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Abstract
The objective of this study is to move beyond satisfaction ratings to document the integration and reported use of concepts taught during a 5-day workshop. The goal of the 5-day workshop is to provide professors with the conceptual tools and a language for analyzing and evaluating their own teaching. After attending the workshop, participants at three universities in Canada met in groups over a one-year period to continue exploring workshop concepts in relation to their teaching and learning practice. These ongoing follow-up sessions support professors in their thinking and planning for teaching actions. Findings did reveal participants’ reports of cognitive engagement with the workshop concepts and their subsequent use in teaching actions. Moving beyond satisfaction ratings, this study builds on prior studies reviewed in the literature by using self-report as a measure of impact of a workshop concepts delivered during a long-term faculty development intervention.  

Moving beyond satisfaction ratings in faculty development:
Evidence of participant use of workshop concepts
Efforts to improve teaching at the postsecondary level would benefit from systematic evaluation that goes beyond satisfaction ratings (e.g., Levinson-Rose & Menges, 1981; Weimer & Lenze, 1994; Emerson & Mosteller, 2000). “All who support efforts to improve instruction will benefit from further evidence documenting how, why, and the extent to which these interventions succeed or fail” (Weimer & Lenze, 1994, p. 677). 

Workshops are one intervention commonly documented in faculty development centres, however, the seminal article by Levinson-Rose and Menges (1981) examines seventy-one reports published between the mid-1960’s to 1980, and notes that short workshops are the least likely intervention to produce lasting changes in teaching behaviour or have lasting impact on students (p. 419). They state that even when specific goals for the workshops have been identified and met, lasting change is actually more dependent upon participants’ receiving critical feedback on their efforts and continued practice with new skills. Similarly, a review by Weimer and Lenze (1994) finds that, although research measuring the effectiveness of workshops is extremely meagre, programs reviewed with positive effects do tend to be longer (4 hours – 6 days) (p. 660). These authors provide a more detailed assessment than Levinson-Rose and Menges by examining workshops of varying length which are targeted to different faculty populations. The Weimer and Lenze review also includes a comprehensive description of the few studies aimed at assessing the impact of interventions at the level of observational change in classroom behaviours and student outcomes (p. 656). In spite of their more thorough review, several problems in the research studies are noted, such as random assignment, small data pools, and confounding variables, which they claim make workshop interventions difficult to study (p. 678). 
Building on the two previous reviews, Emerson and Mosteller (2000) examine 103 articles and chapters published between 1990 and 1998, including community colleges, professional schools, and two studies from the public school level. Based on the patterns in the findings from these empirical studies, they conclude that faculty development programs may be more effective when they are collegial, involve a collaborative approach to making changes, and extend over a full semester, a year, or more (p. 29). 

There is consistency among these reviews in their conclusion that long-term interventions in faculty development are more effective in changing professors’ lasting conceptions about teaching and learning producing lasting changes in teacher behaviour. While workshops and seminars are probably the most common instructional improvement activity, they are also the least evaluated (Levinson-Rose and Menges, 1981). When they are evaluated, the effectiveness of workshops in faculty development centres has primarily been assessed through participants’ satisfaction ratings (Levinson-Rose & Menges, 1981, p.409; Weimer & Lenze, 1994, p.660; Emerson & Mosteller, 2000, p.33). 
Emerson & Mosteller (2000) provide the most recent overview of faculty development programs and assert that all programs can generally become more effective when they provide one or more of the following: collaboration, sustained engagement, a focused agenda (p. 38). Our study deals with an intervention which lasts over a year and specifically addresses the issue of sustained engagement. It also builds on prior studies reviewed in the literature by moving beyond satisfaction ratings and using self-report as a way of documenting participants’ knowledge. The long-term intervention is comprised of a 5-day workshop and the year-long follow-up groups. A more detailed description of both is provided next.
Course Design and Teaching Workshop (CDTW) and Follow-up Groups

 The Course Design and Teaching Workshop was initially designed 13 years ago by a group of faculty developer/researchers at a major Canadian research intensive university to address questions such as the following resulting from practice as faculty developers and from readings of the literature: 

· Why do short topical workshops on teaching methods not lead to the changes in teaching—specifically learning-oriented teaching—that we seek to promote? (Weimer & Lenze, 1991)

· How can we support professors to focus more on student learning than on presenting subject matter content?  (Ramsden, 1992; 2003)

· Why is it that some professors can articulate appropriate ideas about teaching, but do not put into practice what they seem to understand? (Cranton, 1994; 1996)

