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Abstract

The objective of this paper is to examine the presence of key Course Design and Teaching Workshop (CDTW) concepts in the workshop experience. The results of the analysis suggest that (i) these concepts are integrated within the workshop; (ii) certain valued concepts, such as the use of feedback and explicitness, are modeled, but not discussed extensively; (iii) facilitators extensively modeled the key CDTW concepts during the CDTW; and confirm that (iv) assessment is not dealt with in depth. The implications of this research are that (i) it provides a different view of ones’ practice; (ii) this overt view encourages deliberate decision-making about inclusion/exclusion of concepts within an initiative; (iii) it explores coherence of a faculty development initiative - important, as research suggests alignment between espoused theories and theories in use cannot be assumed; and (iii) lastly, it uses the ideas of groundedness, density, and depth, to explore faculty developers’ practice. This language supports the exploration of these ideas multi-dimensionally. 

Linking a workshop experience to professors’ course outlines

Objective

The objective of the research study I am conducting is to investigate one way of measuring the impact of a course design workshop, through the analysis of course outlines produced before and after the workshop. This comparison focuses on whether participants’ post workshop course outlines incorporate concepts taught during the workshop. 

This paper, however, will present the first piece of the analysis from this research study – it’s objective is to ensure that the concepts we intend to analyze within workshop participants’ course outlines are well grounded in the workshop experience. 

Background

The term “faculty development” has most often been understood to refer to activities and programs designed to improve instruction in institutions of higher education, and enhance the quality of student learning (Weimer & Lenze, 1991; Levinson-Rose & Menges, 1981; Emerson & Mosteller, 2000). This paper aligns with this understanding of faculty development.

In spite of research and practice in faculty development picking up speed over the years, the field has been dogged by certain criticisms since the 80’s. Two important focuses of this criticism are: i) the lack of a theoretical and conceptual foundation in the design of faculty development initiatives; and ii) the nonexistent or problematic evaluation of faculty development activities, often marked by less than rigorous research designs. These two critiques of the area are somewhat interlinked. Rigorous evaluation and research of an area arguably has the potential to provide theoretical and conceptual models for that area
. This present research focuses on the issue of problematic evaluation. 

Factors contributing to the problematic evaluation of faculty development are the staffing and budgetary issues that faculty development units have historically faced. Weimer and Lenz (1991) point out that: 

…the[se] units [were] often chronically underfunded and understaffed, with little time for research beyond the pragmatic question – did faculty like the program? Will they come if we sponsor one like it next year? (p. 327). 

In addition, organizational mandates of most instructional support units focus on teaching support and not research. This creates a separation of practice and research in faculty development. Such a division prevents people best positioned to carry out this research from doing so. 
Until recently, the majority of FD activities described in published sources have incorporated participant satisfaction ratings as the sole method of evaluation. Called happiness indexes (Levinson-Rose & Menges, 1981), this form of evaluation has been vigorously criticized by reviewers over the decades (Emerson & Mosteller, 2000; Weimer & Lenze, 1991; Levinson-Rose & Menges, 1981) because they provide limited feedback about the effectiveness of the faculty development activity to improve teaching and learning. In addition, design problems within research studies still abound, posing further challenges towards developing a stable research base to build on. Researchers agree that the very nature of faculty development is partly to blame for this state of affairs. It is a complicated area to study and evaluate (Weimer & Lenz, 1991; Levinson-Rose & Menges, 1981): random design experiments are nearly impossible to conduct, and the interventions themselves are difficult to study, as many intervening and confounding variables cloud interpretation of the findings (Weimer & Lenz, 1991)
. Documenting impact on student learning has been an especially challenging area to assess. As such, a combination of time, logistical constraints and confounding variables lends itself to simplistic evaluation methods.

On a more positive note, although evaluation of faculty development activities continues to be challenging, there is a small and growing, research base of methodologically sound and theoretically well-framed studies (for eg. Sandretto, Kan, & Heath, 2002; Light, Luna, Drane, & Fleming, 2004). 

A recent review (Kane, Sandretto, & Heath, 2002) has offered up a strong critique of faculty development research evaluating university academics conceptions of teaching and learning, and professors’ related instructional practice. They emphasize the difference between instructors’ espoused theories and theories-in-use (Argyris & Schon, 1974, Argyris, Putnam, & McLain Smith, 1985, as cited in Kane et al., 2002).  Espoused theories are theories instructors describe when asked about their teaching. Theories-in-use are viewed on observing an instructors actual teaching practice. They underpin practice and are often tacit (Schon, 1987, p. 256, as cited in Sandretto, Kane, & Heath, 2002), and as such difficult to examine or evaluate. Kane, Sandretto, & Heath (2002) suggest that faculty development researchers have assumed unwarranted changes in professors’ instructional theories-in-use based on evidence that simply suggests a change in their espoused theories. There is, as yet, only scattered evidence of a link between these theories of action (for e.g. Kember & Kwan, 2000, Hativa, Barak, & Simhi, 2001), and rather more literature that suggests these two theories are often incongruent (for e.g. Martin, Prosser, Trigwell, Ramsden, & Benjamin, 2000; Gibson, 1998).  

