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Abstract

This study on the use of teaching portfolios arose from u number of converging
trends and policy initiatives within the higher education sector that led lo demands
for the improvement of, and a more reflective and schelarly appreach 1o,
university teaching.  In Australia, and overscus, institutions have respanded 1o
these demands by implementing teaching development and evaluation progranis

for academic stalf (hat are bused on the use of portfolios.

A teaching portfolio is essentially a documentary record of selected aspects of a
teacher’s work across a range of instructional seitings. According lo some
proponents, portfolios can capture the complexity of university teaching in a
manner that is both discipline-based and context-specific and thus offer
advantages over iraditional approaches lo teaching appraisal and improvement,
However, as portfolios are a relatively recent phenomenon in higher education,
their increasing usc for both summative and formative evaluation of higher

education staff raises a number of questions and concemns.

Against this background, the present study explored the rele of teaching portfolios
in the professional development of academic staff and the appraisal and
improvement of teaching quality. It did so through an evalvative case study of a
Teaching Portfolio Project (TPP) that involved the planning, implement- ion and
evataation of a Staff Development Program (SDP) for academic staff in the

School of Nursing at Curtin University of Technology, Stufflebeam’s CIPP



cvaluation model, comprising discrete comlext, inpul, process and product”
evaluations, provided the framework for informing the design of the SDP and for

a comprehensive tnvestigution of the issues surrounding the uvse ol leuching

portfolios in i university setting,

The study has shed substantinl [ight on the usefulness of portfolio-based
approaches to teaching development. The findings show that with careful planning
and appropriate resources a portfolio-based staff development program can be
successfully implemented in u university department and point the way to
introducing similar initiatives across the university. They also provide insight into
how portfolio preparation may be integrated with existing institutional practices
for teaching improvement and appraisal, and how pertfolios can be adapted to

document teaching across a range of instructional settings.

Taken together, the findings of the present study demonstrate thal the process of
portfolio preparation provides a useful approach to the appraisal and improvement
of university teaching and can be s powerful and engaging stralegy for academic
staff development. The findings further demonstrate that the preparation of a
portfolio can facilitate reflective teaching practice and improvement, and that
group-based approaches can promotc a collegial discourse for teaching
development. Whilst the findings of the TPP show that portfolio use in higher
education appears to fulfil its early promise, they also highlight areas that will

require further investigation.
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INTRODLUCTION

Chapter One

INTRODUCTION

The development of academic and gencral staff competencies and
levels of achievement is essentinl If the University is to raise ity
overall levels of perfornnce. The 1994 Quality Review Report
indicates peneral support for current staff development practices and
sees them us a developing strength of the University. However, the
Report alse points to g variety of aveas where staff development will
be critical o the success or otherwise of the University's efforts to
achicve continious improverient.

With the Report's comments and suggestions as background, it is
timely for the Unfversity to revise and extend its staff development
strategy, focusing particularly ot ureas where the documented need
for change is greatest. To this end, Divisions and Brancheys and other
interested parties are invited to nontinate one or nore projects which
they will undertake and promulgate as part of an overail University
staff developnient strotegy.  (Application Form, Quality Funding
1995-1996, Curtin University of Technology)

INTRODUCTION

The ratiorale and aims of grants for University based staff development projects
quoted above (Curtin University of Technology, 1995), provides an insight into
the Zeitgeist prevailing in the Australian higher education sector when [ embarked
on the study described in this thesis. A preject grant from these University quality
funds provided me with some of the resources necessary for undertaking a project
on teaching portfolios that forms the basis of this research. Moreover, the

inception, design, implementation and evaluation of a staff development program



INTRODUCTION

based on teaching pontolios, detailed in the following chapters, demonstrates thin

“

such a progeam may be “ceitical 1o (he suceess or atherwise of the Universily's
efforts e achieve conlinuous improvemem” ia the leaching performince of its

academie staff (Curtin University of Technology, 1993),

This study was undertaken during a period of dramatic change in the Australian
higher education sector, a period that demanded innovative responses from those
seeking to meet the challenges reflected in the Zedigeist that predominated in the
mid 1990s (Amove, Altbach & Kelly, 1992), Diversification, massificalion and
corporatisation of the higher education sector, which commenced under Federal
Government reforms introduced in the 1980's, had begun to take effect by the mid
1990s, leading to a national agenda of reforms of the teaching and learning
environment within universities (Altbach, 1991). This sgenda included calls for
the professionalisation of university leaching and an emphasis on reflective
practice and teaching scholarship hitherto unseen in the sector {Warner &
Palfreyman, 1996). The impact of these changes on Curtin Universily of
Technology, which provided the backdrop for this study, is reflected in both the
language and sentiments expressed in the rationale and aims for the University

quality grants.

The rationate for the University’s quality funded project grants and the present
study, then, serve to illustrate some emergent trends in the higher education sector
ns promulgated in the academic literature and in various reports and policy

statements. One such report, QGuality and Diversity in the 1990's, by u former
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Minislcr_ for Higher Education and Employment Services, Peter Baldwin, placed
quality agsurance on top of the Australian higher educition agenda (Baldwin,
1991). In his report, Baldwin asserted the need for universities to reward good
teaching, and for the government lo provide incentives for institutions o enhance
the quality of their teaching. Another trend was a move towards decentralised,
collaboriative approaches to the provision of staff development services, For
example, Brew (1993) and Rumsden, Margetson, Martin and Clarke (]9.95},
advocated a devolved approach lo professional development of leaching, which
takes account of the distinctive culture and values that prevail in university
settings, and taps into the cellegial nature of academic staff work.

;

I
Thus, the study described in this thesis was undertaken on a wave of

unprecedented transformation in higher education, which continues to impact on

the sector. In order to stay on top of this wave, the implementation of successful
practices for documenting and enhancing teaching quality is of vital imponance.
Higher education administrators arc lhergfore piving increased attention to
approaches based en leaching portfolios, as they seek wiys to appraise and
improve teaching in their university’s in a mmammer which is acceptable to

academic staff and consistent with a universitics’ ethos,

The Teaching Portfolio Project (TPP), that provides the basis for this thesis, arose
from the confluence of trends referred to asbove. The overarching aim of the
research was to explore the use of teaching porifolios in the professional

development of university teachers. The Project (TPP) was undertaken in the
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School of Nursing at Curtin University ol Technology. It was partly funded [rom
the  Universitys Staff Development Quality Funds which, as mentioned
previously, focussed * particularly on aress where the documented need for change

is greatest™ (Curtin Universily of Technology, 1995).

This introductory chapter contextualises the study, defines some key terms, and
provides an insight into the major trends in higher education policy development
that have impacted on university .lcaching and the professional develepment of
academic staff. The chapter also addresses the purpose of the research, as well as
outlining the main research questions, the significance and purpose of the study,

and the structure of the thesis.

STUDY SETTING

In 1995, the Australian higher education system comprised 36 universilies that
were publicly funded by the federal government within a Unified National System
(UNS), Curiin Untversity of Technology is one of four public universities in the
state of Western Australia. Named after John Curtin, an Austrulian prime-
minister from 1941 to 1945, this former college of advanced education attained
university status in 1987, At the time of the present study the University
comprised a main campus [ocated on 112 hectares t. Bentley, ten kilometres from
Perth, the State cupital, and two branch campuses at Muresk and Kalgoortie.
Curtin offers more than 365 courses to approximately 24,000 students at

undergraduate, postgraduate and doctoral levels. It has a divisional structure
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composed of four teaching divisions, three academic supporl divisions und two
brunches, The present study was sct in the School of Nursing, within the Division
of Health Sciences at Curtin. Further, details of the study selling are provided in

chupier three.