The CDTW involves thirty hours of group and individual work and generally takes place over a five-day period, although a number of different formats have been used. In the most common format, participant professors from different disciplines design or redesign a course of their choice and practice teaching aspects of it. This design process is guided by a course design framework (Figure 1) comprised of specific concepts which all support a learning-centered approach to teaching. By the end of the workshop, participants produce a course outline that includes attention to these components explained in more detail below.
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Figure 1 Course Design Framework
Participants also create an action plan for the implementation of their new course design. (See Saroyan & Amundsen, 2004 for a detailed description of all aspects of the CDTW).  The workshop is fairly structured with daily goals and outcomes and is consciously aimed at merging generic knowledge of teaching with subject-matter knowledge and rarely deals with development of teaching knowledge separately. For this reason, on Day 1 of the workshop participants begin the course design process by drawing on their disciplinary understanding of the major concepts and relationships between these concepts as related to the particular content of the course they are designing and represent this through the creation of a concept map. Thus, the critical first link between subject matter understanding, an area of expertise for each professor, and teaching is initiated. Given the importance of subject matter for faculty and the passion they have for it, beginning the course design process by drawing on subject matter expertise and making it the reference point for subsequent teaching decisions makes the process of teaching meaningful to professors in a way that it may not have been in the past. With this base, professors are more easily able to consider student learning as an ongoing process of developing understanding in the discipline rather than as mastering a sequence of topics within a particular course. On Day 2, they define learning outcomes they wish students to achieve in relation to the concepts and relationships identified in the concept map. On Day 3 the professors select instructional strategies that are appropriate for supporting the learning they wish students to achieve. On Day 4 they design assessment methods that are coherent with the learning outcomes. On Day 5 they present this coherent course design in a course outline. 
Follow-up groups were added two years ago. These are informal monthly meetings that continue for a least a year after the conclusion of the workshop. The purpose of the follow-up groups is to give participants an opportunity to explore further the concepts learned in the workshop, to support faculty as they implement their action plans, explore teaching related questions and continue the sense of community developed during the CDTW. The meetings are not highly structured. The agenda for each meeting is decided by the group, but simply coming together to talk about teaching is a major attraction of participation. 
The primary focus of the CDTW and the follow-up groups is to foster a reasoned and intentional approach to teaching, informed by reflective practice and peer critique. This means participant professors are encouraged to link teaching actions (in-class or on-line time as well as the design of assignments and exams) directly to student learning. Participants are supported in moving toward the perception that student learning is the focus for teaching decisions, and the development of their teaching practices is encouraged in a way that is consistent with this perception of a learning centered approach. Some participant professors in the Workshop already hold this perspective. Others may experience a shift in perspective from a teaching paradigm to a learning paradigm (Barr & Tagg, 1995) as a sudden insight or inspiration. Still others may build gradually on the premise that student learning can serve as the basis for teaching decisions and actions, and that every effort in the teaching process should be directed at making the intended learning happen.
The CDTW and follow-up groups also aim to develop a shared discourse on pedagogical issues, and a language to express individual conceptions about teaching and learning to others. Participants are probed in ways that help them to articulate their own evolving ideas about what meaningful learning is in their disciplinary context and what a reasoned approach to teaching might be. This process often leads participants to question past teaching habits and disciplinary teaching norms, and creates opportunities for productive and clarifying discussions. A safe, supportive environment is provided in which individuals can experiment with new teaching approaches, and exchange ideas and experiences about teaching and learning with colleagues across disciplines as a legitimate aspect of their profession. For many participants, the workshop is the first time they have had the occasion to discuss their ideas openly, and experiment with new approaches and strategies to teaching and learning relevant to their discipline. The intellectual exercise of understanding the rationale for a teaching method and how it relates to learning, and testing out the teaching method is akin to what many professors do as scholars (Shulman 2000; Kreber 2001). 

We have described a long-term faculty development intervention that comprises a    5-day intensive Course Design and Teaching Workshop followed by informal year-long follow-up groups designed to aid participants’ integration of concepts taught in the workshop. As suggested in the literature, it is important to move beyond satisfaction ratings to assess the effectiveness of workshops. Levinson-Rose and Menges identify five categories of evidence of change in teacher behaviour – the aim of interventions designed to improve instruction.  

1) teacher attitude (self report) 
2) teacher knowledge (tests or observer)
3) teacher skill from observer

4) student attitude from self-report

5) student learning from tests or observer reports. 

They state that the strongest evidence for most interventions is impact on students (categories 4 & 5); while the weakest is teacher attitude from self-report (category 1) (p. 403). The evidence gathered in our study is participants’ integration and reported use of concepts taught in the CDTW. We situate this evidence between categories one and two; evidence of teacher knowledge gathered through self report. To clarify, we are moving beyond satisfaction ratings by using participants’ self-report in the context of a long term follow-up group as evidence of their knowledge. These are a specific kind of verbal reports in that they occur within an ongoing discussion in an informal context. What participants choose to verbalize in this context is an indication of the saliency of these concepts for them. The goal of the study is to move beyond satisfaction ratings by documenting participant integration and use of workshop concepts. 
Mode of Inquiry
Participants and Data Collection
Follow-up groups took place at three universities in Canada for approximately 6 to 8 weeks over a one-year period following a CDTW given at each site. Each group was comprised of between 4 to 10 professors from various disciplines who had taken the CDTW in the previous year. The participants represented a diversity of levels in terms of their experience and rank as professors. Some faculty were newly appointed, while others were tenured, tenured-track, or adjunct. They also represented a variety of disciplines; for instance, some professors were from computer science, biology and psychology, whereas others were from journalism, education, and language arts. In addition, each group was joined by a facilitator and one graduate student. Every facilitator was a full professor in education with over twenty-five years of experience in faculty development. The graduate level research assistant was free to participate in the discussion while discretely operating a video-camera set up at one end of a conference-style boardroom located within the university where the participants taught. Each follow up session lasted for about two hours and was videotaped. 
For this study, only the transcript of the final debriefing session for each group was analyzed. A protocol was developed and used to elicit answers in areas where there was an anticipated impact of the workshop and follow-up groups on professors’ thinking and teaching actions. There were 5 semi-structured questions in the debriefing protocol: 

1. How have the workshop and follow-up group influenced your thinking and actions about teaching: Teaching, interactions with colleagues, committee work, and individual study? What was the effect on thinking about teaching? What was the effect on teaching activities?