Hence, for a faculty development initiative to claim an impact on instructional practice, it must go beyond evaluating instructors’ self-reported conceptions of teaching, to evaluate instructors’ theories-in-use.

This present research takes a step in this direction by examining the course outlines developed by professors before and after their participation in a course design workshop. I argue that course outlines, a contract between an instructor and his/her students (McAlpine & Emerick, 2003), can be viewed as a theory-in-use. 

The Research context: The Course Design and Teaching Workshop

The Course Design and Teaching Workshop (CDTW) provides the context for this research. The workshop was initially designed to address questions such as the following: 

· Why do short topical workshops on teaching methods not seem to lead to the changes in teaching—specifically learning-oriented teaching—that we seek to promote? (Weimer & Lenz, 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. By the end of the workshop, participants have produced a course outline including an assessment plan. They also create an action plan for the implementation of their new course design. Many past participants of the workshop return to act as co-instructors for subsequent workshops. (See Saroyan & Amundsen, 2004 for a detailed description of all aspects of the CDTW).  Follow up groups meet monthly for at least a year after the conclusion of the workshop. The purpose of the follow up groups is to support faculty as they implement their action plans, explore teaching related questions and continue the sense of community developed during the CDTW. 
The CDTW Focus

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. Participant professors are encouraged to link teaching actions directly to student learning. The CDTW facilitators’ primary orientation is that student learning is the focus for teaching decisions, and development of their teaching practices in a way that is consistent with this perception is encouraged. 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, 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. 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). (Amundsen, Weston, & McAlpine, 2005).


The workshop explores in some depth, course design elements such as the analysis of course content, learning outcomes, instructional strategies, assessment methods, and an alignment between each of these elements. The facilitators’ understanding of these concepts, and their rationale for using them in the CDTW workshop, are discussed below.

CDTW Key Concepts

Analysis of course content

The CDTW 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, 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 course they are designing. Thus, the critical first link between subject matter understanding, an area of expertise for each professor, and teaching is initiated. (Amundsen, Weston, & McAlpine, 2005, p. 3) 

Given that faculty tend to be passionate about their subject matter, CDTW facilitators believe that drawing on their subject matter expertise, “and making it the reference point for subsequent teaching decisions” (Amundsen et al., 2005, p. 3) makes the teaching process more meaningful for professors. Starting at this point, it is easier for professors to think of student learning as “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, p. 3). CDTW facilitators also believe that having clarified course content in their minds, and being able to  explain this to others, professors can more easily articulate learning outcomes and other aspects of their course design. 

CDTW participants are encouraged to ensure congruency between the concept map they create and the learning outcomes they later develop. They are prompted to ask themselves the following questions: “Given this content, what do I want my students to take away? What kind of learning do I expect students to achieve now that the content is clear to me?” (Amundsen, Saroyan, & Donald, 2004, p. 35)
Student Learning and Learning Outcomes

Instructors need to examine the instructional environment from a student point of view, if they are to successfully combine the perspective of the subject-matter expert with the role of a facilitator of learning (Donald, 2004). Towards this end, instructors need to understand who their students are, their level of preparedness, and their expectations. This will allow them to create learning outcomes that are consistent with both, the subject matter of a course, and with student preparedness. 

The CDTW defines learning outcomes for participants as “statements describing the learning students are expected to achieve in the course” (Donald, 2004, p. 54). The purpose of learning outcomes is to (a) clarify instructors’ expectations of their students’ learning, and (b) convey to students clear expectations about their learning. While clarity is the focus, prescriptive and rigidly structured learning objectives are not used as a model. Rather, participants are encouraged to develop learning outcomes using words and a structure that makes sense to them as long as the outcome is stated from the perspective of student learning. One of the frameworks introduced to participants (in addition to the classic taxonomy developed by Bloom, 1956) originates from research surveying how professors typically describe the learning they expect, and classifies cognitive learning as knowing, understanding or thinking (Erickson & Strommer, 1991). 

Instructional Strategies for student learning

CDTW facilitators encourage participants to design instruction “…that will support, encourage, and motivate student learning.” (Amundsen, Winder, & Gandell, 2004, p.71). They ask participants to consciously align their course content and learning outcomes with teaching and learning activities in and out of class, and online.  Facilitators want to encourage CDTW participants to “view teaching as a stimulating and creative design process with many decision points” (Amundsen, Winder, & Gandell, 2004, p.71). 

Participants are asked to frame their teaching from a learning-centered perspective, and to make reasoned decisions about teaching and learning activities that will best accomplish the desired student learning. Facilitators point out that:

…a learning-centered perspective is not embodied by one or two particular teaching methods or activities, nor does it necessarily exclude any particular method or activity. [They] draw participants into a process of analysis whereby they do not judge any teaching method (e.g., lecturing) as intrinsically good or bad. [They] ask them instead to consider the characteristics of various teaching and learning methods, and to then determine their appropriateness relative to the learning they want students to achieve. (Amundsen, Winer & Gandell, 2004, p.71). 