PURFOSE OF THE STUDY

The Teaching Portfolio Project described in this thesis sought in broad terms to
explore portfolio use and examine the effectiveness of teaching portfolios as a
strategy for teaching development. The Project evolved from a perccived need
expressed jn the academic Iiterature (E. Anderson, 1993; Boyer, 1990; Edgerton,
Hutchings, & Quinlan, 1991; Wolf, 1991b), in Federal Government policy and
planning documents (Aulich Committee, 1990; Baldwin, 199(), in various
published reports {Baker, 1995; Ramsden, et al., 1995} and my I observations of
the workplace in the School of Nursing (SCN) at Curlin University of Technology
{CUT). Recommendations for the use of portfalios for teaching devclopment
purposes have come from a number of different quarters within the higher
edication sector and portfolios were heralded as having great promise as a
professional development strategy {Anderson, 1993; Boileau, {993; Boyer, 1990;
Centra, 1994; Edgerton et al., 1991; Federation of Australian University Staff

Association, 1987; Gibbs, 1992; Knapper, 1995; Neumann, 1994; Ramsden et al.,

! At the time this study was undertaken the rescarcher was employed 85 a lecturer, and Head of
Department of Behavioural Health Sciences, in the School of Nursing at Curtin University of
Technology, o
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1995; Richlin, 1995; Secldin & Annis, 199]; Shore et al,, 1980; Urbach, 1992

Wolf, 1491b),

However, as wilh any innovation, numerous guestions regarding the use of
porfolios require consideration, Clarification of the portfolio concept itself is
necessary because, as indicated below, the lerm ‘teaching portfolio” can mean
dilferent things to different people, Other questions range from basic issues such
as what should be included in a portfolio, to broader concerns such as the impact
of portfolio construction en teaching practices and how portfolio use may relate to

institutional teaching development policies and practices.

In this respect, an exploratory investigation using a descriptive case study
approach to evaluate porifolio use in 2 naturalistic setting was deemed appropriate
for the present investigation. This type of study enabled me 10 explore portfolio
use ‘in practice’ thus contextualising the findings in a manaer not accomrnodated
in other approaches. Moreover, it was considered that a qualitative evaluation
study would provide insights into portfolio-based professional development of
teaching and information on which to base decisions regarding portfolio use. The
evaluative case study described in this thesis, therefore, sheds light on some of the
pitfalls, possibilities, and promise associated with the use of teaching portfolios

for the professional develepment of academic staff,

The dual purpose of this study, then, was (a) to further our understanding of

teaching portfolios and their use for various purposes, and (b) to determine the
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effectivencess of 4 portfolio-based approach lor the enbancement of university

teaching and the pedagogical expertise of geademic staff,

DEFINITION OF TERMS

Three concepls of central imporlance in this thesis are “teaching portiolios’,
*educational evalvation” and 'professional or staff development’. A preliminary
definition of these terms follows, whilst further clarification of the terminology is

provided in the literature review in chapter two.

Teaching Portfolios

The literature on portfolios indicates a lack of clarity in the use of the term
(portfolio) and considerable diversity in portfolio stvle and documentation
(Anderson, 1993; Edgerton, Hutchings & Quinian, 1991; Knapper, 1995; Seldin
& Annis, 1991; Tomkinson, 1997). Some writers conceive of portfolios as a
collection of teaching artefacts (see for example, Peter Seldin and Associates,
1990; Shore et al., 1980). Others portray a portfolio as a narrative account of
teaching practice, or a combination of both artefact reflection und commentary,
that is, an annotated collection of teaching malerials (Edgerton et al., 1991, Wolf,
1991a). Most definitions stress thie importance of including materials from a
variety of different sources, often categorised as ‘materials from oneself’,

‘materials from others’ and the ‘products of teaching’ (Knapper, 1995).
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When embarking on this investigation 1 adopted the view of Edgerton, Hulchings
and Quinlan (1991) who stuted:
So what is a teaching portfolio? In the broadest sense, the teuching
portlolio is a container into which many different ideas can be pourcd.
Rather than settle on any fixed view of what the “it” is, we hope that
campuses will explore many images of what pertfolios might be,
(Edgerton ct al., 1991, p.4)
In the context of the Teaching Portfelio Project (TPP) the ‘container” analogy
enabled me te adopt a non-prescriptive approach to portfolio development, and to

explore with the participants in the Project differing images of portfolio use in a

university setting.

A distinction also needs to be made between portfolios in ‘process’ and portfolios
as ‘product’. The process of portfolio construction is often mooted as the most
significant contributer to teaching enhancement {see for example, Edgerton et al.,
1991} in that the writing of the portfolioc document provides a stimulus for
thinking about one’s teaching. Portfolio development leads staff to reflect on their
teaching and adopt Schiin’s (1983) ‘retiective practitioner’ approach to their work.
At the same time, the final product of portfolio construction (the portfolio
documentation) is generally the focus of interest for academic staff and university
administrators, These issues will be discussed in greater detail in the literature
review. What can be noted here is the ambiguity in the use of the term ‘teaching
portfolio’ and the lack of a generally agreed upon definition of the concept

{Tomkinson, 1997).
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Professional Develbpment
Formal professional development of staff in universities has a relatively short
history {Cannon, 1983 Webb, [996), und is charucterised by numerous
' definitions and a variety of approaches. Traditionully, stuff development in
universities was concerned with educational development, although this brief has
broadened in recent years 1o include other academic roles of administration and
research (Moses, 1988). Webb (1996, p. [) notes that “staff development is
normally considered to include the institutional policies, programmes and
procedures which facilitate and support staff so that they may fully serve their
own and their institutions needs”. According to Moses (1988, p. 2), “Self
improvement, development of skills, attitudes, knowledge and insight are all part
of professional development™, Moses (1988) goes on to note that
professional development in a university setting may be defined as all
those activities and programs designed to assist staff in meeting the
demands of their various roles as teachers, researchers and
administrators. (p. 31)
For some years now, the terms ‘stalf development’ and ‘professional
development’ have been used interchangeably. More recently though, the trend
has been towards the use of professional development as the preferred term
(Moses, 1988; Webb, 1996). In this thesis the terms are used interchangeably
although the staff development program underiaken in the context of the present
study is referred te as the Staff Development Program or SDP. Further
background on academic staff development practices and teaching development

strategies are detailed in chapter iwo of this thesis,
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Educational Evaluation

*. Once upon a time there was @ word, And the word was evaluation,
And the word was peod. Teachers used the word in o particular way.,
Later on, other people used the word in a different way. After 1 while,
nobody knew [or sure what the word meant, But (hey il knew it was a
good word, Evaluation was 3 thing to be cherished, (Popham, 1988,
p- 1}
There are a plethora of approaches 10 evaluation in education and these are further
elaborated in chapter two of this dissertation. As noted above by Popham, the
term evaluation is used in different ways. At least two distinct views are apparent
from the burgeoning educational literature of the 1980s (House, 1986b). These
views can be summarised as being concerned with {a) evaluation to make a
judgement of the quality or worth of an educational phenomenon or object, and
(b} evaluation as a too! to aid decision-making for the improvement of educational
programs or objects (LeCompte, Miilroy, & Preissle, 1992).  In the context of the
present investigation the latter view had greater relevance, and my working
definition was based on the Stanford Evaluation Consortium whe define
evaluaticn as:
A systematic examination of events occurring in and consequent of a
contemporary program - an examination conducted to assist in
improving this program and other programs having the same peneral
purpose. (quoted in Nevo, 1986, p. 16)
It should be noted however, that the evaluation model adopted in this study
enabled the examination of circumstances and events prior to the commencement

of the proposed Staff Development Program (SDP), thus broadening the focus

beyond the definition outlined above.