2. The workshop: What are the benefits? How would you judge the impact?  

3. The follow-up groups: What are the benefits? How would you judge the impact?

4. Now that everyone has spoken – is there anything else you’d like to add? 


5. Review your action plan. Discuss anything that strikes you about it.
Each debriefing session was transcribed verbatim. The transcription of these group conversations was more demanding than very structured interviews where there are usually only 2 or 3 speakers. Viewing videotapes helped the researcher follow the conversation and the speakers, and lessened the chance of inaccuracy and incompleteness. Minute by minute time codes from the digital video playback machine were inserted into transcripts to indicate where a new turn was taken by each participant in the conversation. Transcription conventions were also used to format the transcripts, and one transcript of between 20 and 40 pages was generated for each session from each site. 
Analysis
The goal of this study is to document participant use and integration of workshop concepts, thus the analysis focuses on finding evidence of participants’ integration and use of the major concepts from the workshop. These uses were documented by coding the verbatim transcripts which was done independently by the two authors and one outside coder. The first author coded the transcripts; 10% of which was verified by the second author and one other member of the research team. A low inference approach to coding was used; language had to explicitly include the three aspects of the unit of analysis (described below). If the coders initially disagreed, but afterwards reached agreement through discussion, this was considered to be consensus. Adjustments to the coding scheme were integrated after each discussion between the coders and several iterations ensued over a six month period. The description of the unit of analysis which follows identifies the elements required when coding. 
Unit of Analysis 

We define the unit of analysis as an episode of verbalization uttered by 1, 2, or more speakers which includes: 
1) an explicit reference to the CDTW as the source or origin (by either a participant or a facilitator)

2) an explicit reference to a CDTW concept (apriori codes), and 

3) a reference to how this concept was integrated or used (emerging themes)
An episode must contain all three of these elements to be coded. The size of an episode may vary from a sentence to several paragraphs and must be large enough to capture a statement made by the facilitator or participant where an explicit link to the use of the CDTW concept is evident. To provide a fuller context, this may be a person’s statement before or after the expressed concept. After an episode was identified, labels were assigned to the unit of meaning and codes were attached to “chunks” of varying sizes (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 56). The given context provided the meaning for the episode and codes were used to organize the chunks. Clustering the segments provided a condensation of the chunks which eventually led to our findings. A detailed description of the coding scheme follows for a better understanding of how the codes and themes were defined and applied.

Coding Scheme
Our overall approach to coding was informed by previous work by Weston, Gandell, Beauchamp, McAlpine, Wiseman, & Beauchamp (2001), and Amundsen, Weston & McAlpine (2004). The concept map (Figure 1) represents the course design framework and forms the foundation for our analysis through its representation of major concepts from the workshop. It includes a priori concept codes, as well as themes that emerged from participants’ integration and reported use of CDTW concepts. An open coding system was developed by the two authors through successive readings of the transcripts which resulted in a coding scheme below (Figure 2a & b):
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Figure 2a Coding Scheme
[image: image3.jpg]Integration/
Use Codes:
Emerging

TALK IMPLEMENTATION
Thinking | Thinking | Thinking | Reports of | Reports of
about about about Teaching Transfer to
Teaching | Learning | Research Actions Other Areas
(TT) (TL) (TR (RTA) (RTOA)





Figure 2b Coding Scheme
Concept codes: A priori These concepts can be explicit or embedded in the CDTW course design framework (Figure 1). Also, at least one of these concepts had to be present for a unit of analysis to be coded. The following definitions provide a more detailed description of each workshop concept. 
Concept Map – workshop participants begin the course design process by drawing on their disciplinary understanding of the major concepts and relationships between these concepts as related to the particular content of the course they are designing and represent this through the creation of a concept map. This map is usually a set of boxes or circles connected by lines, typically in one of two arrangements. One is a spiderweblike arrangement with the focal concept in the center, connected by lines to a number of nodes, or groupings. Each node, in turn, displays a “more” major concept surrounded by “less” major concepts. A second common format is more hierarchical and sequential (Amundsen, Saroyan, & Donald, 2004, p. 35). 
Learning Outcomes – to clarify and convey teacher expectations of what students will achieve in terms of their own learning at the end of an instructional session (Donald, 2004, p. 54)
Instructional Strategies – reasoned decisions bout which teaching and learning activities will best accomplish the desired student learning (Amundsen, Winer, & Gandell, 2004, p. 71) 