Facilitators further point out that considering various disciplinary contexts, learning tasks are likely to vary. Hence, it is appropriate that a variety of instructional approaches should be used to encourage these different kinds of learning. Though seemingly straightforward, in practice this task tends to be complex. 

The CDTW’s primary goal is to encourage participants to use a “reasoned approach to instructional decision making. Rather than promote a ‘right way to teach’, [they] emphasize the importance of using a variety of methods that are more likely to promote intended learning” (Amundsen, Winer, & Gandell, 2004, p. 90). Participants are encouraged to think about how they teach, and why they teach that way.

Assessment of student learning

Professors have substantial experience with assessing student learning, however, this experience tends often to be unsatisfying. CDTW participants’ needs assessments, completed before the workshop, list many of their concerns related to this area. 

CDTW facilitators’ goal is to “arm participants with a framework that will assist them in assessing the strengths and weaknesses of evaluation methods for the course they are designing and for learning situations in general.” (Weston & McAlpine, 2004, p. 95). In order to do this, and honor the inherent complexity of assessing student learning, they discuss these concerns and questions within a larger context of basic concepts including, but not limited to: formative and summative evaluation, reliability and validity and formal and informal assessment.  
Alignment Of Course Design Elements

The idea of alignment in course design refers to the links between the course design elements (in this case: course content, learning outcomes, instructional strategies, and assessment strategies). Hence, for example, do the assessment strategies evaluate the stated learning outcomes? Are the instructional strategies appropriate for the kinds of learning an instructor wants to encourage? The CDTW stresses such alignment at each step of the workshop, towards developing a coherent course design. These relationships are depicted in Figure 1. 

Figure 1
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Nesbit (in preparation) points out that though:

…goal alignment may seem a desiratum too obvious to bear mention, as evaluators of instructor-designed university courses we have frequently found substantial mismatches between learning and assessment activities, most notably where students were tested on concepts and procedures that were only distantly related to the course’s learning activities and presentations. (p.1).

There is also some empirical evidence that the alignment of course design aspects make a difference. For example, a review by Cohen (1987) suggests that improving instructional alignment can result in effect sizes (in student learning) ranging from 1 to 3 sigma. 

Research Study

Project Objectives, Perspective , and Research Questions

This research aims to go beyond the often criticized satisfaction indexes, and investigate the impact of the CDTW through the analysis of course outlines produced by participating professors before and after the workshop experience. A comparative analysis of the two course outlines is one way to assess how professors’ thinking changes over the course of the workshop and how that is represented to students through the design of their course.  
From the course outlines we can arguably assess, to some degree, participating instructors’ understanding of the workshop content, and their intention to implement these concepts in their courses. Course outlines are an explicit articulation of an instructor’s intent for the upcoming course. McAlpine and Emerick (2003) call them a ‘contract’ between an instructor and his/her students, for the upcoming course, a link between thinking about teaching and actual practice. Sandretto, Kane, and Heath (2002) go a bit further and indicate that course outlines can reasonably be accepted as one view of an instructor’s “theory-in-use” (p. 137). 

In the absence of classroom observation, I do not suggest that such evidence is an accurate indicator of participants’ instructional practice; rather, course outlines are an indication of intended instructional practice. Classroom observation and an analysis of course documents, such as examination papers, would be needed to judge how closely participants course outlines align with their actual classroom practice
.

Though this research does not approach the essential, and more difficult, area of evaluating improvement in student learning based on a faculty development initiative, I believe it plays an essential role in providing firmer foundations towards that end. In an area stacked with confounding variables, the necessity of evaluating different stages of the impact of faculty development is clear, if we are to say anything useful about the effectiveness of our designs in improving instructors’ classroom practice initially, and the impact of this on student learning, subsequently.

As I embarked on the analysis of course outlines, I realized that I must first confirm that the concepts I sought evidence of in the course outlines were well grounded in the CDTW experience. In other words, were the CDTW’s espoused key concepts (analysis of course content, learning outcomes, instructional strategies, assessment methods, and alignment between these elements) aligned with what was taught within the workshop, and thus participants learning experience.  Such an analysis would provide evidence of a link between valued CDTW concepts, the workshop experience, and one workshop artifact, i.e., participants’ post-workshop course outlines. 

The following research questions were posed:

1. Do the CDTW instructional artifacts such as the course-pack (provided to workshop participants), the instructor notes (provided to workshop co-instructors), and facilitators’ daily PowerPoint slides, show evidence of key CDTW concepts such as explicit and well-defined analysis of course content, learning outcomes, instructional strategies, assessment methods, and alignment between these elements? 

2. What evidence is there of changes in a professors’ thinking as related to these CDTW concepts, in a comparative analysis of the participants’ pre- and post-workshop course outlines.