10
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Another distinction in evaluation terminology Lthat has relevance (o the present
study and which has been more universally adopted .by educational researchers is
that of Scriven’s (1967) distinction between formative and summalive evaluation,
Briefly, formative evaluation is used “for the improvement and development of an
ongeing activity (or program, person, product, ete.)” (Nevo, 1986, p. 17), and
summative evaluation is used for “accountability, certification, or selection”
(Nevo, 1986, p. 17). When this distinction is applied to portfolios, then, they may
be used for formative evaluation purposes (for example, teaching improvement)
or summitive ecvaluation purposes (for example, selecting applicants for

o

appointrent or teaching awards).

POLICY TRENDS IN THE HIGHER EDUCATION SECTOR

In the nineteenth century, Newman declared that the university was:
...a place of teaching universal knowledge...[lts object is] the
diffusion and extension of knowledge rather than its advancement. If
its abject were scientific and philosophical discovery, I do not see why
a University should have students. (Newman, 1959; as cited in
Ramsden et at,, 1995, p. 1)
However, throughout most of the twentieth century institutional resources were
steadily channelled away from teaching into research activities thus redefining the
object of a universiiy and the roles of academic staff. In the meantime, as the
debate en the purpose of universities simmered in the background, the pre-

eminence of research began to be questioned, and over the past decade the

11
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peadulum has bepun to s»\-'ing towards universitics again becoming ‘a place of
teaching’ {Altbach, 1991). These trends in the higher education sector, outlined
below, have relevance for the present sindy in that the *portfolio movement’ was
to become an integral part of the reform process in redressing the bulance between

teaching and research,

“Higher education institutions throughout the western world are under challenge”
(Teather, 1979, p. 13). In this pronouncement, Teather (1979) forecast the
begirming of two decades of extraordinary worldwide change in universitics. He
went on to note that:
There is pressure on teachers to improve their courses of studies; to
develop effective ways of facililating students’ learning; and to
evaluate their own performance as well as that of their students.
{Teather, 1979, p. 13)
According to Teather (1979) amongst the conditions challenging the sector at that
time were the increased size and diversity of the swdent body, lhe changes to

community values and expectations, and the emphasis in some universities on

activities other than teaching,

These global trends in the higher education sector continued to predominate in the
1980s and led to varying responses from governments and institutional
policymakers. The trends also led to the application of a ‘new’ terminology in the
literature on higher ecducaticn, with the introduction of terms such as
rationalisation, equity, diversity, quality, competition, accountability and

globalisation. From even a cursory survey of this literature it is apparent that the

12
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ivory towers’ of the traditional universitics were being assailed, and thal our
‘idea’ of universities would hencelorih never be the same (Gaita, 1997). For

example, Nightingale and O’Neil (1994) have outlined the demands Tor quality

assurance in universities in the United Kingdom thal followed a 1987 government _;j:'"
White Puper. This While Paper forccast the cstablishment of syslems for
moesitoring university outcomes and the means used for judging the quality of
academic standards, teaching and student achievement (Nighlingale & O'Neil,
1984}, By the carly 1990s, issucs related to quality had a great deal of currency
across the sector.
In London the Centre for Higher Education Studies and Committee of
Directors of Polytechnic sponsor a serminar titled ‘Implementing Total
Quality Management in Higher Education’. In Canberra, the Higher
Education Council publishes the final version of its advice to the
Minister in a paper titled, *The Quality of Higher Education’. In the
United States publishers race to bring out the next definitive statement
on managing quality ip higher cducation. Quality is the word
(Nightingale & O'Neil, 1994, p. 7, emphasis added).
It is beyond the scope of this chapier to explore the impact of 1hese trends in detail
at an international level, Nevertheless, the following review of the Australian
higher education scene musl be considered in light of its intetnational context. As
Nightingale and O’Neil (1994) point out above, many of the reforms intreduced in

Australian universities have parallels in other countries, in particular the United

States and Great Britain.

In the 1980s, the Australian higher education sector underwent a period of rapid

expansion and dramatic change, especinlly after the release of the Ausiralian

!

Government’s 1988 White Paper, and the introduction of a unified nzitconal
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system (UNS) of higher education (Dawkins, 1988). The intent of Higher
Education: A Policy Statement (Duwkins, 1988) was to initiate reforms of the
sector. This Paper outlined the blueprint for 2 unified national system of fewer and
larger institutions thal were (o be funded by the Commonwealth based on
performance indicators of an inslitution’s performance. Thus, for these ‘new’
universities, [unding was to be provided on the basis of their mission stalements
and educational profiles. The profile of performance indicators was to include the
institution’s objectives, teaching and research activities, student loads, and
statements of intent on measures to achieve national priorities such as guality and

equity (Knight, 1994).

By 1994, the Dawkins ‘revolution’ had resulted in a substantially expanded
provision of higher education places and reduced the number of higher education
instituticns in Australia to about thirty-five, all of which were now universities
and generally much larger institutions (Lingard, Bartlett, Knight, Porter, & Rizvi,
1994}, These trends continued during the £990s, as higher education budget
statements signified a consolidation of the Dawkins' (1988) initiatives by restating

and adjusting this agenda.

Although these budgets resulted in only miner adjustments to the thrust of the
initial Dawkins’ policy intentions they continued the trend “towards transforming
universities into semi-autonomeus but corporate and market-oriented enterprises”
(Knight, 1994, p. 41). Moreover, successive budgets in the nineties signalled “the

federal government’s capacity for pelicy steering in' the higher education sector
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with the reduction in public vis-d-viy privale funds” (Lingard ct al., 1994, p. 2).
Lingard et al. {1994} go on 10 nole that the light budgetary environment of the

1990°s had the potential to ‘disfigure' the traditional Tunctions of universitics,

In the meantime, a lransformation of the student body in higher educalion
institutions was taking place. This had also been signalled in the While Paper
which stated the need “to change the balance of the student body to reflect more
closely the structure and composition of the sociely as a whole” (Dawkins, 1988,
p. 21). In 1990, the Government's equity policy and program intentions were
spelled out in more clr:::tai] in A Fair Chance for All (Department of Employment,
Education and Training, 1990) which linked institutional funding with equity
performance targets (Bowen, 1994). The additional higher education places
resulting from these expansionary policies were partly funded by increased
govemmenl.spending and partly by the introduction of the Higher Education
Contribution Scheme (HECS). HECS is a deferred partial user-pay system in
which student contributions are collected through the tax system when the
student’s earnings reach or exceed the level of average weekly camnings (Wran,
1988). Further barriers to student participation and access were removed through a
process of partial deregulation of the sector, This enabled institutions to charge
full fees to intermational students and for students in postgraduate professional
programs. It was estimated that in many Australian universities international
students .:.«liccounted for over ten per cent of total enrolments in 1993, making the
sector both highly internationalised and increasingly dependent on full fee paying

students for revenue (Mazzarol & Hosie, 1997).
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In summary then, the student body in Avsiralsn universitics by the mid 19908
was larger, more diverse and more demanding, expecting vilue for money, This
was recogaised by the Higher Education Council (HEC) which suggested in
Higher Education: The Challenges Ahvad that the major challéﬁ ;L was Lo provide

~“relevant higher cducation of undisputed quality to a growing and increasingly

diverse student body” (Higher Education Council, 1940, p. 5).