Assessment of Learning – (in a course) focusing on evaluation as a mechanism for getting to know the quality of student learning, evaluation, as well as the criteria and standards for grading (Weston, & McAlpine, 2004, p. 96)
Student Learning – an ongoing process of developing understanding in the discipline rather than as mastering a sequence of topics within a particular course (Amundsen et al, 2005)
Context – (in the context of change) the quality of an organization consists in valuing and giving responsibility to human resources, and in working environment that encourages communication, collaboration – with partners both inside and outside the institutions – and openness to innovative practices from elsewhere… in such an environment, the institution lives and develops by the success of its student body and the satisfaction of its staff (Harris, 2004, p. 181)
Course Design Framework – a reasoned approach to teaching so that the multiple aspects of teaching (e.g., planning, course content, classroom, or online activities; giving assignments and exams) are directly and clearly linked to student learning. It includes all of the following six concepts: content, learning outcomes, instructional strategy, evaluation, student learning, and context (Amundsen, Saroyan & Donald, 2004, p. 33).
Learning-Centered Approach – teaching decisions are made with specific reference to the learning outcomes, supported with strategies to support that learning (Saroyan, Amundsen, McAlpine, Weston, McAlpine, Winer, Cowan, & Gandell, 2004,  p. 17).
Integration/use codes: Emerging These codes emerged from participant reports of areas where they have or are using CDTW concepts in their teaching. The coding process resulted in the following 5 emergent themes; one of which had to be present for a unit of analysis to be coded: 
Category 1 - TALK
[TT] Thinking about teaching: This code represents participants’ talk about areas or ways in which they are using workshop concept(s) in their thinking or planning for teaching. 
[TL] Thinking about learning: This code represents participants’ talk about way in which they are using workshop concept(s) in their thinking or planning for student learning. 
[TR] Thinking about research: In this emerging theme, the participant discusses or reports an area or way in which they use workshop concept(s) in their thinking or planning for research.
Category 2 - IMPLEMENTATION
 [RTA] Reports of teaching actions: Participant discusses or reports an area or way in which they use workshop concept(s) in their reports of teaching actions. 
[RTOA] Reports of transfer to other areas: Participant discusses or reports an area or way in which they use workshop concept(s) in other areas. 
Findings

The goal of this study is to move beyond satisfaction ratings by documenting participants’ self-reported integration and use of workshop concepts within the context of a combined long-term intervention (workshop and follow-up sessions). The professors’ ability to use workshop concepts in verbalizations about teaching and learning provides evidence that they have integrated these concepts into their schema. The integration of workshop concepts and their reported use is often represented in conversations reflecting problems professors may have encountered in their daily practice. For example, they might be seeking advice before implementing a particular strategy, inquiring about whether a particular assignment is the best choice to meet their learning objectives, or be describing how their evolving concept map is continuing to provide clarification for their newly defined goals since completing the workshop. The facilitator and other participants typically probe the speaker to help them identify what type of help or resources they might need to actually realize their objectives, or offer perspectives or advice from their own experiences. 

In our findings, we have represent participants’ conversations as emergent themes with one episode identified for each and categorize them in two ways as described below. Appendix A contains further episodes for each theme in cases where more than one episode was identified. 
Categories

Once coded, the verbalizations were categorized as five emerging themes and grouped in two ways. The first category we call talk; it represents professors’ verbalizations that reveal their thinking in three areas: 1) teaching, 2) learning, and 3) research. 

The second category we call implementation and it includes professors’ reports of use that provide evidence of the application of workshop concepts in two areas: 1) teaching actions, and 2) transfer to other areas. We now provide at least one example for each area: three for the talk category, and two for the use category. In each example, the following three elements of an episode are indicated with different fonts:

1) explicit reference to the workshop as the source  or origin (workshop reference)

2) explicit reference to a CDTW concept (Concept code: a priori) 

3) a reference to how this concept is integrated or used (Integration/Use code: emerging)
Facilitator verbalizations are preceded by F followed by initials, and the participants’ verbalizations are preceded by a P followed by initials. 
1) TALK 
As professors talked in the follow up group, they revealed how workshop concepts had become integrated into their thinking. 
Thinking about teaching [TT]: In the example below, the facilitator makes the link to the workshop and the participant talks about how the concept of instructional strategy is influencing her thinking about teaching, specifically her readiness to try different methods. 
Example 1 University 1

FML 47:18 Okay, so maybe what we could do is think a little bit about the meetings we’ve been having…

FML 55:12 … the focus questions are really more about the different parts like the benefits and the impact of the workshop and the follow-up group… (workshop reference) 

FML 56:22 … I mean just sort of say anything that strikes you I guess from looking at it…when you look at what you wrote what leaps out at you, if anything, that you want to talk to the others about and we’ll see how that leads us to the questions.
PKR 107:18 …but I think the most important thing for me that I take away, the very general more feeling thing, that’s an openness to approaches to learn teaching that I may not have known about before. I never thought about (Integration - Thinking about teaching -TT), and it’s actually hard to really say when that happened here, but it certainly happened in the workshop, and it happened several times here that I thought that different things, or method. I guess strategy (Concept - Instructional Strategy - IS). 

POK 108:59 Strategy ?

PRK 109:00 Like group work. At first it doesn’t work in biology or whatever, and then there’s this thing going, yeah, it becomes clear in the discussion, yeah, why not? It’s really, maybe it’s more a barrier within myself and there is really an issue with this strategy, so I guess I’m much more ready to try things and not just teach the way I was taught (Integration – Thinking about Teaching-TT) mostly…” 
Thinking about learning [TL]: 

In this example the participant is talking about the concept of student learning and describing how her actions as a teacher might help her students achieve the learning goals she has set for them. She notes that she arrived at this increased awareness of student learning after reflecting on this particular aspect of the workshop.
Example 1 University 3 
PNL 14:19 I also think that for me the long-term effect of the course design workshop is, is you know – it’s going to be advent- next year. Because I needed time to step away also and review and think about all these things that we were thrown, you know. And I think maybe one of those things is reflecting on learning (Integration - Thinking about Learning - TL) as opposed to teaching. You know, what have the students learned; what do you want them to learn and what have they learned and how do you achieve your goal in terms of learning. Instead of – I was so focused on my teaching, my teaching, my teaching, you know but what are they learning? (Concept – Learning Centered Teaching-LCT) And so, that was a – I think sort of like a *snaps fingers* you know a moment that I had in that course design workshop (workshop reference) where ((ah)) you know, I didn’t really think about that very much. And so, you know, that’ll be in my thoughts this summer  as I think about my class for next year, but I think, you know, what happened for me it was like, it was like a rescue when I took that course, and then now it’s going to be more of a like – integrated into, in my whole approach.” (Integration - Thinking about Learning-TL)