The first question will be explored in depth and its findings discussed in this paper. However, the research methodology outlined looks at the research as a whole, encompassing both research questions.

Design of the Research

Data sources

1. The CDTW course pack: This is a 3-ring binder that is distributed to all participants before the workshop begins. This contains all the course materials that participants use during the CDTW, such as an introduction to the workshop, daily schedules, a section each on four of the five key CDTW concepts, and all the core and suggested readings for the workshop. The core and suggested readings have not been used as data for this research. It was felt that they were not as stable a source, for our purpose, as other items, as they were changed periodically between 2003 and 2005. In addition, we cannot say with any certainty that the literature was read by every CDTW participant, and as such was a part of every participant’s experience.

2. Instructor notes: These are included in all facilitators and co-facilitators course-packs. They contain instructional sequences, and related suggestions for instructors on each day’s organization, and the teaching of key concepts, during the CDTW.

3. Facilitators’ daily PowerPoint slides: These are used for CDTW large-group presentations at the beginning of each day. They introduce the topic for the day, and discuss some key aspects of these topics.

4. Workshop participants’ course outlines (pre and post workshop): Thirty-five sets of course outlines (pre and post workshop) will be analyzed representing a variety of disciplines. The professors who created the course outlines completed the CDTW workshop during the years 2003 to 2005; they are from two different universities. Both pre- and post-workshop course outlines are available for these professors, because they were re-designing an existing course (as opposed to designing a new course).

5. Pre and post workshop questionnaires 

Research Question #1:

Do the CDTW instructional artifacts such as the course-pack (provided to workshop participants), the instructor notes (provided to workshop co-instructors), and facilitators’ daily PowerPoint slides show evidence of key CDTW concepts such as explicit and well-defined analysis of course content, learning outcomes, instructional strategies, assessment methods, and alignment between these elements? 

Data Types and Units of Analysis

The instructional artifacts (the data sources mentioned in research question #1) included varied data types, and as such, differing units of analyses were established for coding. These are explained in the table below: 

Table 1

Data types:
Units of Analysis

Tools: 
The whole tool. This data type refers to textual tools provided to participants to help them with the course design process (for e.g., a piece of text listing different types of assessment methods, and the kinds of learning they can assess would be categorized as a tool.)
Activities:
The whole activity. Activities are different from tools in that these are a sequenced instructional strategy designed to help participants practice an instructional principle. Activities can refer participants to the use of tools.

Example: 
The whole example. This data type refers to examples of the key concepts (learning outcomes, assessment plans, etc.) that are provided to participants for their reference.

Articles:
Verbatim themes within an article (for e.g., an article might discuss themes of cognitive development, or student engagement, and ways of facilitating this engagement). This data type refers to articles that were explored during the workshop. Core and suggested readings were not included in the analyses. However other readings within the daily schedule were included.

Graphics: 
The whole graphic.

Statements: 
A complete thought.

Coding Procedures for the CDTW instructional artifacts: 

1. The CDTW course pack, instructor notes and PowerPoint slides were scanned into the computer and converted to rich text format files using the OmniPage Pro X scanning technology and software. These rich text files were then imported into Atlas ti 5, a qualitative analysis software, for coding. 

2. These instructional artifacts (mentioned above) were coded for key CDTW course concepts using a priori coding. The key concepts are ‘analysis of course content’, ‘learning outcomes’, ‘instructional strategies’, ‘assessment methods’, and the concept of ‘alignment’ between each of these elements. I kept a coding journal throughout the coding process, to track changes in my thinking, and the process of code-building.

These concepts were coded a priori as this matched the intent of the analysis: to ensure that the key CDTW concepts were actually well grounded in the teaching of the workshop. However, to ensure unbiased coding within these concepts, and to define how these concepts were taught in the CDTW, these a priori codes were further sub-coded for emergent codes. 

3. Simultaneously, an open mind was kept for other emergent main codes that might appear in the instructional artifacts. 

4. To ensure firm code categories, I did repeated code-checks during the coding process, starting each time from the first coded document, till the codes stabilized. The code categories were discussed with two members of the research team, and further refinements were made to the codes to improve the coding schemes clarity. When required, sub-codes were further sub-coded. The naming convention I’ve followed is explicit: Main code/sub code/description, to allow for easy recognition of sub-codes: Hence, ‘IS– modeling (being explicit)’ falls into the main code ‘IS’ (instructional strategies); this has a sub-code ‘modeling’ (the modeling of instructional strategies by CDTW facilitators); the modeled instructional strategy is ‘being explicit’.

5. To better understand the relationships between the codes network maps were created within Atlas ti for all the codes analyzed to date. The relationships between codes were labeled with a word or phrase that best explained the occurrence of these codes in the data, to me. 

