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A New Paradigm for Undergraduate Education

By ROBERT B. BARR aND JOBN TAGG

>

The significant problems we face
cannof be solved ar the same level of
thinking we were ar when we created
thermn.

- ALBERT EINSTEIN

paradigm shiftis (uh-
ing hold in American
higher education. In
its briefest form, the
paradigm that has
guverngd our colleges
1s this: A college js an institution that
exists 2o provide instrucrion. Subtly but
prefoundly we are shifting to a new
paradigm; A collcge is an institurion
thar exists to produce learning. This
shift changes everything. Itis both
needed and wanted.
We call the traditional, dominant
puradigm the “Tnstruction Paradigm.”

Robert B. Barr is direcror of institutional
research and plonning and Jokn Tagg is
associate professor of English at Palomar
Coallege, San Marcos, California.
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Under it, colleges bave created complex
strucrures to provide for the activity of
teaching conceived primerily as deliv-
ering S0-minuce Jectutes—rthe mission
of a coliege is to deliver inspuction.
Now, however, we arc beginniog to
recognize that our dominant paradigm
mistalees a means for an end. Tt takes the
means cr method—called “instruction”
or “teaching”—and makes it the col-
lege’s end or purpose. To say that the
purpose of colleges is 1 provide in-
sruction iy like saying that General Mo-
tors” business is o operate assembly
lines or that the purpose of medical care
is 1o fill hospital beds. We now sec that
our mission is not instruction byt rather
that of producing learning with cvery
student by wharever means work best.
The shift 1o s “Learning Paradigm™
liberates institutions from a set of dilfi-
cult constraints. Today it is virwelly
impossible for themn to respond effec-
tively 10 the challenge of siable or de-
clining budgets while meeting the
increasing demand for postsecondary

education {rom increasingly diverse
students, Under the Jogic of the Fnstruc-
tion Paradigm, colleges suffer froma
serious design flaw: it is not possible w
increase outputs without a correspond-
ing increase in costs, hecause any af-
tempt (o ncrease outpurs without
inercasing resources is a threart to quali-
1y. If a college attcmpts 1o increase jus
productivity by increasing either class
sizes or faculty workloads, for exam-
ple, acadermics will be quick o assumne
inexorable negative consequences for
educational guality,

Just as importantly, the Instruction
Paradigm rcsts on conceptions of teach-
ing that are mcreasingly recognized &s
ineffective. As Alaa Guskin poinced oul
in a September/Qctober 1994 Charge
amiclc premiscd on the shift from teach-
ing w0 leamming, “the primasy learning
environment for undergraduate saudents,
(he fairly passive lecture-discussion for-
mat where faculty talk and most siu-
dents listen, is contrary W almost every
principle of optimal sertings for student
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the Learning Paradign has

siways lved in our hearts....

4

For many of us.

But the heaet’s fct.éling
has not lived clearly
and powerfully

in our heads.

e e

Jearning * The Learning Paradigm ends
the leeture’s privileged position, honor-
ing in its place wharever approaches
serve best to prompi learning of particu-
lar knowledge by particular students,

The Learning Paradigm also opcns
up the truly inspiring goa) that cach
graduating class learns more than the
previous.gradua(ing class. [ other
words, the Learning Paradigm envi-
sions the imatitutton itselt as 2 learner—
over time, it continuously learns how
produce more learning with each gradu-
ating class, each entering student.

or ipany of us. the Learning

Paradigm has always lived in our

hearts. As teachers, we want
above all else for our students 1o jearn
and succeed. But the heart’s feeling has
not tived clearly and powerlully in out
heads. Naw, as the clements of (he
Learaing Paradigm permeate the air,
ovr hcads are beginning o understand
what our hearts have known. However,
none of us has yet put all the elements
of the Learping Paradigim together in s
conscious, integrated whole.

Lacking such a vision, we've wit-
nessed reformers advocate many of the
new paradigm’s elements over the years,
only to sce few of them widely adoprad.
The reason is that they have beea applied
piecemeal within the suctuces of a
dominant paradigm (hat rejecty or dis-
torts them. Indeed, for two decades the
responsc o calls tor reform from nation-
a] commissions and task forces generally
has heen an attempt to address the 1syues
within the framework af the Instrucrion
Paradigm. The movemen(s (hus generat-
ed have mast often fuiled, undone by the
contradictions within the traditional
paradigm. For cxample, if students are
not Jearning 10 solve problems or think
critically, the old Jogic says we must
teach a class in thinking and make it e
general cducation requirement. The logic
is all too circular: What students are
Jzarmng in the classyroom doesn’( address
their peeds or ours; therefore, we must
bring them back into another classroom
and instruct them some morce. The result
i never what we hope for because, as
Rschard Paul, director of the Center for
Ctitical Thinking observes glumly, “crit-
ica) thinking is Laught in the same way
that other courses have traditionally been
tawght, with an excess of lecture and in-
sufficient lime for practice.”
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To see what the Instruction Para-
digm 1s we need only ook ac the struc-
tures and behaviors of our colleges and
infer the governing priaciples and be-
lefs they reflect. But icis much more
difficult 10 see the Learning Puradigm.
which has yet to find complere expres-
ston m the structures and processes of
any college. So we must imagine it,
This is what we propose to do here. As
we outline jts principles and elements,
we'll suggest some of their implications
for coljeges—bur anly some. because
the expression of principles in concrete
structures depends on circumsiunces. it
will take decades to work out many of
the Leaming Paradigm’s implications.
But we hope here that by making it
more explicit we will help colleagues
mare fully recognize It and restructure
our institutions in jus image.

hut such a restructuring is needed

is heyond question: the gap be-

{ween what we say we want of
higher educetion and what its structurcs
provide has never been wider. Tousc 8
distinction made by Chris Argyris and
Donald Schon, the difference berwecn
our cspoused theory and our theory-in-
use is becoming distressingly potice-
able. An “espoused theory,” readers will
recall, is the sct of principles people of-
fer wo explain their belaviar, the princi-
ples we can infer from how people or
their organizations actually behave is
thelr “theory-in-use.” Right now, the In-
struction Paradigm. is our theory-in-use,
yer the espoused thoories of most educa-
1ors more closely resemble components
of the Learning Puradigni. The mare we
discover ahout how the mind works and
how students learn, the grearter the dis-
parity between what we say and what we
do. Thus so many of us feel increasingly
constrained by a system increasingly at
vasiance with what we helieve. To build
tite colleges we necd for the 218t centu-
ry—10 pat our minds where out hearts
are, and rejoin acts with beliefs—we
must consciously reject the Instruction
Parzdigm ang restructure what we do on
the bass of the Learning Paradigm.