[TR] – Thinking about research:
In this example, the participant extends the concept of assessment of student learning in a course to her thinking about assessing learning as part of a research project she wants to conduct to try and understand how students learn.
Example 1 University 1 
FML 12:34 DSM, you had a question we didn’t get around to last time, so maybe I thought we could do that and then I had some things I’d like to ask you about in terms of – remember your question about research? Do you want me to read it?
PMSD 12:54 Basically I don’t know if I have it here – I have it here – if you were to study how the students learn in your course, how you go about things, and what questions would you ask, like an interview or in a survey, and then what other methods you would use other than assessment to figure out what they learned and actually how they go about it. I was also interested in any sort of theory that informs any questions you would ask (Integration - Thinking about Research - TR). For example, when I took the workshop (workshop reference), I think it was FML who pointed out that whole notion of looking at what the students do inside your class, but then that much of the learning happens outside; and then how would you get at that? (Concept – Student Learning-SL); It’s sort of important because the work that I am doing is sort of connecting students with peers in classroom in other universities that are located in other countries and the students then work in virtual teams with their peers to do a project that involves bringing together the local communications factors from different places;…
2) REPORTED USE: evidence of workshop concepts in participants’ reports of what they or their students are doing or have done in the past. 
[RTA] – Reports of teaching actions:
In this report of a teaching action, the participant describes how he is moving toward learning-centered teaching. He continues to struggle with how he will integrate more learning-centered instructional strategies into his teaching, but displays an awareness of what these are by naming them (essay, problem-solving). He is aware of a learning-centered approach and expresses a clear interest in aligning his assessment with his learning outcomes.
Example 1 University 2 
FHC 53:13 Well, can I have you take a look at your um, action plans and just. I know, J, you haven’t had a chance ((?)) this course, or you’re just teaching it now, sorry, yeah, but anything strike you? …just open your comments. 

PAB 54:13 Well, like sort of what I was saying in the workshop (workshop reference) too, is that I’ve – I haven’t made massive changes to my teaching style. Added in little things, but I’m still doing an exam-based course and there’s still a mix of you know, multiple choice and short answer and, so you know ((?)) different styles, but I have, I have kind of – it’s made me think consciously of how to modify that, change the uh, the exams, for example, so that I’m trying to target some knowledge-base and cognitive, some more problem-solving and things like that and more consciously trying to see – tailor my exams to those outcomes (Concept-Course Design Framework-CDF), um, but I’m, you know I’m still doing those exams (Use - Reports of Teaching Actions-RTA]. I haven’t thrown them out 
PTE 55:08 What did you say in your plan just out of curiosity? 
PAB 55:12 Well, better ((?)) the types of learning outcome, cognitive, uh – if I can read my writing here – problem-solving – uh, wanted to mix up the, the mid-term final, maybe bring in an essay. I didn’t quite do the essay – I did this kind of diary thing. Um, and ((stole/still)) we - oversight on, on proper bounds, distribution of the assessment techniques and ((we’re)) still kind of playing ((to those)) so – and you know bringing in more student-attractive learning – I think I’m getting there with these different assignments.
 [RTOA] – Reports of transfer to other areas:
This example describes how the course design process has helped her in other areas related to her profession. It also suggests a deep integration of the notion of alignment, since she is applying this fundamental concept to help her in other areas of professional responsibility. 
Example 1 University 1
FML 47:18 Okay, so maybe what we could do is think a little bit about the meetings we’ve been having… 
FML 55:12 … the focus questions are really more about the different parts like the benefits and the impact of the workshop and the follow-up group… 
FML 56:22 … I mean just sort of say anything that strikes you I guess from looking at it…when you look at what you wrote what leaps out at you, if anything, that you want to talk to the others about and we’ll see how that leads us to the questions. …
PPJ 59:05 I noticed that it kind of trickled into other functions that I have here and about, for example, grant writing, committee work, or advising board (Use – Reports of transfer to other areas-RTOA). I, you know, I find myself using some concepts outcomes (Concept-Course Design Framework-CDF) that I learned from the workshop (workshop reference).
A frequency count of each of the emergent themes and workshop concepts was conducted to determine which ones appeared most or least prominently. Table 1 below indicates the results for both sets. 
Frequency Counts
The frequency of episodes representing each area of integration/use and the workshop concepts which appear within each of those episodes is presented as follows:
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Table 1 Frequency Count
Discussion
In a complex analysis of the follow-up sessions, this study moves beyond satisfaction ratings to instead use participants’ self-reported integration and teaching actions to provide evidence of participants’ knowledge of the CDTW concepts. Using Levinson-Rose and Menges’ categories as a frame of reference, we are situating our evidence between attitude from self-report and observation of teaching. The long-term intervention combined of workshop and follow-up sessions introduced in this study provides a deeper, longitudinal approach for professors to gain an intentional and reasoned approach to teaching. 