Results: Coding Displays and Related Narratives

This section describes the codes and their relationship, as portrayed in the network maps:

The network maps have an inbuilt naming convention. The names of the codes are followed by two numbers in brackets: {0-0}. The first of these numbers tells us how ‘grounded’ this code is, i.e. how many times this code has been used in the data. The second number points to the code’s density, i.e. how many other codes it’s related to. (As mentioned in the previous section, I created network maps of all analyzed codes, and labeled the relationships between codes. The density refers to the total number of such relationships a code has). In the following paragraphs, my use of the label ‘well-grounded’ for a code, refers to the number of its’ coding instances, and the label ‘well-defined’ or ‘dense’ refers to its’ relationships. When discussing both numbers, I follow the same convention (0,0). When speaking of coding instances alone, I sometimes mention ‘total’ coding instances, as opposed to ‘coding instances’. This indicates that I’m referring to the sum of coding instances of the code as well as its’ sub-codes. In addition, I have recently begun to discuss codes having depth, in relation to these networks: this refers to the levels of sub-codes that exist under a main code. Hence, I suggest that a code with 3 levels of sub-codes under it was explored in greater depth during the workshop, than a code encompassing 2 levels of sub-codes.

There are five a priori main codes, as discussed earlier: analysis of course content (CC), learning outcomes (LO), instructional strategies (IS), assessment methods (Assess), and the alignment (Al) between each of these concepts. Each of these a priori codes has emergent sub-codes. For a summary of these see table 2. In addition, there are two emergent main codes: course outline elements (CO) and context. The ‘course outline’ emergent code has further emergent sub-codes, which are summarized in table 3. The details of all these codes can be seen in network maps named after each main code.

Table 2: A priori main codes and their emergent sub-codes

	Analysis of course content
	Modeling, course concepts, relationships between concepts and concept mapping.

	Learning outcomes
	Modeling, domains and levels of learning, assessable, comprehensive, concise, learner centered, understandable.

	Instructional strategies
	Modeling, learning oriented, informing, practice, balance, types, in and out-of-class learning, feedback, student engagement, decision-making criteria, presentation.

	Assessment methods
	Modeling, techniques, formative, summative, informal, formal, alternative, traditional, provide feedback, explicit criteria, options to students, balance, distribution, doable, varied methods, weighting, complete, purpose, key issues.

	Alignment
	CC-LO, CC-IS, Learning-IS, Learning-Assess, IS-Assess, Contexts/Students-LO, Contexts/Students-IS


Table 3: Emergent main codes and their emergent sub-codes

	Course outline elements
	General information, course content, learning outcomes, instructional methods, assignments and evaluations, course material.

	Context
	-


A priori Codes & their related, emergent sub-codes: a selective narrative

Analysis of Course Content: CDTW facilitators discussed the analysis of course content extensively (Fig. 1, total coding instances: 20). The emergent sub-code ‘concept map’ under the analysis of course content was well grounded (total coding instances: 12). This suggests that concept mapping, as related to the analysis of course content, was discussed at length during the workshop. Quotations within this sub-code related to facilitator suggestions for creating, revising and critiquing concept maps, and examples of concept maps. 

Facilitators modeling of the analysis of course content within the workshop was minimal (coding instance: 1) as per the present analysis. An important point to note is that though facilitators did model the use of concept mapping, this is not reflected in the analysis due to a software problem. 

Learning Outcomes: Fig. 2 relates to the a priori code learning outcomes (LO). As can be seen from the map, this code was very well grounded (total coding instances: 32), and quite dense (relationships: 10). The main code ‘LO’ pointed to instances within the workshop when participants were given examples, suggestions and opportunities to create, revise, practice, receive feedback, and critique learning outcomes.

The emergent sub-code ‘domains of learning’ shows more density (relationships: 4) than the most other sub-codes under learning outcomes. CDTW facilitators discussed the different domains of learning: psychomotor (coding instance: 1, relationships: 2), affective (coding instance:, relationships: 2) and cognitive (total coding instances: 5, relationships: 4). The cognitive domain is better grounded and more dense than the other two, suggesting that this was discussed in greater detail. However, it’s important to remember that this is one aspect of the facilitators’ practice.

CDTW facilitators modeled their use of learning outcomes during the workshop, to some extent (2, 1). Though the CDTW has eleven learning outcomes, these were coded as one unit of analysis (refer to table 1), and hence as one instance of modeling. 

Instructional Strategies: The instructional strategies code was the most complex of the five a priori codes (total coding instances: 146). As can be seen in Fig. 3, it generated various sub-codes (density: 12). The main code ‘IS’ related to multiple levels of definition, instances of the practice, and suggestions for creating and making decision about instructional strategies.