The structural changes to the Australizn sector decreed in the Dawkins (1988)
White Paper have since impacted on both the established and resultant newly
formed uriversities, The reforms have changed the organisational cultures and the
teaching-learning environments of these institutions in profound ways. The
changes have also raised concerns amongst the various stakeholders in the sector

about the vatue and meaning of a university education {Gaita, 1997).

Some of these concerns have arisen in the Australian higher education sector as a
consequence of Government reforms implemented in the late 1980's outlined
above, which have resulted in closer scrutiny and accountability of ail university
activities (Baldwin, 1991). The Dawkins White Paper also foreshadowed a sysiem
whereby funding to universities would be allocated on the basis of performance.
This has served to re-open the teaching versus research debate, as well as establish
the evaluation of teaching firmly on inslitutional agendas. In October 1941, the |
Federal Minister for Higher Education, the Hon. Peter Baldwin released a policy
statement entitled Higher Education: Quality and Diversity in the 1990°s. Thc"-;:-._

stated putpose of this paper was “to take stock of the general impact of the Wiiite

0
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Paper pglicies. to respond lo new tssues that have emerged, and 10 chart directions
for the [uture” {(Baldwin, 1991, p. v} In this statement the Government
announced a number of initiatives supporied by funding commitments. In the
context of the present study, one of the (hree broad themes addressed in the
statement is parlicularty relevant, that is,

the need for credible quality assurance arrangements for Australia’s

higher cducalion systein, and for arrangements to systematically

reward excellence in teaching as well as reséarch (Baldwin, 1991,

p. 2; emphasis added).
In addition to anncuncing the establishment of an independent National Centre for
Teaching Excellence this policy document also introduced grants to encourage
and reward good teaching practices, and _fur institutional initiatives aimed at
enhancing teaching quality {Baldwin, 159 l) This served to focus the sector on
issues related te the quality of university teaching and student learning,
performance indicators related to teaching performance, and the evaluation of
teaching in higher education. In this policy statement, Baldwin also [oreshadowed
his intention to set up a national quality assurance body. This resulted in the
establishment of the Committee for Quality Assurance in Higher Education
(CQAHE). By 1993, Australian universities were invited to participate in a quality
review process which involved the preparation of an institutional portfolio
containing documentation and evidence of outcomes which would be scrutinised

by ateam established by the CQAHE (Porter, 1994).

Nightingale & O'Neil (1994 in a comparative analysis of the ‘quality movement’

in the United Kingdom and Australia have highlighted some of the key issues
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associated with these policy thrusts. These include problems associaled both with
defining and measoring qualily, and the importance of adequate resourcing to
maintain quality within the system, They concluded that:
if governments (are} ...t¢ achieve their goal of improving higher
education, institutions (will}... be pressured into quality enhancement
programmes which have wide and substantial impact on staff at ail
levels within the university. {(Nightingale & O'Neil, 1994, p. 26)
During the 1990s, then, when the present study was undertaken, a transformation
of higher education in Australia had taken place and there was increasing scrutiny

and a renewed interest in improving the quality of university teaching (Ramsden

et al., 1995).

BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY

During the peried when these cvents (mentioned above) were unfolding, I was a
lecturer in the School of Nursing teaching behavioural science to students in the
Division of Health Science at Curtin. In 1995, I was appointed Head of the
Department of Behavioural Health Science, which at that time comprised ten
academic staff with backgrounds in psychology, sociology and anthropology. The
appointment to departmental Head provided an impetus and opportunity for
reflection, and the adeption of new administrative roles and tasks, including the
responsibility for teaching development wilhin the Depariment. From the
perspective of an area Head, I became increasingly aware of the forces of change
_ itnpacting on the sector as these filtered through to the ‘chalk-face’. The genesis

of the study then, lay in my own desire to understand the changes impacting on

i

i
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. both the Department, the School of Nursing (SON) and the University, and to

adapt to new roles and duties as & Heud of Department.

These circumstances led 10 Lhe qualiktive case study of a Teaching Portfolio
Project (TPP) described in this hesis. The TPP cncompassed the inception,
design, implementation and evaluation of a Staff Development Program (SDP)
based on teaching porfolios, within the methodological framework of the CIPP
model of evaluation {Stufflebeam & Shinkfeld, 1985). A central premise of the
CIPP evaluation model, which is more fully explicaled below and in subsequent
chapters, is the notion that the most important purpose of evaluation is to guide
decisicn-making in program development, The CIPP model comprises four
distinct evaluations, namely context, input, process and product Chence the
acronym CiPP), each of which was undertaken in the course of this study, The
data from these evaluations were pathered throngh participant observation,
structuzed interviews, audiotapes of group discussions, surveys, questionnaires,

and the collation of relevant documentation,

The Staff Development Program (SDP) entailed two groups of seven academic
staff from the School of Nursing working callaboratively on portfolio
development. As a researcher, who also acted as manager of the Teaching
Pottfolic Project (TPP), I facilitated the group sessions which were -conducted

fortnightly over fourteen weeks.
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The overarching aim of the research wa.s 1o explore the role (hat teaching
portfolios might play in the development of teaching in a university setting, The
Teaching Partfolio Project {TPP) which provided the basis of the siudy described
in this thesis, was underiaken in the School of Nursing (SON) a1 Curtin Universily
of Teclinglegy. The central research guestions of this thesis cun be slated as
follows:

How useful are teaching portfolios for teaching development purposes
in a university context?

What are the outcomes and benefits for academic staff and universities
of a professional development program based on the preparation of a
teaching portfolio?
As outlined previously, the CIPP model of program evaluation provided the
framework for investigating these questions. CIPP comprises four distinct but

related evaluaticns, namely, context, input, process, and product. Each evaluation

then, addressed cerfain aspects of the central research questions as follows:

1. Context

a) What needs for improved practices in universities for teaching appraisal and
development purposes are existent and could approaches based on portfolios
potentialty meet these needs?

b) What is the extent of interest and demand amongst academic staff in the
School of Nursing und other university stakeholders for w professional

development program based on teaching portfolios?
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a)

b)

a})

b)

a)

b}

INTRODUCTION

What opportunitics are there for the implementation of a portfolio hased

professional develepment program within the Schoel of Nursing?

Input

What progrum design may besl serve the nceds for teaching development
within the School of Nursing?

What resources are available for implementing a professional development

program at Curtin and in the School of Nursing?

Process
Was tl.e professional development program implemented according to plan?
To what extent were the objectives of the program met, and how satisfied

were participants with program activities?

Product
What were the outcomes and effects of the TPP and the staff development
program?
What recommendations can be made with regard to further portfoliv based

professional development programs and activities?

The criteria for what constitutes ‘useful’ were framed in terms of the context,

input, process and product evaluation questions. This means that the adoption of

'teaching portfolios may be judged to be uscful if:
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(a)  within context, the use of portfolios addresses an important and pervasive
need, and proves to be an improvement over existing practices for teaching
development;

{b)  the procedurzl design for implementing the program is rated polentially
more feasible and effective thon alternative designs for addressing the needs
identified in (a);

(¢}  in practice, the procedural design for implementing the program proves lo
be practical and achievable; and

{d)  the outcomes of the program meel the needs of the stakeholders they are

intended to serve,

The evaluation questions and the criteria were further refined and developed over
the course of the study. In this regard, a report which identified and validated
criteria for staff development programs using the CIPP model was a useful
reference (Hekimian, 1984). Thus, the central research questions provided the
broader framework from within which more specific questions were drawn for
each of the confext, input, process and product evaluations to inform both
decision-making for program development and to address the TPP's central
questions, Furthermore, findings from each evaluation led to further questions for
subsequent evaluations, in accordance with the jterative nature of the CIPP model.