THE PARADIGMS

When comparing sitermartive para-
digms, we must take care: the rwo will
seldom be as neatly parallel as our sum-
mary chart suggests (see pages |6 and
17). A paradigim is like the rules of a
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game: one of the functions of the rules is
10 define the playing field and domain of
possibilities on that ficld. But s new
paradigm may specify a game played on
2 Jarger or smaller field with a larger or
stnaller domnain of legitisnate possibili-
ties. Indeed, the Learning Paradigm ex-
pands the playing field and domnain of
possibilities and it radically changes
various aspects of the game. Ju the In-
struction Paradigm, a specitic methodol-
ogy determines the boundary of what
colleges can do; in the Learning
Paradigm, student learning and success
sct the boundary . By the same token, not
all elements of the ncw paradigm are
conirary (o corresponding elements of
the ald; the new ircludes many elements
of the old within its Jarger domain of
possibilities. The Leaming Faradigm
does not prohibit lectuting, for example.
Lecturing becomes one of many possi-
ble inethods, all evaluated on the basis
of thelr ability to promote appropriate
learning.

In describing the shift feom an In-
struction 1c a Leaming Paradigm, we
Jimit our addrcess in this arvicle w under-
graduate education. Research and pub-
Tic service are important functions of
colleges and unjversities but e outside
the scope of the present discussion,
Here, a3 in our summary chart, we'll
compare the two paradigms along six
dimensions: mission and purposes, cri-
teria for success, teaching/learning
stractures, learning theoty. productivity
and funding, and nature of roles.

MISSION AND PURPOSES

in the Insruction Paradigm, the mis-
sion of the college is to provide insuuc-
tion. 1o teach. The method and the
product are one and the same. The imeans
is the end. In the Learning Paradigin, the
mission of the college s 1o produce
learning. The method and the product are
separate. The end governs tie means,

Somc educators may be uncomfort-
able with the vorb “produce.” We usc it
becsuse i1 so strongly connotes that the
college lakes responsibiliey for learning.

The point of saying that colleges are (0 |

produce learing-—=not provide, aot
support, not encourage—is to say, un-
mistakably, that diey are responsible for
the degree to which students learn. The
Learning Paradigm shifts what the insti-
tuon wkes responsibility for: from
quality instruction (lecturing, talking) to
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stucent learming. Students, the co-pro-
ducers of fearning, can and must, of
coursc, take responsibility for their own
learning. Hence, responsibility 1s a win-
win game wherein two agents take re-
spoasibility for the same outcome even
though neither js in complele control of
all the varjables. When two agents take
such responsibility, the resulting syner-
gy produces powerful results.

The idea that colleges cannot be re-
spongible (or learning flows from a dis-
empowering notion of responsibility. If
we conceive of responsibility as a fixed
yuantity in a zero-sum game, then stu-
dents must take responsibility for their
owp learning. and no one else can. This
model generates a concept of responsi-
bility capable of assigning blame but
not of empowering the most productive
action. The concept of responsibility as
a {rarnework for action is quite differ-
ent: when one takes rcsponsibility. one
sexs goals and then acts 10 achieve then,
continuously modifying one’s behavior
to hetter achicve the goals. To take re-
sponsibility for achieving an cvicome is
not o guarantee the outcome, nor does
it entail the complele conwol of all rele-
vant variables; it is to makc the achieve-
rpent of the otmcore the criterjon by
which one measurcs one’s own efforts,
in this sense, it is no contradiction to
say that students, faculty, and the col-
lege as an insttation can all (ake re-
sponsibility for student learning.

In the Leaming Paradigm, colleges
take responsibility for learning at two
distinet Jevels. At the organizational
level, a college takes responsibility for
the aggregate ot student learning and
success. Did, for example. the graduar-
ing class’s mastery of cerwain skilis or
knowledge meet our high, public swn-
dards for the awsrd of the degree’? Did
the class’s knowledge and skills im-
prove aver those of prior classes? The
college also takes responsibility at the
individual level, thacis, for each indi-
vidual student’s learning. Did Mary
Smith Iearn the chemistry we deem ap-
propriate for a degree in that field?
Thus. the institulion takes responsibility
for both its instiutional outcomes and
individual student ouwcomes.

Turning now to more specific pur-
poses, in the [nstroction Paradigm, a
college aims to transfer or deliver
knowledge from [aculty to students; it
offers courses and degree programs and

sceks 1o maintain a high quality of in-
swucton widhin them, mostly by assur-
ing that faculty stay current in their
fields. If new kaowledge or clients ap-
pear, so will new course work. The vary
purpose of the Instruction Paradigm is
to offer courses.

In the Learning Paradigm. on the
other hand, a college’s purpose is noLw
transfer knowledge but to create envi-
roaments aad cxperiences that bring
students to discover and eonstruct
kaowledge for themselves, to make stu-
dents members of cormmunities of
lcamcrs that make discoveries and solve
problems. The cullege aims, in fact, 10
create a series of ever more powerful
learning environments. The Learning
Paradigm docs nol Limit insdwtdons 10 a
single means for empowering students
to Jearn; within its framework, e¢ffective
leaming rechnologies are continually
identified, developed, tested. imple-
mented, and asscssed against one anoth-
¢r. The aim in the Leaming Paradigm is
not so much to improve the quality of
instruction—elthough that is not jrrele-
vant—as jtis to improve continuously
the quality of learning for students indi-
vidually and in the aggregare,

Under the older paradigm, colleges
ajmcd to provide access 1o higher edu-
cation, especially for lustorically under-
represented groups such as African-
Americans and Hispanics. Too often,
mere access hasn 't served students well,
Under the Leaming Paradigm, the goal
for vnder-represented students (and a//
students) becomes not simply access
bt success. By “success” we mean the
achievement of overall student educa-
tonal objeclives such as earning a de-
gree, persisting in school, and learning
the “right” things—the skills and
knowledge thar will help students Lo
achieve their goals in work and life. A
Learning Paradigm collcge, therefore,
aims for cver-higher graduation ratcs
while maintaining ot cvex Increasing
lcaraing standards.

By shifiing the intended institutional
outcomc from teaching to learning, the
Learning Paradigm makes possible a
continuovs improverent in productivi-
ty. Whereas under the Instruction Par-
adigm a primary institutional purpose
was to optimize faculty well-being and
success—including recognition for re-
search and scholarship—in the Learning
Paradigm a primary drive is to produce
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CHART X
COMFARING EpucaTioNaL PARADIGMS
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Fhe Instruction Paradigm The Learping Paradigm
Mission and Purposes
»  Provide/deliver instruction »  Droduce learning
> Transfer knowledge from fyculty Lo scudents »  Biicit student Jiscovery and constructon of knowledge
»  Offer courses and programs » Creale powerfyl learning eavironments
»  Improvs the quality of instruction » Tmprove the quality of leaming
> Achieve access for diverse students >  Achieve success for diverse students
Critcria for Success
> inputs, resources »  Jeaning and swdcnl-success guteomes
> Quality of entering students »  Quality of exiling s:udenls
»  Curriculum development, €xpansivn »  Leaming technologies devejopment, cxpansion
»  Quanlily and guality of resoyrces »  Quantity and quality of outcomes
»  Envollment. revenve growth »  Aggrcpae learning growlh, efficiency
»  Quality of faculty, insaruction >  Quality of sludents, learning
Tesching/Learning Structures
> Atomistic: parts prior 1o whole »  Holisdc; whole prior io pasts
»  Timecheld constant, learning veties » Learning held constant, time varics
> 50-minute lecture, 3-unit course > Learning euvironments
»  Clssses start/end at samce ime »  Environment ready when studentis
»  Onc igacher, onc classroom »  Whatever learning crperience works
»  Independent disciplings. departments »™  Cruss discipline/depariment collaboration
»  Covering maredal »  Specified learning resvlts
»  End-of-coursc assessinenl »  Pre/during/post assessments
»  Cirading within clasyes by instructors »  Eaternal eveluations of Jearning
> Private assessment > Public agsessment ¢
»  Degree cquals accumyl ated credit hours »

Jearning outcomes wore efficiently. The
philosophy of an Instruction Paradigm
college reflects the belicef that it cannot
increase learming outputs without more
tesources, bur a Learning Paradigm col-
lege expects 1o do so continuously. A
Jearning Paradigm colicge is concerned
with Jearning productivity, nor teaching
productivity.