The sub-codes ‘IS: practice’ stood out in its’ density of relationships (8), which suggests that a variety of concepts were discussed within it. This code also suggests the concept was discussed in some depth, as one concept was further sub-coded (IS: practice –structure). It’s interesting to note too, that though the sub-code ‘IS: feedback’ is not extensively grounded or dense, it is modeled extensively by the facilitators (see sub-code ‘IS-modeling (feedback)’). ‘IS: Student engagement’ is also interesting to look at for depth. It has some groundedness (total coding instances: 6) and density (4). In addition, it goes down three levels, which again suggests a fuller discussion of the concept.
Many of the sub-codes for instructional strategies overlap, and hence are somewhat difficult to discuss (for e.g., the sub-codes ‘IS: Practice’, ‘IS: Informing’, ‘IS: Balance’, ‘IS: Learning oriented’ and ‘IS: Feedback’, all overlap to lesser or greater degrees). This also suggests the complexity of the main code, in that it’s concepts are very intertwined, and need to be discussed in relation to each other.

Fig. 1: Course Content and it’s sub- and super-codes
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Fig. 2: Learning Outcomes and it’s sub- and super-codes
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 ‘IS – Modeling’ is a particularly interesting sub-code. It is well grounded, (total coding instances: 104, density: 9), and refers to facilitators’ modeling of various instructional strategies within the CDTW. Of special note are ‘IS – Modeling (being explicit) (coding instances: 32, density: 4). Quotations within this pointed CDTW facilitators being explicit about their planning, rationale, and workshop design. I discuss below, in brief, these codes. In fact these sub-codes align with the facilitators’ theoretical discussion of “transparent teaching’ (Hunkins, 1987, as cited in Amundsen, Winer, & Gandell, 2004), as discussed in their book “Rethinking teaching in higher education: From a course design workshop to a faculty development framework”.

The use of feedback as an instructional strategy (IS-Modeling (Feedback)) was modeled extensively too (total coding instances: 25). This usually related to instances of group and self feedback, often used in conjunction with microteaching. In addition, facilitators spent some time informing participants about, and scaffolding their use of, feedback, as evidenced by the presence of the sub-code ‘IS-modeling (feedback: giving and receiving).

Other codes of interest under the modeling category were ‘IS- modeling (the use of reading)’ (coding instances: 12) and ‘IS-modeling (Microteaching)’ (coding instances: 9). I would suggest that these point to facilitators’ use of readings and microteaching to inform about, and practice, the CDTW content. 

Assessment Methods: It’s interesting to note that though the main code ‘Assessment’ is quite well grounded (total coding instances: 48, Fig. 4), and has substantial density (23), most of its’ sub-codes lack depth, going down just one level. This is especially true with regard to the relationships falling under ‘aspects to consider’. The relationships falling within ‘types’ of assessment (formal, informal, summative, formative, traditional, alternative) were dealt with in greater detail (total coding instances: 18), with some additional depth to the concepts informal, alternative, and summative assessment.

Alignment of course design elements: ‘Alignment’ (Fig. 5) was well-grounded and defined in the data (total coding instances: 36, density: 7). Of special note were the sub-codes ‘Align: Learning-IS’ (5, 6) (the alignment between learning and instructional strategies) and ‘Align: Learning-Assess’ (7, 3) (the alignment between learning and assessment methods). More time was devoted to these concepts, than to others. In addition, both these codes emphasized ensuring that the domains of learning were aligned with appropriate instructional strategies and assessment methods, respectively.

Fig. 3: Instructional Strategies and it’s sub- and super-codes
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.Fig. 4. Assessment and it’s sub- and super-codes 
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Fig. 5: Alignment and it’s sub- and super-codes
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Emergent main codes

Course Outline: Course outline emerged as a well-grounded and dense code (Fig. 6; total coding instances: 23, density: 7). Quotations specifically referring to course outlines and their elements were coded under this. 

Some of its’ sub-codes (CO: Learning Outcomes, CO: Instructional Methods, CO: Course Content, CO: Assignments and Evaluations) sound similar to four of the CDTW key concepts on the basis of which the a priori codes were selected (analysis of course content, learning outcomes, instructional strategies, assessment methods). I suggest that these course outline elements are one application of certain key CDTW concepts, and if well developed, point to a sound understanding of these concepts. 

Context/Resources: This is not a very well grounded code (coding instance: 1). It points to a suggestion that the key CDTW concepts should be considered in relation with the instructional, or student, context.

Course design and instructional principles: This code shows up in Figure 6. It’s a free code (i.e. not attached to any quotation in the data source). I created it as a conceptual super-code, under which the key CDTW concepts (the a priori main codes) fall.

Fig. 6: Course Outline and it’s sub- and super-codes
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For reader convenience, the total coding instances for each main code (a priori and emergent) are summarized in the table below:

Table 4

A priori

Course Content

: 20

Instructional Strategies
: 149

Learning Outcomes

: 34

Assessment Methods

: 48

Alignment


: 36



Emergent

Course Outline

:23

Context / Resources

:1

Course Design and

Instructional Principles
: 0

As mentioned earlier, these numbers should be viewed cautiously, keeping in mind that the instructional artifacts are just one view of the CDTW experience, and actual workshop observations would provide a much more complex view of these concepts.