These questions are delineated in subsequent chapters of this thesis,
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SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

The literature suggests that the usce of portfelios ts an improvement over existing
strategies for bath formative and summative teaching evaluation purposes. For
example, numerous writers claim that portfolios may be a uselul approach for
leaching development {Anderson, 1993; Boileau, 1993; Edgerion, ct al., 1991;
Federation of Australian University Staff Association, 1987; Neumann, 1994,
Seldin & Asseciates, [990). They also suggest that portfolio based approuches
have the potential to overcome some of the problems inherent in tradilional

approaches to the appraisal of university teaching,

As detailed in chapter two, many universities rely predominantly on narrowly
based teaching appraisal measures, such as the sole use of student evaluations of
teaching or student pass rates, Portfolios are thought to offer an advance over
existing methods of measuring teaching performance by provid%ﬁg a more holistic
and comprehensive overview of teaching quality {Anderson, 1993; Edgerton et
al.,, 1991; Lally & Myhill, 1994; Neumann, 1994). In addition, it is noted that
teaching portfolios offer a ‘bottom-up’ approach te developing institutional
guality portfolios, in that they may be used on an individual basis, leading to a
course, depurtmental or scheol portfolio and eventually to institutional portfolios
{Anderson, 1993; Braskamp & Ory, 1994; Edgerton et al., 1991). When viewed in
the context of the trends prevailing in the higher education sector outlined above,

it is perhaps not surprising that university administrators seeking new ways of
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reviewing (eaching performance were drawn to the wse of portfolio-hased
approuches,
i

There is now u large literature on how 1t compile a portfolio (Seldin &
Associates, 1991; Scldin, 1997; Shore, ¢t ai., 1980 Urbach, 1992 Richlin, 1995;
Gibbs, 1992; Federation of Australian University Stafl Association, 1987).
However, there have been few systematic investigations of portfolio use or
evaluations of partfolio-based staff development programs. The few uccounts of
pertfolio programs in the literature to date have tended to be anecdotai and based
in the United States (Anderson, 1993, Edgerton et al,, 1991; Richlin, 1995}
Moreaver, these accounts are from the perspective of university administrators
rather than from the ‘coal-face’ or the perspective of academic staff. Although
there are some parallels between the sectors in the United States and Australia, the
teaching development policies and practices within Australian universities are
sufficiently different to warrant the investigation undertaken in the present study.
Fusthermore, there is clearly a need for rescarch to determine the efficacy of
portfolio programs in teaching development and this has hitherto received little

attentien from educational researchers,

In light of the paucity of empirical evidence to support claims made by advocates
of portfolios, their enthusiasm must therefore be viewed with some caution. This
is particularly true in the present climate of increasing demands for accountability,
increasing pressures associated with academic work, and the subsequent low

meorale amongst academic staff across the sector {Neumann, 1994; Ramsden et al.,
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1995, University Acudemic Board, 1996). Acudemic staff can become cynical and
understandably  apprehensive  when  there are calls for  appraisul of or
improvements in their work. In the absence of systematic invesligations ol the
portfolic concept, staff could not be cxpected te develop portfolios for
instructional improvement, much less accept the use of portfelios in decision-

making that may affect their curcers.

Thus, the evaluative case study of the Teaching Portfolio Project described in this
thesis was developed in response to emerging and significant needs with respect
to the improvement and recognition of university teaching. The findings havée
relevance for teaching development practices at a number of levels. At the
institutional level, universities need to have systems in place for the continuous
review and monitoring of teaching performance, as well as staff development
practices which can be demonstraled to improve the quality of teaching. At the
level of university schools and departments, these needs have to be Lranslated into
systems and practices that are both discipline-based and context-specific
(Neumann, 1994). Finally, for academic staff, practices for teaching appraisat and
staff development should be seen as relevant and responsive to their personal and

professional needs.

The Teaching Portfolio Project (TPP) addressed a number of these concerns, For
example, it examined the design, implementation and evaluation of a porifolio-
based Staff Development Program {SDP) that offered the prospect of providing an

innovative approach to the development of university teaching in a collegial and
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I
collaborative selting (Anderson, 1993; Mullins & Cannon, 1992; Ramsden el al.,
1995; Seldin, 1980). The findings of this study have the polential to enhance
decision muking at the departmental or school level with respect to the efficacy or
otherwise of the stuff development program. Morcover, they can Lelp determine
the future direction of professional development activitics that focus on teaching
quality. They can also nid decision making at the institational level with respect 10
the introduction of similar programs in other schools and departments within the
University. Finally, the findings have relevance for academic staff, institutional

managers and administrators, and policy developers, across the higher education

sector.

STRUCTURE OF THE THESIS

This chapter has provided an overview of the policy developments and key events
occurring in the Australian higher educatien sector which led to the development
of the Teaching Portfolio Project (TPP). Chapter onec has also outlined the

rationale, significance and purpose of the research,

In chapter twe of this thesis relevant literature on academic work, university
teaching, the professional development of academic staff, and educational
evaluation is reviewed, und the conceptual framework of the siudy is outlined.
Chapter three provides details of the setting for the case study and describes the
methodology used for data collection and analysis. The next four chapters

describe the main findings from each of the four evaluations uadertaken in this
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stu;tly. Bach of these chupters alse provides u preliminary discussion of
implications arising from the findings which are then relaled 1o previous
evaluations, ‘Thus, chapler four oullines the confext findings which include an
assessment of the need for leaching portfolios and portfolio-hused  staff
development progrums. Chupter five containg findings on barriers, resources and
opportunities for progrum development and identifies alternative strategics 10
determine the most appropriate procedural design for the program. In chapter six
the conduct of the program is analysed amn procedural uctivities and events are
described and assessed. The outcomes of the Teaching Portfelio Project are
described in chapter seven, and these are related to the aims of the study and
previous evaluations, Finally, in chapter eight there is a critique of the study
methods and an integrative discussion of the main findings from the context,
input, process and product evaluations, as well as a discussion of the implications

of the findings and suggestions for further research.

A

)
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Chapter Two

LITERATURE REVIEW

First, portfolios can capiiire the intellectual substance and “situated-
ness” of teaching in ways that other methods of evalwation cannaot.
Second, because of thiy capacity, porifelios encourage fuculty to take
important, new roles in the docmnentation, observation, and review of
teaching. Third, because they prompt faculty to take these new roles,
portfolios are a particilarly powerful tool for improvement. Fourth,
as more faculty come to nse them, portfolios can help forge a new
campus culture of professionalism  about  teaching. (Edgerton,
Hutchings, & Quinlan, 1991, p. 4)

INTRODUCTION

The present study arose from a number of converging trends and policy initiatives
within the higher education sector that were detailed in chapter one of this thesis,
These reforms called into question the nature of academic work and challenged
the traditional approaches to university teaching. Calls for improvements in the
quality of teaching, academic staff accountability, the encouragement of reflective
practice, and the notion of a scholarship of teaching were amongst these
developments.  Moreover, these trends translated to a perceived need for
innovations in the development of university teaching, leading to the introduction
of approaches based on portfolio use and the research described in this thesis. The
focus of this evaluative case study was a Teaching Portfolic Project (TPP)

undertaken in the School of Nursing (SON) belween June1995 and June 1997,

~ The TPP encompassed the development, design, implementation and evaluation
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of u portfelio-based Swff Development Program (SDP) in the second semesier of

1596,

The study was designed to enable issues related to portfolio use to be explored ‘in
site’ and in practice. The Project was partly funded by the University's Quality
Funds made avallable for Scheol-based projects as part of Curtin University's
devolved staff development strategy. The Project’s aim was lo explose the role of
teaching portfotios in the professional development of academic staff, and the
appraisal and improvement of teaching quality. The Project findings have
relevance for stakeholders in the School of Nursing, Curtin Universjty and others

in the higher education sector.