One of the specific characteristics of the type of verbalizations in the follow-up groups is that participants are freed from the pre-suppositions and constraints under which they may normally make decisions, teach, and practice within their discipline. In the follow-up sessions, participants creatively explore new ideas, concepts and alternatives where the dynamic energy associated with this freedom translates into new ideological understandings apart from the often inflexible organizational structures within which they might operate on a daily basis. This unstructured approach to discussion enables participants to relax and theorize with colleagues from a variety of disciplines about how they might change their future teaching to better enhance student learning. 

The last two themes in the reported actions category represent participants’ reported use of workshop concepts. Initially, two other themes in this second category were found (reports of student learning and reports of student actions); however, they were deleted upon further consideration. When initially coded in isolation, some of the participants’ conversations appeared to be reports of student learning or actions. When considered within the broader context of the verbalization, however, these episodes they were actually deemed to be reports of teaching actions. We thought possibly that as professors move toward a more learning-centered approach to teaching in an ongoing and supportive environment, more themes related to reports of student learning and actions may appear. 

Reports of Teaching Actions stands out strongly as the theme with the most frequently cited episodes as defined by our unit of analysis. This result seems quite natural since the follow-up sessions are designed to be a venue for professors to talk openly and freely about the kinds of experiences they are encountering ion their teaching on a daily basis.  The next most strongly represented theme is Thinking about Teaching. The high number of episodes related to this theme also seems fairly natural for the same reasons as mentioned for Reports of Teaching Actions. If professors are reporting on using concepts in their teaching, they are often thinking about various ways these concepts could be used. We were surprised that one more example was found in Thinking about Research than was found in either Thinking about Learning or Reports of Transfer to Other Areas. However, since research is often at the forefront of an academic’s responsibilities, this may explain why it appears slightly more prominently. Also, the research on which the participants are reporting is linked to student learning or transferred to other areas which fall within their professional responsibility, so in some respects these two themes could be considered to be embedded within the research theme. 

Since we have provided evidence to show that integration of the workshops concepts has occurred in professors’ thinking and reported teaching actions, we feel our analysis of the follow-up sessions provides a promising direction for consideration by all faculty development practitioners with one caveat. Although we feel the findings from our study are positive and encouraging, we recognize that not all practitioners will have time in their professional schedules to undertake such a complex analysis of a workshop intervention. Each institution will need to determine whether such an analysis is feasible and cost effective given their particular resources. Should practitioners determine that a similar type of analysis is feasible, the saliency of the findings we present here can be supported in that the participants have to first retrieve particular concepts in order to use them in their unstructured and unsolicited conversations about teaching and their interactions with students. Although a debriefing questionnaire was used to elicit conversations about the workshop concepts in the three videotapes chosen for analysis in this study, the open-ended questions did not impinge or manipulate the conversation. The professors had complete freedom when answering the questions to respond in a self-directed and exploratory way. 
The objective of this study was to move beyond satisfaction ratings in faculty development interventions and provide evidence of integration and reported use of workshop concepts. One of our goals in working with professors is to provide them with conceptual tools and a language for analyzing and evaluating their teaching. The ongoing discussion in the follow-up sessions is designed to help professors integrate workshop concepts into their thinking and teaching actions. Further, the extended collegial and collaborative approach of the follow-up sessions contributes to the elaboration of the CDTW concepts in concert with peers from a variety of disciplines, thereby offering multiple perspectives on solutions to problems that arise in daily teaching practice. 
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Appendix A
1) TALK 
As professors talked in the follow up group, they revealed how workshop concepts had become integrated into their thinking. 
Thinking about teaching [TT]:
In the next example, the participant refers explicitly to the workshop and talks about how the course design framework is influencing her planning for teaching. 

Example 2 University 1 

109.00 PKR I guess from the workshop directly (workshop reference), there’s this structured approach to course planning (Concept-Course Design Framework) that’s a very valuable thing, certainly, and I’m going to use that now for a course in the fall I’ll teach (Integration - Thinking about Teaching-TT).
She now sees the “big picture” meaning the overall goals for her course have been identified through the course design framework. 

Example 3 University 1 
FML 47:18 Okay, so maybe what we could do is think a little bit about the meetings we’ve been having…

FML 55:12 … the focus questions are really more about the different parts like the benefits and the impact of the workshop and the follow-up group… (workshop reference) 

FML 56:22 … I mean just sort of say anything that strikes you I guess from looking at it…when you look at what you wrote what leaps out at you, if anything, that you want to talk to the others about and we’ll see how that leads us to the questions.
PPJ 59:05 …really the concept mapping (Concept-Concept Mapping) helped me, um, in so many different ways. I mean, most importantly, I think, really, it really helped me to see the big picture (Integration - Thinking about Teaching-TT).
In these next two examples, the participants again refer to how the overall picture or course design framework was the most valuable aspect gained from the workshop. In the first example, the participant talks about it in terms of her learning, and in the second, she mentions this notion of alignment as something she never thought about before taking the workshop. 
Example 4 University 1
FML 47:18 Okay, so maybe what we could do is think a little bit about the meetings we’ve been having…

FML 55:12 … the focus questions are really more about the different parts like the benefits and the impact of the workshop and the follow-up group… (workshop reference) 

FML 56:22 … I mean just sort of say anything that strikes you I guess from looking at it…when you look at what you wrote what leaps out at you, if anything, that you want to talk to the others about and we’ll see how that leads us to the questions.
PPJ 59:05 …learning objectives and the content and the assessment of the outcomes (Concept-Course Design Framework) that was the most valuable learning that I had from the workshops (Integration - Thinking about Teaching-TT).
Example 5 University 1 
FML 47:18 Okay, so maybe what we could do is think a little bit about the meetings we’ve been having…