Conclusions and Implications

Research Question #1: Do the CDTW instructional artifacts such as the course-pack (provided to workshop participants), the instructor notes (provided to workshop co-instructors), and facilitators’ daily PowerPoint slides show evidence of key CDTW concepts such as explicit and well-defined analysis of course content, learning outcomes, instructional strategies, assessment methods, and alignment between these elements? 
Various conclusions can be drawn from this analysis: Firstly, the key CDTW concepts are, in fact extensively taught within the workshop. Secondly, certain valued concepts were implicit within the workshop experience, i.e. these concepts were modeled, but not taught in great detail. Two such examples are the use of feedback as an instructional strategy, and the importance of being explicit in teaching. As can be seen from Fig. 3, both these were modeled extensively. Thirdly, the analysis confirmed that certain concepts were not dealt with in depth, such as assessment. Fourthly, CDTW facilitators were found to have modeled the key workshop concepts extensively in some cases, and to a lesser degree in others. Within the theories of action framework (Argyris & Schon, 1974, as cited in Sandretto, Kane, & Heath, 2002) this preliminarily suggests that the facilitators’ espoused theories of instruction (as represented by the key workshop concepts) were well aligned with their theories-in-use, as visible in their modeling of these concepts.

Implications

The implications of this analysis are that firstly, it emphasizes the importance of examining alignment within one’s practice; secondly, it gives faculty developers a different view of their practice; thirdly, this overt view of one’s own practice supports intentional decision-making about including, or excluding, certain concepts in ones’ practice. For example, seeing the implicit presence of a valued concept such as ‘the use of feedback’ (in this workshop) supports deliberate decision making regarding future steps; thirdly, it preliminarily explores coherence in a faculty development initiative. Previous research (for e.g. Martin, Prosser, Trigwell, Ramsden, & Benjamin, 2000; Gibson, 1998) suggests that coherence between espoused theories of instruction and theories-in-use cannot be assumed. Hence, it would behoove us, as faculty developers, to ensure such coherence exists in our own practice; and lastly, the analysis makes use of the ideas of groundedness, density and depth to discuss what was taught, and theories-in-use (as modeled by CDTW facilitators). Such language supports a multi-dimensional discussion of these ideas. 
Research Question #2:

What evidence is there of changes in a professors’ thinking as related to these CDTW concepts, in a comparative analysis of the participants’ pre- and post-workshop course outlines.

Data analysis of participant course outlines and questionnaires:

Each pre- and post-workshop course-outline will be analyzed to determine the extent to which it conforms to criteria in the code-book, derived from the previous coding of the CDTW course pack. Well-grounded a priori and emergent concepts from the previous analysis of the CDTW instructional material will be used as a priori codes for this analysis (analysis of course content, learning outcomes, instructional strategies, assessment methods, context, alignment between each of these elements, and course outline). The criteria will be further defined according to the sub-codes within these concepts, established in the previous data, i.e. the CDTW instructional artifacts. As I am specifically interested in analyzing the course outlines for evidence of concepts taught in the CDTW workshop, the use of a priori codes seems appropriate. 

Though the analyses and findings of research questions #2 is not part of this paper, a draft of the codebook
 is available on request. To keep track of my thinking while developing the codebook, I have kept a journal throughout the process.

The codebook (draft) explicates the coding criteria for the course outlines. Once the codebook is fully developed, based on agreement between myself and at least 2 other coders from our research team, I will begin the process of systematically coding all course outlines. 

References
Amundsen, C., Saroyan, A., & Donald, J. (2004). Analysis of course content. In A. Saroyan, & C. Amundsen (Eds.), Rethinking teaching in higher education: From a course design workshop to a faculty development framework (pp. 33-52). Sterling, Virginia: Stylus Publishing. 

Amundsen, C., Weston, C., & McAlpine, L. (2005). Course design and teaching development: Multiple windows for understanding impact. EARLI, Cyprus, 

Amundsen, C., Winer, L., & Gandell, T. (2004). Designing teaching for student learning. In A. Saroyan, & C. Amundsen (Eds.), Rethinking teaching in higher education: From a course design workshop to a faculty development framework (pp. 71-94). Sterling, Virginia: Stylus Publishing. 

Argyris, C., Putnam, R., & McLain Smith, D. (1985). Action science. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Argyris, C., & Schön, D. A. (1974). Theory in practice : Increasing professional effectiveness. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Barr, R. B., & Tagg, J. (1995). From teaching to learning: A new paradigm for undergraduate education. Change, 27(6), 13-25. 

Bloom, B. S., & and others (Eds.). (1956). Taxonomy of educational objectives: The classification of educational goals/ by a committee of college and university examiners. New York: David McKay. 

Cohen, S. A. (1987). Instructional alignment: Searching for a magic bullet. Educational Researcher, 16(8), 16-20. 