CRITERIA FOR SUCCESS

Under the Instruction Paradigm, we
judge our colleges by comparing thein
1o one gnother. The criteria for qualily
are defiped in terms of inputs and pro-
cess measures. Factors such as seloctiv-
ity in student admissions, number of
PEDs on the faculty, and research repu-
tation arc used o ratc colleges and uni-

16

versities. Administators and boards
may Jook Lo enrollment and revenue
growth and the expansion of courses
and programs. As Guskin put it, “We
are so wedded to a definition of quatity
bascd on resoutces that we find itex-
tremely difficult 1o deal with the resudts
of our work, namely swdcnt leaming.”
The Learning Paradigm neccssarily
incorporates the perspectives of the as-
sessment movement. While this move-
ment has been under way for at leasta
decade, under the dominant Instruction
Paradigm it has not penetrated very far
nta nurmal organizational practice.
Only 2 fow colleges across the Sountry
systematically assess student Jearning
oul¢omes. Educators in California com-
murniry colleges aiways seem to be sur-

Degree cquals demonsiraied knowledge and skills

prised when they hear drat 45 percent of
first-time fall students do not return in
the spring and that jt takes an average of
six years for a student to earn 4n associ-
ate’s (AA) degree. The xeason for this
Jack of outcomes knowledge is pro-
foundiy simplc: under the Instruction
Paradigm, student oulcomes are simply
jrrelevant to the successful funclioning
and funding of a collegc.

QOur faculty evaluation systems, for
example, evalvate the performance of
facully in teaching terms, not Jearning
tcrms. An instructor is typically evalu-
ated by her peers or dean on the basts of
whether ler lectures are organized,
whether she covers the appropriate ma-
terial, whether she shows intercst in and
understanding of her subject matter,

CHaNGE » NoVEMBER/TRCEMBER 1995
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The Instruction Paradigm The Learning Paradigm

Learning Theory
»  Knowledge exists "out there” » Koowledge exists in each person's mind and 18 shaped by
individual eaperience

¥

Krowledge comes in “chunks” and “hes” delivered >  Knowledge is consuucted, crealed, and “gaces”
oy instruciors
» [eaming is curnulative and linear » Learning is a nesung and interacung of frameworks
»  Pics the storehouse of knowledge mexaphor »  Figlearning how (o ride 3 bicycle metaphor
» Lenrning js wacher cenreced. and controlled » Tearning is student centered and conrrolled
> Live  teacher, “live” students required > “Active” jearncr required, but not “live” waches
»  Theclassroom end learning are competidve and »  Learning environments and Jearming arc cOOpCrauve,
individualistic colluborarive, and supportive
»

Talent and abilscy are rarc

» Definition of produclivity;
cnst per hour of iastruction per swdent
»  Bunding for hours of instruction

» Paculty are primarily lecturers

»  Faculty and srudents act indopendently and in isolation »

» Teachers classify and sort students

»  Staff serve/suppore faculty and the provess of insuucuon »

» Aoy experi can teach

»  Lime governance: independent acinrs

whether she is prepared for class, and
whether she respects her students’ ques-
tions and comments. All these factors
evaluate the instructar’s performance in
tcaching terms, They do not raise the is-
sue of whether students are learning, let
atone demand evidence of Tearning of
provide [or its reward.

Many insututions CORsrue leaching
almost entirely in terms of lecturing. A
rruc story makes the point, A bjology
instruccor was experimenting with col-
laborative methods of instruction in
his beginning biclogy classes. One
day his dcan came for a site visit, slip-
ping into the back of the room. The
room was & hubbub of activity. Stu-
dents were discussing material enthu-
siasticelly in small groups spread out

CaANGCE  NovEMBER/DECEMBER 1935

»  Talent and #hility are abundant

Productivity/Funding

» Defisidon of productivity:
cost per uit of learning per swdent
» Funding for leaming outcomnes

Nature of Roles

»  Faculy are primasily designers

and other s3ff

-

of learning methods and cnvironments
Faculty and students swork in teams with each other

» Teachers develop every student's compelzncies

and w@lents

All staff arc educators who produce student

Jearning and success
» Empowering learning is challenging and complex

»  Shared governance; amwork

across the room: the instructor would
observe gach group for g few minutes,
sometimes making a cornment, some-
times just nodding approval. After 1.3
minutes or so the dean approached the
instructor and said, V1 came 1oday to
do your evaiuation. I')l come back an-
other rime when you' e teaching.”

Tnt the Instruction Paradigm, teaching
is judged on its own terms: in the Learn-
ing Paradigm, the power of an environ-
ment or approach is judged i terms of
{15 impact on Jearning. !f Jcarning o¢-
curs, then the enviropment has power. I
studenls learn more in environment A
than in enviconment B, then A is more
powerful than B. To know this in the
Learning Patadigm we would assess std-
dent learning routinely and congstantly.

Institutional ouicomes assessMEnK is
analogous to classroom asscssment, 33
described by K. Pavicig Cross and
Thomas Angelo. In our own cxperience
of classroom-assessment training work-
shops, teachers share moving stories
about how even fimited use of thesc
techniques has prompied them tc make
big changes ip their tcaching, some-
times despitc years of investment ina
previous practice. Mimi Sreadman, in
a recent study of community college
teachers using classroom assessment,
found that “eighty-eight percent of
facuity surveyed roported that they
had made changes in their teaching be-
haviors &5 a resull.” This at first was
startling to us. How could such small
amouns of information produce such
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can frustrate the best ideas
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Structures reflecting

an oid paradigm

and ii;;;;vations of
new-paradigu'n thinkers.
As the gb"erniﬁ"g
paradlgm changes,
so likewise m;l.ét the

organization’s stractures.

A A

large changes in tcacher behavior?
Upon reflection, itbecame clear. The
information was feedback about learn-
ing, about results—something teachers
rarely collect. Given information that
their students were not leaming, it was
vbviovs (o these teachers (hat some-
thing had 1o be donc about the methods
they had been using. Likewise, we
think, feedback on leacning results at
the institutional levej should have a cor-
respondingly large impact on an instiu-
tion's behavior and on the meaps it uses
to produce Jearning.

Of course, some wil) argue, true edu-
carion simply cannot be measured. You
cannot measure, for example, trve ap-
preciavon of the boauty of a work of art.
Certainly somne learning is difficult,
even jmpossible (o measure. But jt does
not follow that useful and meaningfu)
assessment is impossible.