Chapter Overview

As outlined above, the study described in this thesis is concerned with the
deve[o;ment of teaching through the use of teaching portfolios and arose from a
confluence of issues under debate in the sector. In the present chapter, the
literature refevant to this debate and the central research question will be
_,;Eiiwicwed. Thus, literature germane to academic work, university teaching and the
professional development of academic staff, as well as literature perlinent to the
methodology employed in the research is reviewed. Furthermore, the ‘portfolio
movement' is placed in its historical context, and the promise and pitfalls of
approaches to professional development based on portfolio construction is

surveyed.
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The aim is to provide the reader with a broad overview of the relevant Jiterature
and to conlextualise the research, Certain aspects of (bis litermure we Murher
claborated in subscquent chapters of Ihis (hesis,  Thus, in chapler (bree the
methodology of the sludy is deseribed. Marcover, in accordinge with the CIPP
approach to evaluation, a more specific unalysis of literature and documentation
relevant to the informational needs of the Teaching Portfolio Project is described
in chapters four and five. In this regard, the review of literature is an integral part

of the procedural design of the study, as detailed in chapter three.

ACADEMIC WORK

Traditional]y, research and teaching have been the primary functions of
universities. However, for academic staff in universities, lhe emphusis in terms of
recruitment, tenure and promotion has historically been on their resedrch activities
and achievements (Altbach, 1991; Boileau, 1993; Boyer, 1990; Braskamp & Ory,
1994). Consequently, university policies and practices have tended to foster and
reward research, arguably at the cxpense of good teaching practice. University
academics have also tended o perceive themselves primarily as researchers and
experts in their discipline, o point not lost on their students, For example, a
submission by the Postgraduate Students” Association at the University of
Adelaide to the Aulich Comumittee {1990) stated that:
While there are some excellent 1cachers within the university

system, the general perception by students is that most of their
tutorsflecturers are inadequate (eachers, (1990, p. 48)
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This point was reinforced by other submissions to the Comrmillee. Thus, Dr. Jack
Gray of the University of New South Wules (1990) submitied th:

one of the mosl serious weaknesses ol Australian universitics is

their filure to identify, deseribe, suppott, encourage and reward

excellence in teaching. (Aulich Committee, 1990, p. 48)
The Aulich Committec’s reporl, Priorities for Reform in Higher Education,
identificd a number of systemic problems inherent in the sector, including
concerns with the recruitment and retention of academic staff und the status and
quality of university teaching. The Aulich Committee {1990) made a number of
recommendations including:

...that the promotion of good teaching within higher education

institutions be designated a national priority area. {p, §5)
The literature on higher education at this tirie was replete with similar
observations and conclusions as those arising (rom the Aulich Commiltee report
(sec for example, Anwyl, Balla, & Mclnnes, 1921; Baldwin, 1991; Boyer, 1990;
Higher Education Council, 1990), It was evident that the dual functions of
research and teaching that characterise the missions of modern universities and
comprise the work of the academic profession were perceived to be in a

precarious state of balance early in the 1990s,

Throughout their history the function of universities has been to teach (Boyer,
1990; Ramsden, et al., 1995), and it is “only in the last hundred years that research
has become the driving force of the university” (Ramsden et al., 1895, p. 1.
However, more recently, the global reforms of the higher education sector detailed

in chapter one, have called into question the approprinteness of the ascendancy of
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research over teaching, and hive led (o a renewed intercst in universily teaching

and the nature of fheulty roles and rewards.

A seminal work in this debate was (he lale Ernest Boayer's {1990) Scholarship
Reconsidered: Priorities of the Professoriate.  Boyer (1990) argued for u
reconceptualisation of acudemic work und proposed that it comprised four distinet
scholarships:

« the scholarship of discovery (undertaking original research and the
advancement of knowledge);

» the scholarship of integration (the connection and synthesis of ideas across
disciplinary boundaries);

» the scholarship of application (the interaction of theory and practice in service
to ‘real world’ problems); and,

» the scholarship of teaching (the transformation of knowledge between the
teacher's understanding and the sludent’s learning) (Boyer, 199().

Boyer envisaged (hese four scholarships as encapsulating the essence of academic
work. He argued a strong case for a more holislic view of academic work and the
need for the status of teaching to be raised in universities. He noted that if
teaching were to be considered equal to research it should be *vigorously
assessed, using criteria that we recognise within the academy, not just a single
institution” (Boyer, 1990, p. 37). Boyer acknowledged some of the problems
associaled with evaluating teaching and proposed the use of cvidence from
different sources such as self, peers and students. Of interest in the context of the

present study, is that Boyer (1990) also stressed the importance of documenting
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academic work, especiully 1caching, through the use of innovalive siralegics based
on portiolios.

When it comes le pulling all the evidence together, we are

impressed by the porifolio idea — a procedure thal encourages

faculty to document their work in a variely of ways. A facully

member could choose the form of scholarship around which a

portfolio might be deveioped. (Boyer, 1990, p. 41)
It could be suggested that Boyer's views on academic work are “traditionalist” and
perhaps somewhat idealistic, and may therefore not necessarily have relevance to
the experiences of the modern day academic in times of volatile change. However,
Boyer’s analysis of academic work served to synthesise a number of issues arising

from the global reforms of the sector detailed in chapter one, and provided

direction and focus to the ongoing debate.

Overall, Boyer’s report gave new meaning to academic work and was to have a
profound impact on the sector. His views of scholarship have since been reflected
and incorporated in the mission statements and strategic plans of numerous
universities both in the Unijted States, the United Kingdom, and Ausiralia. As
Ramsden (1998) notes, “I believe thut Boyer's message is even more true today
across the Atlantic and the Pacific” {p. 184). Boyer, then, laid the groundwork for
changing the conceptions of academic work and the acceptance of pertfolios as a
procedure for decumenting this work, He also paved the way for the development

of a framework to improve the status and profile of teaching in universities.
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UNIVERSITY TEACHING

Despite a vast llerature on reseurch in teaching we are still a long way lrom
understanding the weaching process (Dunkin, 1986; Shulman, 1986). Research intlo
teaching is a complex endeavour because teaching is complex,

involving many variables, variutions and subtleties not always

readily recognised or acknowledged outside the cducational

research community. ... In the tcaching process, variables

include subject area; class size and level; student background,

motivation and ability; teacher personality, motivalion and

intellectual styles as well as a variety of departmental and

institutional influences, {Neumann, 1994, p. 8)
Hislorically, university teaching has been viewed as quite distinct from teaching
in other education sectors and academic staff have generally not viewed
themselves primarily as teachers (Moses, 1988). The dual objectives of teaching
and research explicit in a univessity’s mission provide a teaching conlext unlike
other learning environments, and require academic staff to balance the somelimes
competing demands of these two functions, Moreover, higher education
institutions offer unique teaching environments, and therefore appraisal and

improvement of university teaching pose particular challenges for researchers,

administrators and academic staff developers.