FML 55:12 … the focus questions are really more about the different parts like the benefits and the impact of the workshop and the follow-up group… (workshop reference) 

FML 56:22 … I mean just sort of say anything that strikes you I guess from looking at it…when you look at what you wrote what leaps out at you, if anything, that you want to talk to the others about and we’ll see how that leads us to the questions.
PMSD 56:47 … The whole idea of lining things up… um, just the idea of even putting, aligning your assessment very clearly with your objectives (Concept-Course Design Framework), it was something that I hadn’t thought about before (Integration - Thinking about Teaching-TT).
[TR] – Thinking about research:
In the next example, the participant is using technology as part of her research project. She is also interested in student learning is trying to understand students’ preference (dealing with motivation), and why they have a certain preference. This type of inquiry might be useful when addressing students’ individual needs.
Example 2 University 3 
FWC 28:36 Well, before we get to the online discussion thing which, um – I just wanted you to look back at your action plans (workshop reference) and see what strikes you about it. Anything that strikes you… … 

PAN 31:17 Okay, I said here - I’ll tell you what I did. … 

PAN 32:32 And that’s one of the research questions I’m doing (Integration - Thinking about Research - TR) is to figure out which ones students prefer and, and why ? (Concept – Student Learning-SL) Um, so, it was a question of learning Camtasia of you know modifying the slides to, to sort of, sort of do this and I’ve done it successfully twice. That course, as a matter of fact, is probably going online as well as a result of it. So… 

PAN 34:24… I’m in the process – I’ve got a problem with consent forms. This is a long story. I had students sign a form that says I wouldn’t look at anything until after I submitted the grades and this term the final exam is on May 29th, April 29th, sorry. I’m in the process of doing a project for one of my PhD courses and I need to get to the material, but I can’t look at the material because there are consent forms and no one – I mean none of us thought of it. 
2) REPORTED USE: evidence of workshop concepts in participants’ reports of what they or their students are doing or have done in the past. 
[RTA] – Reports of teaching actions:
This participant describes how she has expended a great deal of effort learning and using a technological tool which she believes will enhance student learning. She has two versions of the technology and is mainly interested in which on the students prefer and why.    
Example 2 University 3
FWC 28:36 Well, before we get to the online discussion thing which, um – I just wanted you to look back at your action plans (workshop reference) and see what strikes you about it. Anything that strikes you… 

PAN 31:17 Okay, I said here - I’ll tell you what I did. Okay, I had said - there were two points that I was going to do in changing the design or teaching the course ... The other thing was to record my lectures with Camtasia to make available online to students – what a nightmare but I did that. It’s been two terms that the lecturers have been filmed (Use – Reports of teaching actions-RTA). And so we have – and I’ve learned Camtasia I actually even convinced – by the first term I had a loaner as a tablet… 

FWC 32:10 Do you all know what Camtasia is? 

PAN 32:11 It’s a – it captures what happens on the screen so you actually write – on your tablet It’s a PC that has a screen that you can write. It’ looks exactly like a PC but the surface is a tablet. So I project the PowerPoint slide um, and I ((already)) have a question and then I actually write on the tablet and it records everything that you’re doing as well as your voice…

FWC 32:31 …and then you can upload it. 

PAN 32:32 …and then you can upload it, okay? And so, we’ve had two version of it. One where it was just the slides with the voice and the annotation, and the second version was exactly the same thing with a talking head next to it. And that’s one of the research questions I’m doing is to figure out which ones students prefer and, and why (Concept – Student Learning-SL). Um, so, it was a question of learning Camtasia of, you know, modifying the slides to, to sort of, sort of do this and I’ve done it successfully twice. That course, as a matter of fact, is probably going online as well as a result of it… So I’ve done this plus - and so much more.

This participant is also addressing assessment, but is very interested in the specific criteria she will use to evaluate student learning. She notes that since she started using rubrics, she is more specific in her requirements about what she wants the students to achieve. 
Example 3 University 3
FWC 10:08 I thought what I’d like to do is kind of go around person by person and hear your thoughts. You can keep this as a written document but sometimes people expand a bit on what they were saying. … 

PRG 17:23 Okay, um, the main thing that has improved I think is the – my interaction with my students in many different ways. Um, now I communicate my expectations to them more clearly. I used to do it before, but I think that now (workshop reference] I’m more specific about what I want in a paper and an assignment (Use – Reports of teaching actions-RTA). Probably, as you said makes me tougher for them but I feel it’s much easier for me and for them because they know exactly what I want which is I think in humanities this is very important because we tend to think that a paper - anything, everything goes in a paper and that’s not true. You have to give it some structure and…. And um, also, my, I had some grade, you call them rabrics, rubrics… 

PRG 18:24 …rubrics, but now they are even more specific and grading is not fun, but it’s easier (Concept – Assessment of Learning-AL). 