If we compare ourcormes assessinent
with the input mcasures controlling poli-
cy in the Instruction Paradigm, we find
that measures of outcome provide far
more genuine information about learn-
ing than do measures of input. Leaming
outcomes include whalcver students do
as aresult of a learning experience. Any
measurement of students’ products from
an educational experience is a measure
of 3 learning outcome. We could count
the number of pages stdents write, the
number of books they yead, their number
of hours at thc computer, or the number
of marh problems they solve.

Of course, these would be silly meth-
ods to determine institvtional incentives,
and we do notrecommend them, Any
oie of them, however, would producc
more useful information on leaming than
the present method of measuring inpucs
and ignoring outcomes. It would make
more sensc to fund a college on the num-
ter of math problems students solve, for
example, than 1o fund it on the number of
students who sit in math ¢Jasses. We sus-
pect that any system of instituticnal in-
centives based on outcomes would lead
lo greater learning than any syserm of in-
centives based on inputs. But we pead
not settle for a system biased toward the
wivial. Right now, today, we can con-
struct 1 good assessiment regime with the
tools we have at hand.

The Learning Paradigm requires as
(0 heed the advice of the Wingspread
Group: “New forms of asscssment
should focus on cstablishing what col-

*
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lege and unjversity graduates have
Jearned——the knowledge and skill levels
they have achieved and dheir potential
for further independent learning.”

TEACHING/LEARNING
STRUCTURES

By structures we mean those features
of an organization that are stable over
time and that form the framework within
which activities and processes occyr and
through which the purposes of the orga-
nization arc achieved. Structure includes
the organization chart, role and reward
systems, technologies and methods, fa-
cilities and equipment, decision-making
cuswoms, communication channels, feed-
back loops, financial arrangements, and
funding sacams.

Peter Senge, in The Fifth Discipline,
a book ebout applying systems theory to
organjrational leaming, observes that
instiwurions and their leaders rerely focus
their attenuon on systomic stuctures.
They seldom think, he says, to alwer ba-
si¢ structures in order 1o rnprove orga-
nizational performance, even though
those structures generate the patterny of
organizational action and determine
which activities and results are possible,
Perhaps the recent talk about restructur-
ing, re~engineexing, and reinvendon in
higher education reflects a change in fo-
cus and a2 heightened awareness of both
the constraining and liberating power of
organjzational suuctures.

There is good rcason to attend to
structure. First, resvructuring offers the
greatest hope (or increasing organiza-
tional efficiency and effectiveness.
Structure is leverage. If you change the
stucrure in which peaple work, you in-
crease or decrease the Jeverage applied
to their efforts. A change in structurc cap
either increase productivity or change
the nawre of organizational outcomes.
Second, strucwre is the concrete mani-
fesration of the abswract principles of the
organization’s governing paradigm.
Structures reflecting an old paradigm can
frustrate the best ideas and innovetions
of new-paradigm thinkcrs. As the gov-
efning paradigm changes, so likewise
must the organization's structures.

In this section, we focus on the main
structures related to the tcaching and
learning process; funding and faculty
role structures are discussed later under
separate headings.

The teaching and Jearning structure

CHANGE » NovriMerR/DECEMDER 1995




of the Instelicnon Paradigm college

is alomisric. [n its universe, the “atom”
is the 50-riinucc lecture, and dic “mole-
cule” is the one-leacher, vne-classrooim,
threc-credit-hour course. From these ba-
sic units the physical architecture, the
administatve structure. and the dally
schedules ol faculty and students are
built. Dennis McGrath and Martip
Spear, professors at the Community
College of Philadciphia. note that “edu-
cation procecds everywhere through the
vehicle ol the three-credit course. Facul-
1y members |and everyone clse, we
might add] have so inwernalized that
constraint Grat they are lang past notic-
ing thar 1L is a canstraint, tinking it part
of the narural order of things.”

The resulting seucture is powerful
and rigid, Ttis, of course. perfect]y suit-
¢d o the (nstruction Paradigm task of
offering ene-teacher, anc-classroom
courses. Itis antithedical to ¢creating al-
mast uny other kind of learning experi-
ence. A sense of this can be obtained by
obscrving the effort, struggle, and ru'e-
bending required 0 schedule cven o
slighdy different kind ot [earning actv-
iiy. such as a leam-taughs course,

In rthe “cducational alomism” of the
Tnstroction Paradigm, the parts of the
waching and learning process arc seen
as discrers entities. The parts exist prior
t0 and independent of any whole; the
whole i« no more than the sum of the
parts. or even jess. The college interacts
with students only rn discrecc. isclated
envigonments, cut off from one another
hecavse the pasts—the classes—are pri-
or 10 the whoic, A “college educarion”
is the sum the student’'s expenence of
series of discrele, fargely unrelated,
three-credit classes.

0 the Instruction Paradigm, the
reaching and [SArRING Process I8 gov-
erned by the further rule that time will
be held constant while learning varies.
Althaugh addressing puhlic elementary
and secondary cducation. the analysis
af the National Commission on Time
and Learning nonetheless upplies to
colleges:

Time 1 Jearning s warden, Our time-
baund mentlity has fooled us all into
believing that schools can educawe ol
ol the peaple ull of the time ina
wehool year of FRO six-hour days - 1
experience, research, wnd common
wase teach nothing else. they confirm
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rhe wuism that people learn at differ-
et rates. and in Jifferent ways with
different subjects. But we have put the
cart befure the horse’ out schools...are
captives of ¢Jock and calendar. The
boundaries of student growth are Je-
fined by schedules... instead of stan-
dards for studenls and Teaming.

e

Under the ruie of time, all classes
start and stop at the sume time and take
the same number of calendar wecks.
The rule. of Lime and the priority of
parts affecr every mstructional act of
the coliege.

Thus it is, for example, that if stu-
dents come into collcge classcs “unpre-
pared,” it is not the job ol the faculty
who teach thone classcs 10 “prepare”
them. Indced, the structure of the one-
<emeater, three-credit class makes it all
but impossthle to do so. The only solu-
Lion, then, is ta credte new courses o
prepare students far the existing cours-
es; within the Instrucnon Paradigm. the
respanse to éducational prablems is al-
ways Lo generate more atuinized, dis-
crele instructional units T business
studenrts are lacking a sense of ethics.
then offcr gnd require 8 course in busi-
negn ethics. [ students have poor study
skills, then offer @ “masier sudent”
course 1o teach such skills.

tnstruction Paradigm colleges atam-
istically orgamze caurses and (eachers
imo depaniments and programa (het
rarely communicate with ane another.
Academic deparments, onginally asso-

ctated with coherent disciplines. asc the
structura) home bascs for accomplish-
ing the essential work of the colicge: of-
fering courses. “Departments have a life
of their own,” nowes William D. Schae-
ler, professor of English and former ex-
ecurive vice chancellor at UCLA. They
are “insular, defensjve, self-governing,
[and) compelied w pratect their inter-
ests because the faculty pasitions as
we]] a5 the courses that jusify {unding
those pasitions are located thereim.”