Universities differ in several characteristic ways from learning institutions in other
sectors {Lally & Myhill, 1994), These differences emerge from the nature of the
context in which teaching takes place, the teaching staif and the student
population. As global reforms of the sector take effect, the “traditional’ approach

to university teaching based on large class lectures accompanied by small group
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tutorials and/or laboratories, is giving way to innovative, clecironic delivery
modes and the expansion of Mexible and distance learning (Fraser & Deane, 1997,
Mazzarol & Hosie, 1997). Unlil recently,

Higher education within Australia has 1ended 1o follow the

British “tutorial model with siudents presenting their ideas and

having in-depth face 1o face discussions. Whalever the

effectivencess of this method, it is labour-intensive and has been

placed under severe strain in some faculties. (Mazzarol & Hosie,

1997, p. 23)
As pointed out by Mazzarol and Hosie (1997) the traditional approaches to
university teaching are under strain as class sizes have increased, resulting in a
need for teaching practices that can be ‘packaped’ and delivered to muss
audiences on demand. Increasingly, university administrators are (uming to the
use of information technology and other methods of flexible delivery as a means
of doing *more with less'.

The new information technologies offer this option and have

received support from governments seeking to expand access
without increasing expendilure. (Mazzarel & Fosie, 1997, p. 23)

Thus, with the spectre of “virtual® universities on the horizon, academics are being
asked (o re-assess and adapt their teaching practices, against a backdrop of
dwindling resources, larger classes and increasing numbers of part-time or casual
teaching staff {Neumann, 1994}, To deal with these concerns Coaldrake (1995}
suggests that some of our traditional thinking about the way teaching is organised
in universities will have to change. For example, he notes that larger ...Sses may
not necessarily provide formula-driven increases in infrastructure to support

teaching, such as staff or instructional facilities. He poes on to suggest that in
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order to find solutiens to these emerging problems institutions may need to
consider,

...lunding development projects which focus on how the qualily

of the learning environment can be maintuined and enhanced

given the entirely altered (eaching modes, different staff nceds

and transformed space requirement (lthal are) continually
enterging. (Coaldruke, 1995, p. 39)

Demands for change, then, are coming from various sources and are forcing
academic staff to redefine their roles and to reinvenl themselves, Recent surveys
seeking the views of academic staff on workloads and work patterns have shown
that academics are working longer hours and are spending less time on research
refative to other academic pursuits {Mclnnes, 1992; Mclnnes, 1996). They also
report increased time spent on other activities such as quality assurance 1asks, staff
development and appraisal, and alternative modes of delivery (Mclnnes, 1992;
Mcinnes, 1996). Moreover, these changes are accompanied by decreased staff
morale, an increase in reported stress levels, and the declining status of academic

work (Ramsden, 1998),

Academic staff in universities differ from teachers in other sectors in that the
majority have had no formal teacher training, and, in addition to their teaching
duties, they are expected to undenizke administrative, research and consuitancy
work. Furthermore, university lecturers consider “themselves a breed apart from
school teachers” (Kember, 1998, p. 4), and see themselves in terms of their
professional affiliations or academic disciplines. Kember (1998) points out that

academic staff tend to see their role in teaching as being concerned with

36



LITERATURE REVIEW

conveying disciplinary or professional knowledge to their studenls, uniike school
teachers who envisage teaching as student-centred and learing oriented, As
Weimer (1990} notes, university teachers hold o number of fTawed assumptions
about teaching including the notion that ‘if you know it you can feach it'. She
argues that: |

the equating of content mastery with instructional effectiveness

inthibits instructional improvement because it makes teaching an

activity without form or substance in its own right. (Weimer,

1990, p. 5)
Weimner (1990} further asserts that the allegiance of academic staff to the content
of their discipline area is another barier to effective teaching, That is, with the
explosion of knowledge, discipline content grows exponentially placing pressure
on academic staff to teach more and mere content. Moreover, although staff
readily espouse the importance of teaching generic skills such as critical thinking
to students, few spend time in class developing these skills (Weimer, 1990). It
becomes apparent from reviews of the large literature on vniversity teaching {see
for example, Biggs, 1999; Ramsden, 1992} that academic staff are oflen not

meeting the needs of the students they teaci.

The students who enter higher education also differ in important respects from
students in other education sectors. Traditionally, they comprised those in the
spper range of cognitive ability in the population, and were assumed to be
competent, adult learners (Lally & Myhill, 1994). However, as noted in chapter
one, the expansionary policies of the Dawkins’ era has resulted in & larger, more

diverse, and more demanding student body. Now, the propottion of schoo! leavers
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in higher education has risen in some areas 1o over 40 percent {from around [3
percent 10 years ago (Biggs, 1999). Morcover,

the brightest and most committed students will still be there, as

they have been in the past, bul they will sit alongside students of

rather different academic henl. The range of ability within
classes is now considerable, (Biggs, 1999, p. 1)

Apart from the range of ability of students entering universities, the student body
is also moré.di\fcrsc in other ways. Thus, jncreasing numbers of mature age
students are entering the system, as are students from diverse cultural
backgrounds and from different socie-economic groups (Lingard, Bartlett, Knight,
Porter, & Rizvi, 1994). Moreover, as the costs to students of obtaining a
university cducation continue to rise they demand quality in teaching echoing the
calls from policy makers, institutional administrators and other stakeholders in the

sector.

Quality in University Tear.;ﬁing

Qﬁestions of what constitutes quality in teaching, how quality should be
.measured, and who should evaluate teaching quality, are pivotal issues across all
education sectors (Asheroft, 1995). If, as proposed in the reform initiatives
described above, academic staff need to improve (heir performance and
universities should reward and foster enhanced quality in teaching, then it is

essential that we define quality teaching and recognise teaching excellence. A
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review of the literature on the appraisal of teaching would indicate that this is
cagicr suid than done (Asheroft, 1995; Popham, 1993). Indeed, it hzls been argued
that leaching is a complex aclivity requiring intellectoal, imaginative and
behuvioural processes (Shulman, 1987), that judgements of teaching qualily are al
best subjective (Loder, Clayton, Murray, Cox, & Schofield, 1989), and that good

teaching can take a variety of forms (Anderson, 1993; Edgerton et al., 1991),

In attempting te describe quality (eachers and teaching in higher education
researchers have taken two main approaches (Neumann, 1994). One approach
involves studying teachers who have been identified as excellent teachers and
describing the atiributes or characteristics of this group. The other approach
focuses on the use of student evaluations of teaching. Both approaches are
reflected in a report from the Higher Education Council (HEC) on the guality of
teaching in the higher education system in Australiz (Higher Education Council,

1992}. The HEC report outlined the generic attributes of good teachers described

in the literature and reported widespread support for the evaluation of tertiary

teaching by means of student evaluations. However, the report qualifies support
for the latter approach by noting that student evaluations have their limitations and
do not necessarily capture all of the atiributes demonstrated by good university
teachers (Higher Education Council, 1992). Neumann ([994) states that both
approaches have their drawbacks and limitations. She argues that

deeper evaluation of teaching takes into account more fully the

content and context of teaching, thus allowing for the

complexities of the teaching process, and is by necessity judged
by peers. (Neumann, 1994, p. 11)
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This view has gained support from others. For example, Lally and Myhill (1994}
point out that in using student ratings alone other important aspects of eaching
are ignored, and there are indications that factors such us class size or discipline
area could bias the ratings, These authors recommend that recognition and
validation should be given to the full range of activities and conlexts that
constitute teaching in universities, and more attention should be given to
developing instruments other than student rating forms to determine the quality of
teaching (Lally & Myhill, 1994}, Boileau (1993), moreover, asseris institutions
relying solely on student appraisal to determine the teaching cffectiveness of staff
are merely paying lip service to the importance the institution places on teaching.
Asheroft (1995) also takes up this point, stating:

A performance indicator that has been used for a long time is the

extent of student satisfaction (with teaching). The questionable

assumption underlying this perfcrmance indicator is that high

student satisfaction equates with high quality and standards. (p.

