculty
work and rewards: using Boyer’s four domains of scholarship.” New Directions for Institutional
Research # 129. Spring. San Francisco: Jossey Bass.

Burgan, Mary, (2006) Whatever happened to the faculty. Drift and decision in higher education.
Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins Press.

Chism, N. V. (2007) (2" ed) Peer review of teaching. Bolton, MA: Anker Publishing .

Diamond, R. M. & Adam, B.(2002) (Eds.) A field guide to academic leadership. San Francisco: Jossey
Bass.



Diamond, R. M. & Adam B. E. (1995) The disciplines speak. Rewarding the scholarly, professional, and
creative work of faculty. Washington, DC: American Association for Higher Education

Diamond, R. M. & Adam B. E. (2000) The disciplines speak Il. More statements on rewarding the
scholarly, professional, and creative work of faculty. Washington, DC: American Association
for Higher Education.

Feldman, K. A. (1997) Identifying exemplary teachers and teaching: evidence from student ratings.
InR. P. Perry & J. C. Smart (Eds.) Effective teaching in higher education: research and
practice. New York: Agathon Press. [Reprinted in Perry & Smart, 2007]

Cashin, W. E. (1990) Students do rate different academic fields differently. In M. Theall & J. Franklin
(Eds.) “Student ratings of instruction: issues for improving practice.” New Directions for
Teaching and Learning # 43. San Francisco: Jossey Bass.

Centra, J. A. (1993). Reflective Faculty Evaluation: Enhancing Teaching and Determining Faculty
Effectiveness. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. Feldman, K. A. (1989). The association between
student ratings of specific instructional dimensions and student achievement: Refining and
extending the synthesis of data from multisection validity studies. Research in Higher
Education, 30, 583-645.

Gappa, J. M., Austin, A. E., & Trice, A. G. (2007) Rethinking faculty work: higher education’s strategic
imperative. San Francisco: Jossey Bass.

Marsh, H. W. (2007) Students’ evaluations of university teaching: dimensionality, reliability, validity,
potential biases, and usefulness. In R. P. Perry & J. C. Smart (Eds.) The scholarship of teaching
and learning in higher education: an evidence-based perspective. New York: Springer.

Middaugh, M. F. (2001) Understanding faculty productivity. Standards and benchmarks for colleges
and universities. San Francisco: Jossey Bass.

O’Meara, K. A. & Rice, R. E. (2005) Faculty priorities reconsidered. San Francisco: Jossey Bass.

Pascarella, E. T., Salisbury, M. H., & Blaich, C (2011) Exposure to effective instruction and college
student persistence: A multi-institutional replication and extension. Journal of College
Student Development, 52 (1), 4-19.  Available at:
http://www.education.uiowa.edu/crue/publications/documents/ExposuretoEffectivelnstructi

onandCollegeStudentPersistence--AMulti-institutionalReplicationa.pdf

Pascarella, E. T. & Terenzini, P. T. (2005) How college affects students. Volume 2: A third decade of
research. San Francisco: Jossey Bass.

Pascarella, E. T. & Terenzini, P. T. (1991) How college affects students. San Francisco: Jossey Bass.

Perry, R. P. & Smart, J. C.(Eds.) (2007) The scholarship of teaching and learning in higher education: An
evidence-based perspective. Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Springer.



Schuster, J. H., & Finkelstein, M. (2006) The American faculty. The restructuring of academic work and
careers. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press.

Scriven, M. (1967) “Methodology of evaluation.” In R. Tyler, R. Gagne, & M. Scriven (Eds.) Perspectives
of curriculum evaluation. Chicago: Rand McNally & Company.

Sorcinelli, M. D., Austin, A., Eddy, P. L. & Beach, A. L. (2006) Creating the future of faculty
development: Learning from the past, understanding the present. Bolton, MA: Anker
Publishing.

Theall, M. (2006) Leadership in faculty evaluation and development: some thoughts on why and how
the meta-profession can control its own destiny. In V. R. K. Prasad (Ed.) Education sector HR
perspectives. Nagarjuna Hills, Punjagutta, India: Icfai University Press.

Available at: http://www.cedanet.com/meta/meta leader.pdf

Theall, M, Abrami, P. A. & Mets, L. (2001) (Eds.), “The student ratings debate. Are they valid? How can
we best use them?” New Directions for Institutional Research No. 109. San Francisco: Jossey
Bass.

Theall, M. & Arreola, R. A. (2006) “The Meta- Profession of teaching.” NEA Higher Education Advocate,
22 (5), 5-8, June.

Theall, M. & Feldman, K. A. (2007) ‘commentary and update on Feldman’s (1997) ‘Identifying
exemplary teachers and teaching: evidence from student ratings’” In R. P. Perry & J. C. Smart
(Eds.) The scholarship of teaching and learning in higher education: an evidence-based
perspective. New York: Springer.

Theall, M., & Franklin, J. L. (Eds.) (1990). Student ratings of instruction: Issues for improving practice.
New Directions for Teaching and Learning #43. San Francisco: Jossey Bass.

Theall, M., Mullinix, B., & Arreola, R. A. (2009) Promoting dialogue and action on meta-professional
skills, roles, and responsibilities. In L. Nilson & J. Miller (Eds.) To improve the academy Vol. 28.
San Francisco: Jossey Bass, 115-138.

Wergin, J. F. (2007) (Ed.) Leadership in place. Bolton, MA: Anker Publishing

Other Jossey Bass New Directions volumes on evaluation/ratings:

New Directions for Teaching & Learning #s:

83 (2000, K. Ryan, Ed.)

87 (2001, K. G. lewis, Ed.)



88 (2001, C. Knapper & P. Cranton, Eds.)
96 (2003, D. L. Sorenson & T. johnson, Eds.)
New Directions for_Institutional Research #:

114 (2002, C. L. Colbeck, Ed.)

For more information about the Meta-Profession and faculty evaluation, go to:
http://www.cedanet.com/meta

for documents and materials about the ‘meta-profession’ of the professoriate
and to:

http://ntlf.com/pod/index.html

See the bottom of the page link to “Faculty evaluation” by M. Theall for a review of the research and
an extended/annotated bibliography.

For information about student ratings instruments, see:

Student Instructional Report (SIR / SIR 11)

Educational Testing Service 609-921-9000 www.ets.org
and,

Instructional Development and Educational Assessment Survey (IDEA)

The IDEA Center
Kansas State University 800-255-2757 idea@ksu.edu

www.idea.ksu.edu/