Those globally applicablc sKii!s that
are the foundation of meaningful en-
gagement with the world—rcading, writ-
ing. calculating, reasoning—find a true
plece in this structure only if they have
their own independent bases: the English
ar math or reading departments. If sto-
dents cunnot reason or think well, the
collcge creates a course on reasoning and
thinking. This in tum produces pressurc
w create a corresponding department,
we ar¢ 0ot cureful.” wams Adam Sweet-
ing. dircctor of the Writing Program 3t
the Massachusetts School of Law at An-
Jdover, “the teaching of crincal thinking
Whille will become the respansibilicy of
one university departiment. 4 prospect
that is &1 ocdds wrth the very idea of o
universily.”

Efforrs (o extend college-level read-
ing. writing. and reasoning “scross the
curticulum™” have Jargely failed. The
good intentions produced few results
hecause. under the fpstruction
Paradigm. the teacher’s joh is 1o “caver
the material” as outlined in the disci-
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plinary syllabus. The igsteuctor charged
with implomenting writing or reading or
critical thinkiag "across the curricu-
lum” often must choose between doing
her job or doing what will help swdents
learn—between doing wcll, as it were,
or doing good.

From the point of view of the Leam-
ing Paradigm, thesc Instruction Paradigm
teaching and leaming structures present
immense barriers wo improving student
learning and success. They provide no
spacc and support {or redesigned Jeaming
gnvirouments or for experimcndng with
alternative learning technolagics, They
don’t provide for, warrant, or reward as-
sessing whether sudent Jecarning has oc-
cutred or is improving.

In a Learning Paradigm college, the
suructure of courses and Jectures be-
comes dispensable and negotiable.
Semesters and quarters, lectures. Jabs,
syllabj—indeed, classes themselves—
become options rather than recetved
swuctures or mandatory activities. The
Learning Paredigm prescribes no one
“apswer” to the question of how 10 ot-
ganize learning enviropments and cxpe-
riences, It supporis any learning method
and structure that works, where “works"”
ig defined in werms of leaming out-
comes, not as the degrec of conformity
10 an ideal classroom archetype. In fact,
the Learning Paradigm requires a con-
stapt search for new structures and
mechods that work beuer for student
leatning and success, and expects cven
these to be redesigned continually and
to cvolve over lime.

I ]:1 e uansition from Instrucuon
Paradigm to Leamning Paradigm
wil} not be instaataneous, [t will

be a process of gradual modification and

experimentation through which we alter

many organizational paits in lightof a

pew vision for the whole. Under the In-

struction Paradigm, structures are as-
sumed to be fixed and immutable; there
is no ready means for achieving the
leverage needed to alter themn, The first
structural task of the Learming Paradigm,
then, is 1o establish such leverage.

The key swucture for changing the
rest of the system is an institudonwide
assessment and infonmation system—
an essental structure in the Learning
Paradigm, and 2 key means for gewing
there. Tt would provide constang, useful
feedback op institutional performance.
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Tt would track transfer, graduaton, and
other completion rates. Jt would wack
the flow of students through Jearning
stages (such as the achievement of basic
skills) 2nd the development of in-depth
knowledge in a discipline, It would
measure the knowledge and skills of
program completers and graduates. It
would assess learning along many di-
mensions and in many places and stages
in cach student's college experience.

To be most effective, this assessment
system would provide public institution-
al-level informstion. We are notalking
abourt making public the staws of indi-
vidua) students by name, but about mak-
ing the ycar-to-ycar graduation rate—or
the mean score of graduating senjors on
g critical thinking assessment, for exam-
ple—"public” in the sense thal they are
available to everyonc in the college
community, Moreover, in the Learning
Paradigm college, such data are routine-
Jy talked about and acted upon by a
community ever dedicated to improving
its own performance.

The effectiveness of the assessment
sysiem for developing ajternstive
learning environments depends in part
upon its being external to lezrning
programs and structures. While in the
Insteuction Paradigm swdents are as-
sessed and graded within a class by the
same instructor responsible for teach-
ing them, in the Learning Paradigm
much of the assessment would be in-
dependent of the learning experjence
and irs designer, somewhat as football
games are independeat measures of
what is learncd in football practice,
Coursc grades alone fail to tell us what
students know and can do; average
arades assigned by insyrucrors arc not
rejiable measures of whether the insti-
ttion is improving learning.

Ideally, 90 institution’s assessment
program would measure the “value-
added" over the course of studeats’
experience ar the college. Stwdent
knowledge and skills would be mea-
sured upan calrance and again upon
graduation, and at intermediate stages
such as at the beginning and comple-
won of major programs. Students sould
then be acknowledged and cerufied for
what they have learned; the same data,
aggregated, could help shift judgments
of institutional quality from inputs anc
resources to the value-added brought
to student Jearning by the college.
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* The college devoted to Jearning first
idenuifies the kmowledge and skills it
expects its graduates 1o possess, without
" regard o any particulat curriculum or
cducational experiences. It then deter-
mines how to agsess thei reliably. Tt as-
scsycs graduating students, and the
resulting information is then used to re-
design and improve the processes and
environmettts leading to such outcomes.
It this manner, cahancing inellectual
skills such as writing and problem sojv-
ing and social skills such as effective
team participation become the project
of ofl Jearning programs and structured
experiences. The whole would govern
the pars.

Infortmation from a sophisticaied as-
sessment system will gradually Jead to
the transformation of the college's Jeam-
ing envirotments and supporting suvc-
wres. Such a system seeks out “best
practice” benchmarks against which im-
provements in ingtitvtional performence
cun be measured in learning 1enms. Itis
the foundation far creating an insdwuon-
al capacity to develop ever more effec-
tive and efficient ways of empowenng
leaming. Tt becomes the hasis for gener-
aung revenuc or funding according Lo
Jearning results rather than hours of in-
struction. Mostimparantly, it is the key
10 the college’s and jts staff"s taking re-
spansibility for and enjoymng the
progress of each studenc’s education.

Instead of fixing the medns—such as
[ectures and courses—rthe | .eamning
Paradigm fixes the cnds, the Jearning re-
sults, allowing the means to vary in its
conmam search for the maost effective
and efficicnt paths 1o student learning.
Learning ovicomes and standards thus
would be identified and held Lo for al]
stadents—or raised as iearning environ-
ments became more powerful—while
the time students tock 1o achieve Lthose
standards would vary. This would re-
ward skilled and advanced students with
speedy progress while cnabling less pre-
pared students the time they needed to
actually master the marerial By “testing
aut,” students could also avord wasting
their ime being “taught” whas they al-
ready know. Students would be given
“credit” for degree~televant knowledge
and skills regardless of how or where or
when Uiey learned them.

In the I .earning Paradigm, then, a
college degree would represent not
time spent and credit hours dudfully
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accomuisted, hut would certify that
the student had demonsirably attained
specified knowledgc and skills. Learn-
ing Paradigm instiwtions would devel-
op and publish cxplicit exit standards
for graduates and gram degrees and
certificates only to students who met
them. Thus colleges would move away
feom educational atomism and mave
toward treating holistically the knowl-
edge and skills required for a degree.