In the following example, the participant describes how she is pairing students and encouraging them to work together to solve problems. She also jointly solves the problem with the students thereby displaying a learning-centered approach in her teaching. The students’ engagement is one aspect of the changes she reports enthusiastically.
Example 4 University 3  
FWC 28:36 Well, before we get to the online discussion thing which, um – I just wanted you to look back at your action plans and see what strikes you about it. Anything that strikes you… 

PAN 31:17 Okay, I said here - I’ll tell you what I did. Okay, I had said - there were two points that I was going to do in changing the design or teaching the course. One of them have pair activities and what I wanted to do was to go through the slides and figure out how I can incorporate some of the questions that I had and how have them - do them in groups (Concept – Learning-Centered Teaching-LCT) and I’ve done that. And what I do now is, (workshop reference] you know, like I used to have the question and there was no answer and I would sort of solve it with them and I said “okay get together, try it, and then you know we’ll solve it together”. And I’ve religiously done that this term and it’s worked because the students are really engaged in it. So that’s what I had here and I did that (Use – Reports of teaching actions-RTA).

Here, this participant reports on the implementation of a different kind of strategy that he had never tried previously. He describes himself as being more flexible in his approach and is ready to address students’ needs as they arise with examples for increased understanding. 
Example 5 University 3 
FWC 10:08 I thought what I’d like to do is kind of go around person by person and hear your thoughts. You can keep this as a written document but sometimes people expand a bit on what they were saying. So, want to start with B?

PLB 10:37 Um, what I wrote was that I’ve become more flexible in, in, in trying different approaches (workshop reference], ah, in terms of teaching. So that, ah – I mean I really see myself on a continuum where I started say, with the idea that ah, okay I’m getting paid to lecture so I’m going to give a lecture. Okay, we’re finished. Now, hand in your assignment. Okay, I’ll mark ‘em and that’s the course. Um, to, to one where I’m much more concerned with getting across a couple of key points and, and spending more time um, trying to figure ways that students can better process the material. Uh, so, for example, um one of the uh, – there was a whole bunch of readings that we had on groups and – which I thought I had ((?)) until I read this and I actually used some of it where - I forget what it was called, but you start off with two and then four, and then…(Use – Reports of teaching actions-RTA).

FWC 11:41 Snowball 

PLB 11:42 Snowballing (Concept – Instructional Strategy-IS). And I’ve used that and I thought it was really, really good. My problem was I didn’t give enough time for the latter stages. They really needed a lot of time. Once you get into larger groups, they need a lot of time. But I thought “okay, this is working” this is a really good way to plan stuff and I had different levels they were supposed to do and ((I)) would have never have occurred to me to do that as a way to get students to, to talk about – what I’ve learned is that I can give them the factual material, I can give them approaches, I can show them templates of how I want things done and I can do a model type of lecture presentation, but for them to truly integrate the material, they have to talk to each other. And, and then, and so the course is, is gone a long way from “here, let me tell you what to think” to having them try to think about the material and then feed it back and then we work with that. 

In this example, he is better able to meet students’ needs by having many types of strategies on hand to illustrate a certain point or further explain by way of an example. He prepares for class more by thinking about what strategies might be useful. 
Example 6 University 3 
FWC 10:08 I thought what I’d like to do is kind of go around person by person and hear your thoughts. You can keep this as a written document but sometimes people expand a bit on what they were saying. So, want to start with B?

PLB 10:37 Um, what I wrote was that I’ve become more flexible in, in, in trying different approaches (workshop reference], ah, in terms of teaching.

PLB 11:42 …I can give them approaches, I can show them templates of how I want things done and I can do a model type of lecture presentation, but for them to truly integrate the material, they have to talk to each other. And, and then, and so the course is, is gone a long way from “here, let me tell you what to think” to having them try to think about the material and then feed it back and then we work with that. 

And then what it means is that I have to have – I do a lot of preparation now in terms of, of thinking where could they go with the material and what examples do I want to have ready, uh, to illustrate (Use – Reports of teaching actions-RTA). So, if somebody brings up something, “okay, here’s a good point”. Maybe there’s something on the web, or maybe it’s a PowerPoint ((?)) thing that I got ready, or it could be an example of a video (Concept – Instructional Strategy-IS), for example. “Okay, you’re talking about this, do I happen to have something related – just look at how they do this”, so there’s a lot of that. 

Here, he is thinking about the learning goals he wants his students to achieve by the end of the course. He is using criteria to assess student learning which makes the grading clearer to students, easier for him and less ambiguous for both of them.
Example 7 University 3
FWC 10:08 I thought what I’d like to do is kind of go around person by person and hear your thoughts. You can keep this as a written document but sometimes people expand a bit on what they were saying. So, want to start with B?

PLB 10:37 Um, what I wrote was that I’ve become more flexible in, in, in trying different approaches (workshop reference], ah, in terms of teaching.

PLB 11:42 Um, the – conversely, what it’s also forced me to do is to consider what I want them to achieve by the end and this has meant that my marking is tougher than it was before and it’s less ambiguous (Concept –Assessment of Learning-AL) in my mind of why I’m marking something, um, and so I think I’m being perceived by the students as being a lot tougher when in reality all I’m saying is that here’s what I’m expecting and if you do this at this level you get an A. If you do this at this level you get a B. So I’ve made – I find my marking – it’s a lot easier for me to mark (Use - Reports of Teaching Actions-RTA). Somebody was saying to me the other day, “Don’t you hate marking papers?” And I’m saying no, actually, I said I’m really enjoying it because when I get a great paper I just say, “This is fantastic”. And when I get a poor paper, I can ((under)) tell “you didn’t do this, we asked for this, you, the assignment called for 4 pages, you did 2”. So, it becomes that simple. So, it’s a lot easier for me to give a poor mark with out me feeling “oh my God, you know what’s going to happen to this or something…”. So, I mean, there’s all these strategies which have come out of this which I never would have developed on my own. 