Cranton, P. (1996). Professional development as transformative learning: New perspectives for teachers of adults. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Cranton, P. (1994). Understanding and promoting transformative learning. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Donald, J. (2004). Clarifying learning. In A. Saroyan, & C. Amundsen (Eds.), Rethinking teaching in higher education: From a course design workshop to a faculty development framework (pp. 53-70). Sterling, Virginia: Stylus Publishing. 

Emerson, J. D., & Mosteller, F. (2000). Development programs for college faculty: Preparing for the twenty-first century. Educational Media and Technology Yearbook, 25, 26-42. 

Erickson, B. L., & Stommer, D. W. (1991). Knowing, understanding and thinking: The goals of freshman instruction. Teaching college freshmen (pp. 65-77). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Gibson, L. S. (1998). Teaching as an encounter with the self: Unraveling the mix of personal beliefs, education ideologies, and pedagogical practices. Anthropoloby and Education Quarterly, 29, 360-371. 

Hativa, N., Barak, R., & Simhi, E. (2001). Exemplary university teachers: Knowledge and beliefs regarding effective teaching dimensions and strategies. Journal of Higher Education, 72(6), 699-729. 

Kane, R., Sandretto, S., & Heath, C. (2002). Telling half the story: A critical review of research on the teaching beliefs and practices of university academics. Review of Educational Research, 72(2), 177-228. 

Kember, D., & Kwan, K. (2000). Lecturers' approaches to teaching and their relationship to conceptions of good teaching. Instructional Science, 28, 469-490. 

Kreber, C. (Ed.). (2001). Scholarship revisited: Perspectives on the scholarship of teaching. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Levinson-Rose, J., & Menges, R. J. (1981). Improving college teaching: A critical review of research. Review of Educational Research, 3, 403-434. 

Light, G., Luna, M., Drane, D., & and Fleming, Victoria Manion. (2004). Transforming pre-tenure faculty approaches to teaching: Faculty development at a research university. American educational research association, annual conference, San Diego, April 12th-16th 2004, San Diego, -(2004) 1-17. 

Martin, E., Prosser, M., Trigwell, K., Ramsden, P., & Benjamin, J. (2000). What university teachers teach and how they teach it. Instructional Science, 28(5-6), 387-412. 

McAlpine, L., & Emrick, A. (2003). Discipline-based curriculum development: An opportunity for sustainable collegial faculty development. European association of research on teaching and learning, Padua, Italy.

Nesbit, J. (in preparation). Learning Goal Alignment. 

Ramsden, P. (2003). Learning to teach in higher education (2nd ed.). London, U.K.: Routledge. 

Ramsden, P. (1992). Learning to teach in higher education. London, U.K.: Routledge. 

Sandretto, S., Kane, R., & Heath, C. (2002). Making the tacit explicit: A teaching intervention program for early career academics. The International Journal for Academic Development, 135-145. 

Saroyan, A., & Amundsen, C. (Eds.). (2004). Rethinking teaching in higher education: From a course design workshop to a faculty development framework. Virginia: Stylus Publishing. 

Shulman, L. (2000). From Minsk to Pinsk: Why a scholarship of teaching and learning? [Electronic version]. The Journal of the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning, 1(1), 48-52. 

Weimer, M., & Lenz, M. F. (1991). Instructional interventions: A review of the literature on efforts to improve instruction. In J. Smart (Ed.), Handbook of theory and research (pp. 294-333). New York: Agathon. 

Weston, C., & McAlpine, L. (2004). Evaluating student learning. In A. Saroyan, & C. Amundsen (Eds.), Rethinking teaching in higher education: From a course design workshop to a faculty development framework (pp. 95-114). Sterling, Virginia: Stylus Publishing. 

� I’d like to thank Cynthia Weston (McGill University), for her valuable feedback in developing this paper.


� Here, it is also useful to distinguish between theoretical rationales and evaluation required in two distinct though overlapping areas within faculty development activities: (i) the pedagogy of faculty development, which we are beginning to understand often lies within the realms of adult learning (for example, Mezirow’s transformative learning theory, Schon’s theory of a reflective practioner, etc.); and (ii) pedagogy of student learning in higher education, i.e. why do we seek to teach what we do within a particular activity – an area that lies within the realm of student learning and psychology (for example student motivation, approaches to learning etc.).


� However, the recent move towards integrative methods research within educational research will provide a valuable tool to explore multiple facets of faculty development activity. Interestingly, Levinson-Rose and Menges (1981) suggested a similar direction for researchers in the area when they pointed out that quantitative methods “tend to distance researcher(s) from participants in the name of objectivity and to oversimplify teaching and learning in the name of control…. Quantitative and qualitative approaches are not yet intertwined and applied to the study of teaching improvement efforts.” (p. 419). Mixed-methods or integrative research has probably been an ongoing activity over the years, but now has new validity, and a label under which it can be discussed.


� There might be some differences, as course outlines show intent, and practice itself will be dependent on context. Hence for course outlines to completely align with practice would probably require an iterative process


� The codebook is adapted from the E3 Criteria Codebook for Course Outlines (McAlpine & Emerick, 2003)
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