LEARNING THEORY

The Instruction Paradigm feames
leaming atomistically. In.it, knowledge,
by definicion, consists of matler dis-
pensed or delivered by an instructor.
The chief agentin the process is the
teacher who delivers knowledge; stu-
dents are viewed as passive vessels, in-
gesting knowledge for recall on tests,
Hence, any cxpert can weach, Partly be-
cause the weacher knows which chunks
of knowledge are most importang, the
teacher controls the Jearning activitics,
Learning is presumed 1o be cumulative
because it amounts to ingesting more
and more chunky. A degree is awardcd
when a student has reecived a specified
amount of instevction.

The Learning Paradigm frames
learning holistically, recognizing thar
the chici agentin the process is the
learner, Thus, students must be active
discovcrers and constructors of their
own Jnowledge. In the Learning
Paradigm, knowledge consists of
frameworks or wholes thal are created
or constructed by the leamer, Knowl-
edge is not seen as curnulative and
linear, like a wall of bricks, butas a
nesting and interacting of {rameworks
Learning is revealed when dhose frame-
works are used 1o understand and act.
Seeing the whale of something—the
forest rather than the trees, the image
of the newspaper photo rather than jts
dors—grves meaning 10 its elements,
and that whole becaomes more than a
sum of component par(s. Wholes and
[rameworks cun come in a moment—a
flash of ingight--often after much hard
work with the pjeces, as whern one
suddenly knows how to ride a bicycle.

In the Learning Paradigm, Jearniag
environments and activities are Jearner-
ceatered and learner-controlled. They
tnay even be “teacherless.” While
teachers will have designed the Jearning
experiences and environments siudents
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Instead of ﬁxmg the
means—such as lectures and
cou rses——ti)e Learning
Par;ldigm ﬁ.xes ihe ends,
the lenrumg results,
allowing the means to vary
inits constant search
for the most el'fectwe
and el’ﬁcrent paths

to student lcarmng

——r ————
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Under the Learning
Paradigm-,'the (aéulty
and thel inétitﬁtion
take an R. ﬁuckminster Fuller
view of students:

hut;lan I'Jeitr;gs are born

geniuse§ and. des:igned

for su;ﬁcesé.

If iheyl l‘ai'l to succeed,

it is hecausé lhéir design

function is being thwarted.

—amatr e age—
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use—olten through teamwork with each
othes and other staff—they need not be
present for or perticipate in eveey struc-
tured leaming activity.

Many students comne away from col-
lege with a false potion of what learning
is and come 1o believe (aisely that Jearn-
ing—at least for some subjects—is 100
difficult for them. Many students crvise
through schooly substiwting an ersatz
role-playing exercise for leurning,

The Firsc ime § (Bagy) stadied caleu-
lus as a college freshman, { did well by
convenlional stangards. However, while
[ could solve enough probiems 10 gL A's
anexaras, | really didn’t feel that L un-
derstood the Limit Theorem, the deiva-
tive, or much else. But 13 years laer,
after baving completed college and grad-
uale school and having taught algebra
and geometry in high school, Lnecded to
relearn calculuy 5o that I could totor &
fricnd. In only two, albeit intense, days, T
relearned—or really learned for the first
{ime, 80 it seemod—two stmesiers of
culculus. During those days, wondered
how I ever thought calculus was difficult
and why 1 didn’t sec the Limit Theorem
and derivatve for the vimglc, obvious
things they are.

What was the dif(erence berwecn my
first Jearning of calculus and the sec-
ond? Lt certainly wasn't a higher 1Q.
And I don’t think it was becausc I
learned or remembered much from the
first time. L chink it was that I brought
some very powerful intellecwal frame-
works to the learning the second dme
that I didn’t have the first time. Haviog
tavght algebra and geometry, Thad
Jearned their basic structute, that is, the
nature of 8 mathematical system. [ had
leaned the Jay of the land, the whole,
Through many years of schooling and
study, T had also learned a number of
olher framewarks thal were uscful for
learning caleulus. Thus learning caleu-
Jos the second time within these “ad-
vanced” frameworks was easy compared
10 learning, or trying 1c Jeam. calculus
without them as T did as a freshman.

So much of this is becsuse the
“learning” that goes onin Instruction
Paradigm colleges frequeadly involves
only rudimentary, su mulus-responsc re-
istionships whose cugs may be coded
into the coniext of a particvlar course
but are not rooted in the student’s ev-
eryday, functioning understanding.

The National Council on Vocatonal
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Education summarizes € COnsequences
inits 1997 roport, Solutions: “The result
is fraconation, or splining into pieces:
having to learn disconnected sub-rou-
tincs, items, and sub-skills without an
understanding of the lazger context into
which they fitand which gives them
meaning.” While such approaches are
entizely consistent with educational
atomise, they arc ac odds with the way
we think and leamn. The seme report
quotes Sylvia Famham -Diggory’s sum-
mary of conternparary reseacch: “Frac-
tionawed instruction maximizes
forgetting, inattention, and passivity.
Both children and adults acquire knowt-
edge from active participation in helistic,
complex, meaningful cavironments ¢rgs-
nized around long-term goals. Today’s
school programs could hardly have been
bettcr designed to preventa child’s natu-
ral learning system from uperating.”

The result is that when the coatex(u-
al cues provided by the class disappear
at the end of the semester, so does the
Jcarning, Howard Gardner points oul
that “researchers at Johuns Hopkins,
MTT, and other well-regarded unjversi-
Ges have documented that stdents who
receive honar grades in coliege-level
physics courses are frequently unable to
solve basic problems and questions cn-
countered in 2 form slighty differcnt
from that on which they have been for-
mally instructed and tested.”

The Learning Paradigm embraces
the goa! of promoting what Gardner
calls “education for understanding”—
wy sufficient geasp of concepts, princi-
ples, or skills su that one cao bring them
10 bear on new problems and situadons,
deciding in which ways one’s present
competencies can suffice and in which
ways one may require new skills or
knowledge.” This invoives the mastery
of functional, knowledge-based intel-
lectual frameworks rather than e
shori-term retention of fractionated,
contextual cues.

The learning theory of the Instruc-
tion Paradigm reflccts deeply roated
soctetal assumptions about waleat. rcla-
tionships, and accomplishrent: that
which is valuable is scarce; life is &
wig-lose proposition; and success is an
individual acbievemens, The Learning
Paradigm theory of learning reverses
these assumptions.

Under the [nswruction Paradigm. face
ulty classify and sort students, in the
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worst cases inta those who are “college
material” and those who capnot “cut jt.”

- since intélligence and abtlity arc scarce.

Under the Learming Patadigm, facul-
ty—and everybody elsc in the institu-
tion—are unambigyously commited to
each student’s success. The faculty and
the institution take an R. Buckminsier
Fuller view of students: human beings
are born genjuyes and designed for suc-
cess. If they fail to display thejr genius
or fail o succeed. it is hecause their de-
sign function is being thwerted. This
perspective 1s (ounded not in wishful
Urinking but in the best evidence ghovt
the rea) capabilides of vietually all hu-
mans for Jearning. As the Wingspread
Group points out, “There is growing re-
search evidence that all siudenis can
{earn to much higher standards than wc
now require.” In the Leamning Para-
digm, faculty find ways to develop cv-
ery srudent’s vast.talents and clear the
way for every stdent's success.

Under the Instruction Paradigm. the
classroom is competitive and individy-
alistic, reflecting a view that life is a
win-fose proposition. The requirement
(har the students must achicve individu-
ally and solely through their own ef-
forts reflects the beljef that success is
en individva) accomplishiment. {n the
Learning Paradigm. Jcarning environ-
ments—while challenging—are win-
win environments that are cooperatve,
collaborative, and supportive. They are
designed on the principle that accom-
plishment and success are the resuli of
wamwork and group efforts, even when
jt appears one iy workjng alone,

PRODUCTIVITY AND FUNDING

Under the Instruction Paradigm, col-

leges suffer from a serious design flaw—

sy are strucwred in such a way Lhat
they cannot imerease their productivity
withoul diminishing the quality of dheir
product. In the Instruction Paradigm,
productivity is defined as cost per hour
of instruction per stwdent, In this view,
the very yualicy of teuching ané learning
is threatened by any increase in the swu-
dent-to-faculry ratio.

Under the Learping Paradigm, pro-
ductivity is redefined as thc costpey
unit of Jeaming per student, Nol serpris-
ingly, there is as yct no stapdard statis-
tic that corresponds to this notion of
productivity. Under this new definition,
however, it is possible © increase out-
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comes without increasing costs. An
abundance of research shows that al-
ernatives (o the wadjtional semester-
Jengih, classroom-based Jecture methed
producc more leaming. Some of these
altcenatives arc loss expensive; many
produce more leaming for the same
cost. Under the Learning Paradigm,
pxogl!uci ng more with 1ess becomes
possible because the morc that is being
produced is Jearning and not hours of
insuruction. Productivity, in this sense,
cannor even be measurcd ir the Instruc-
tion Paradigm college. All thar exixts is
a measure of exposure 10 instruction,
Given the Leaming Paredigm’s def}.
nition, increascs in productivity pose no
threat to the quality of education. Unlike
the custent definition, tis new definjtion
requircs that colleges actally produce
Jearning, Otherwise, tere is no “prod-
uct” to counr in the productivity rabig,
But what should be the definition of
“unit of Jearning™ and how can it be mea-
sured? A single, permanent answer o
that question does not and need not exist.
W have argucd above that learning, or
at Jeast he effects of learping, can be
measured, certajnly well enough to de-
Llermine whal stuodents are learning and

; whether the institution is geting more

effective and efficient at producing it.

he Instruction Paradigm wastes

not only institutional resources

but the time and energy of stu-
dents. We waste our students’ time with
registration lincs, bookstore lines, Jock-

step class scheduling. and redundant
courses and requirements. We do not
teach their: 10 lcara efficiently and ef-
fectively, We can do a lot, as U, Bruce
Johnstone, former chancellor of SUNY,
suggests, to reduce the false s@uts and
aimless “drift” of students that slow
their progress toward a degree.

Now let’s consider how ¢olleges are
funded. One of the absurdities of cu-
rent funding formulas is thet an instity-
tion could utterly fail ils educational
mission and yet its revenue would re-
main unaffecled. For exutople, atten-
dance at public colleges on the scmester
system 15 measused twice, once in the
fall and sgain in the spring. Normally,
at California community colfeges, for
example, about two-thirds of fall stu-
dents retwrn for the spring term. New
students and returning stop-0ULs make
up for the one-third of fall studeats who
leave. Even if only half—or nonc at
all—returned, as Jong as spring enroil-
ments equa) thase of the fall, these msti-
witions wauld suffer no loss of revenue.

There is no more powerful feedback
than revenue. Nothing could {aciliate 3
shift to the J_carning Paradigim more
swiftly than funding learming and learn-
ing-related institational ourcomes rather
than hours of 3truction, The initat rc-
sponse to the idea of outcomes-based
funding is likely to be “That’s not possi-
ble.” But, of coursc, it j5. As the new
paradigm takes hold, forces and possi-
bilitics shift and the impossible becomnes
the rule.
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- If the Tnstruction
l’aradigm“ ,t"scul'ty xﬁémher
is an actor-——w |
2 sage oﬁ a stag?—
then the Learmng
Para aigm faculfy member
is an intef-actor—-—
a coa«“h interacﬁng

with a team,

e e ——

NATURE OF ROLES

With the shift 1o e Learning Para-
digm comes a change in roles for virtu-
ally all college cmployees.

In the Instructon Paradigm, faculty
are conceived primarily as disciplinary
experts wha impart knowiedge by Jee-
wring. They zre the essential feawre of
che “instructional delivery system.” The
Leamning Peradigm, on the other hand,
concejves of faculty as primarily the de-
signers of learning environmeats; they
study and apply best methods for pro-
ducing Tearning and student success.

if the Instruction Paradigm faculty
member is an acior—a sage on &
stage—-then the Learning Paradigm fac-
ulty member is an ibter-aclor—a coach
interacting with a team, If the model in
the Instruction Paradigm is that of de-
livering a lecture, then the model in the
Lcarning Paradigm is that of designing
and then playing a team game. A cocach
not only instructs football players, for
cxample, but also designs footbal] prac-
tices and the game plan; he participates
in the gamc itself by serding in plays
and making other decisions. The pew
faculty role gocs a step further, how-
ever, in thar facuity not only design
game plans but also create new and bec-
ter “games,” oncs that gencrate inore
and becter icarning.

Roles under the learning Paradigm,
then, begin wo blur. Architects of campus
buildings und payroll clerks alike will
contribute to and shape the environ-
ments that empower student learaing.
Ag the role steuctures of colleges begin
10 loosen up and as accountability for re-
sults (learning) tightens up, organiza-
tiona) controf and command structures
will change. Teamwaork and sharcd gov-
ernance over time replacc the Jine gov-
ernance and independent work of the
Instruction Paradigm’s hierarchical and
compcuive organizaton.

In the Learning Paradigm, as colleges
specify Jcarning goals and focus oa
Jearming technologies, interdisciplinary
(ar nondisciplinary) task groups and de-
sign teams become a major operating
mode. For example. facully may forma
design team to develop a Jearning expe-
rience i which studen(s necworked via
computers Jearn to write about sefected
texts or on a particular theme.

After developing and testing its new
learning module. the design tearm may
gven be able 1o Jet students proceed
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through it without dircct faculty contact
cxeept at designated points. Design
tearns might tnclude a variety of staff:
disciplinary experts, information tech-
nology experts, a graphic designer, and
an assessment professional. Likewise,
facully and staff might form functions)
teawns responsible for a body of learning
outcomes for a stated pumber of stu-
dents. Such teams could have the fre¢-
dom that no faculty member has in
today's alomnized framework, that to or-
ganize the learning environment in
ways that max;mize student learning.

MEETING THE CHALLENGE

Changing paradigms is bard. A par-
adigm gives a system intcgrity and aj-
Jlows it Lo function by jdentifying what
counts as informatian within the infinite
occan of data in jts environment. Data
that solve prohlems that the paradigim
identifics as important are informacion;
data that arc irrelevant to those prob-
lcms are simply noise, static. Any sys-
tern will provide both channels fer
ransinjtting {aformation relevant to the
system and filters 10 reducc noise.

Thosc who want to change the
paradigm governing an. institution
are—from (he institution’s point of
view—people who are listening 1o the
noise and ignoring the information.
They appear crazy or out of wuch. The
quartz, watch was invented by the Swiss.
But the great Swiss watchmakers respond-
ed 0 the idca of gearless timepieces in
essentially the same way that the pre-
miere audicnce respunded to Stravin-
sky’s The Rite of Spring. They threw
tomaroes. They hooted it off the stage,

The principle also operates in the oth-
¢r direction. From the point of view of
those who have sdopted a new paradigm.
the institution comes te sound like 2 ca-
cophony-generating machine, a complex
and refined device for producing more
and louder noise. From the perspective
of the governing paradigm, the advo-
cates of e instrgent paradigm seem
willing 10 sacrifice the insttution jeself
for pic-in-the-sky nonsense. But from
the pexspective of the insurgents, the de-
fenders of the present system are perper-
vating 4 systern that no longer works.

But parudigas do change. The
Church admits Galileo was right. The
Rire af Spring has become an ofd war-
horse. Paradigms can even change
yuickly. Look at your waich.
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P‘ aradigms change when the ruling
paradigm 108¢s il$ capacity o
solve problems and gencrale a
positive vision of the futurc. This we
very inuch see today. One early sipn of
4 paradigm shiftis an attempt (o use the
tools and ideas of a new paradigm with-
{n the framework provided by the old,
or 1o convey information intelligible in
the new paradigm through the channels
of the old. This. too, is now happening,

In our expetience, people will suffer
the (urbulence and upcertainty of change
if it promises a better way 10 accomplish
work they value. THe shift to the Lear-
ing Paradigm represents such an oppor-
unity.

The Learning Parzdigm doesn’t an-
swer all the Important questions, of
courye. What il does do is Jead us to  set
of new questicns and a domain of possi-
hle responses. What knowledge, talents,
and skills do college graduates meed in
order to live and work fully”? What must
they do 10 master such knowledge, w!-
ents. and skilis? Are they doing those
things? Do sudents find in our collogey
a coherent body of experiences that help
them to hecome competent, capable, and
interesting people? Do they understand
what they’ve memarized? Can they act
on i1? Has the experience of college
mede gur students flexibie and adapl-
able Jearpers, able 1o thrive in 2 know]-
edge society”?

How do you begin 10 move to the
new paradigm? Ultimately, changing
paradigms means doing everyihing
differently. But we can suggest three
areas where changes—even smal]
ones—can creawd Jeverage for larges
change in the future.

Fiest, you begin by speaking. You
begin to speak within the new para-
digm. As we come (0 understand the |
Leamning Paradigm. we must muke our
understanding public, Stop mlking
aboul the "quality of instruction” or the
“instructional program.” Insread, talk
about what it takes 1o produce “‘quality
learning™ and refer to the college’s
“learning programs.” Instead of speak-
ing of “instructional delivery,” speak
about “learning outcomes.”

The primary reason the Iastruction
Paradigmn s so powerful ig that it is tnvis-
ible. Its incaherencies and deficiencies
appeas as inhersat qualities of the world.
If we come 10 see the Instruction Para-
digm as a product of our own assump-
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tons and not a force of nature, then we
can change it. Only as you begin to ex-
periment with the new language will you
realize just how entrenched and invisible
the vld paradigm is. But as you and your
colleagues begin 10 speak the new Jan-
guage, you will thep also begin w think
and act our of thé new paradigm.

Sccond, if we begin 1o 1alk abour the
“learning cutcomes” of cxisting pro-
grams, we'll experjence frusiration s
ow near]y complete ignorance of what
those ovtcomes are—the Learning
Paradigm’s most important category of
information is one about which we
know very little now. The place (o start
the assessient of leayning outcomes is
in the convendonal classroom; (rom
there, lel the practice grow to the pro-
gram and institutional levels. [a the
Leaming Paradigm, the key structure
that provides the leverage to change the
rest is a syslem for requiring the specifi-
cation of learning outcomes and their
assessment through precesses external
to instruction. The more we learn about
the outcomes of existing programs, the
more rapidly they will change.

Third, we should zddress the legally
entrenched state funding imechanisms
thatfund institutions on the basis of
hours of instruction. This powerfu) ex-
terna) force severely constrains the kinds
of changes that an institution can make.
it virtually limits them to changes within
classrooms, leaving intact the aromistic
onc-leacher, one-classroom structure.
We need to work to have state Jegisla-
tures change the funding formulas of
public colleges and universittes 1o give
institutions the latilude and incentives to
develap new structures for Jeaming. Per-
suading legislators and governors should
not be hard; indced, the idea of funding
colleges for results rather Gan seat time
has an inherent political attractiveness. It
is hard to see why legislators would re-
sist the concept that taxpayers should
pay for what they get out of higher edu-
cation. and get what they pay for.

Try this thought experiment, Take a
ream of faculty at any college—at your

rcollege—and select s group of students

on some coherent principle, any group
of students a5 long as they have some-
thing in common. Keep the ratio of fac-
ulty (o students the same as it already is.
Tell the faculty tcam, “We want you (o
create a program for these studonts »o
that they will improve significantly in

ws
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th Tollowing knowledge yng cogntive
skills by The end of onc year, We will

asscys them at the begrning and agse
thern at the end, and we wil (] you
how we are going to do s0, Your wask iy
to produce learning with these students.
In doing 50, you arc not constrained by
any of the rules or regulations you have
grown accustomed . You arc free to
organize the eavironment in any way
you like. The only thing you are re-
quired ta do is 1o produce the desired
resuli—student lcarning.”

We have suggested this thought ex-
periment to many college faculty and
asked them whether, if given this {ree-
dom, they could design a learning cnvi-
romment that would get better results
than what they are doing now, So far,
no one has answered that questen in the
negative, Why not do it?

The change that is required to ad-
dress woday’s challenges is not vast or
difficult or expensive. It is a small
thing. But it is a small change that
chainges everything, Simply ask, how
would we do things differently if we
put Jeawrning first? Then do jt.

Those who say itcan’t be done fre-
quently assert that cnvironmenty that
actually produce Jearning are too expen-
sive. But this is clearly not vue. Whae
we are doing now is tae cxpensive by
{ar. Today, Icarning is prohibitively cx»
pensive in higher education; we ssmply
can’( afford it for more and more of our
students. This high cost of learning is an
artifact of the Instruction Paradigm. It is
simply [alye (0 say that we cannot af-
ford 1o give cur students the education
Uity deserve. We can, bul we will not as
long as we allow the Instruction Par-
adigm to dominate our thinking. The
problem is not insoluhle, However, to
paraphrase Albert Einstein, we cannot
solve our problem with the same [evel
of thinking that created jt.

Buckminster Fuller vsed ta say that
you should never ry to change the course
of a great ship by applying force to the
bow. You shouldn'teven uy it by apply-
ing force to the rudder. Rather you should
apply force to the trim-tab. A Iim-tabisa
liede rudder atrached wo the end of the
rudder. A very small furee will tum it left,
thus moving the big rudder o the right,
and the huge ship to the Jefl. The shifl w
the Leaming Paradigm is the trim-tab of
the greatship of higher educadion. Itisa
shift that changes everything.
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