50
Nevertheless, there is now a large literature on student evaluation of teaching and
some consensus that student ratings are reliable, relevant and adequately valid
measures of certain aspects of teaching effectiveness and therefore an important
source of Btormation on teaching quality (Lally & Myhill, 1994). Information _
about other significant aspects of good teaching such as mastery of subject matter,
appropiiateness of assessment tasks, and contributions to curriculuml.l
development, must be derived from other soutces (Boileau, 1993; Cashir, 1990;
Lally & Myhill, 1994; Ramsden et at., 1995). However, as Lally & Myhill (1994),
point out, although several alternatives to student ratings exist, including peer and

alumni ratings and direct observation of teaching methods,
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these alternatives arc not as well developed as yel as assessment

instruments in comparison with student ratings und the availuble

reseiarch data do not show such alternatives to be any more valid

or relinble than student ratings. (p. 32}
Related to the argument of who should evaluate the yuality of teaching (that is,

& . 4

students, adminisirators or colleagues) is the issue of what censtitutes effective
teaching. Various studies have identified u range of attributes that are related to
good teaching and Centra and Bonesteel (1990) have noted there is some
agreement as to what these attributes are, Ramsden et al.’s (1995) review of this

literature resulted in the following list of attributes that researchers generally agree

are essential to good teaching.

They suggest good teachers:

» are themselves good leamners, that is, their teaching is dynamic, reflective and
constantly evolving;

»  display enthusiasm and & desire to share their subject with students;

« are able to modify their teaching according to particular students, the content
and the learning environment;

« encouruge deep learning approaches and the development of critical thinking,
and problem-solving in their students;

. .are able to transform and extend knowledge of their subject into terms
understandable to their students;

+ set clear goals for learning and use appropriate assessment and high quality

feedback to their students; and,
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« have high expectations of their students, show respect for students, and
display an interest in their student’s professtonal and personial growth,

(Ramsden ¢t al,, 1995)

The seven attributes identified by Ramsden et al. (1995), stress the imporiance of
relating the characteristics of good teachers 1o good learning ouicomes for
students. The Higher Education Research and Development Society of Australasia
(1992}, the Australian Vice-Chancellors Committee (1993);~nd Boyer -(1990)
have also emphasised the development of students’ lifelong leaming skills, such
as problem solving and critical thinking, as an impaertant outcome of university
teaching. However, whilst there appears io be some agreement on the
characteristics or attributes of good teachers, there is a lack of explicit criteria for
judging the effectiveness of teaching (Ashcroft, 1995; Nevmann, 1994; Ramsden

et al., 1993).

For example, Ashcreft (1995) in noting the need for criteria to be developed
suggests these should include:

agreed indicators of good practice in areas such as preparation,

communication and organization of teaching events and follow-

up and assessment. (p. 96}
Moreover, Ramsden et al. (1995) make the point that in developing criteria it is
important to keep in mind that concepts of good teaching are not fixed, whilst
Neumarn (1994) emphasises that criteria need to be discipline-based and context
specific. All these r.athors stress the importance of involving academic staff in the

development of criteria and the need to make the criteria explicit, particularly
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when used in the context of evaluating teaching effectiveness, Furthermore, as
noled above, it is now generally agreed that the evatuation of university teaching
should be based eu information from a number of sources, including peer, student
and self evaluation (Ramsden, 1998). As detailed later in this chapler, it is in this

context that a portfolio-based approach offers most promise.

In summary then, the nature of academic work and the environment for teaching
and learning in universities has undergone a (transformalion in the last two
decades. Furthermore, whilst 2 number of issues associated with appraising the
quality of teaching in universities remain unresolved, the need for improved
practices in this regard have been highlighted. These characteristics of the higher
education environment must be taken into consideration then, both in planning
staff development programs for university academics, and in the development of

strategies for the appraisal and improvement of university teaching,

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT OF ACADEMIC STAFF

The professional development of academic staff is a growing area of activity in
higher education, as university administrators begin to respond 10 emerging needs
arising from the global reforms of the sector (Brew, 1995). As outlined in chapter
one of this thesis, professional development may be defined as all those activities
and programs designed to assist staff (academic and general) with the demands of
their roles as teachers, researchers and administrators (Moses, 1988). It should be

noted however, that the following overview of professional development of
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vniversity employees is conlined 1o activities and programs Tor acadernic staft
who seek to improve 1heir teaching. This is in keeping with (he aims of the present
study, although, for mos! institutions, professional development Tor 1eaching
improvement has also been the primary focus of stufl development in universities

(Webb, 1996).

According to Ramsden et al. {1995, p. 11), until the late 1980s staff development
was virtually an optional extra in Australian universities, with initiatives
developed at the instiluticnal level and funded through recurrent grants. Although
Australian institutions were required to establish structured prefessional
development programs as a result of the 1991 Academic Staff Award Agreement,
access to these programs “is still not widely perceived to be an integral right for
all academic stal” (Ramsden et al., 1995, p. 11}. Thus, until recently. professional
development initiatives have generally been offered on an ad hoc, informal and
voluntary basis, and appear to have had little impact on enhancing the teaching
skills of university academics (Zuber-Skerritt, 1992a), This has been compounded
by the fact that there is no unified view of academic staff development, and no
professional identity for those providing these programs (Brew, 1995), Brew
(1993) notes that staff developers are called upon to adopt many roles. These roles
include those of teacher, researcher, academic, administrator, evaluator and
change agent, amongst others. Moreover, practitioners come from various
academic (for example, education or psychology) and non-academie (for example,
human resource or administration) backgrounds, each group having quite differcat

aspirations and approaches (Brew, 1995),
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Also, Moses (1988) has noted somce tensions inherent in the {sometimes)
conflicting roles of providing a service to both acuademic stafl and sdministralors,
pirticulaely in relation (o providing programs (o serve hoth formalive and
summaiive evaluation purposes. For exumple, she highlights the difficulties
arising for stafl developers il they are requested to perform tasks such as assessing
staff perlarmance, in a manner which may not be consistent with their beliefs and
values, whilst needing to maintain the trust of both management and academic

stalf (Moses, 1988).

Thus, the roles and responsibilities of professional developers in bigher education
have generlly been poerly defined and have lacked direction and focus. These
problems have been exacerbated by the lack of instilutional planning or support
for professional devclopment units (Zuber-Skerritt, 1992a), More recently,
however, professional developers in higher education have started 1o become
more organised and are taking lentative steps on the road to professionalisation
(Brew, 1995). For cxample, in the United Kingdom, the Staff und Educational
Development Asscciatien (SEDA) has iniroduced a scheme for professional
recognition. These develepments have been accompanied by the introduction of
mote focussed and strategic program delivery (Webb, 1996). In many universities
this has resulted in the devolution of responsibility for teaching development to
acadernic departments, these activitics then being coordinated by central units,
The tesultant programs have included peer mentoring schemes as well as collegial
networks of staff which focus on the improvement of teaching in discipline-

specific settings (Rumsden et al,, 1995). These decentralised approaches, then,
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provide opportuenities for ucademic staff to become proactive in their own

professional development and that of their colleagues,

The clients of professional developers in universitics also have unique and
specific needs with regard to the development of their teaching practice.
According to some crilics, however, academic staff have not availed themselves
of professionul development opportunitics because they do not necessurily
perceive themselves primarily as teachers (Brew, 1993). Morcover, universities
tend to be departmental organisations in which each department may have a guite
different culture and academic staff often place allegiances and loyalty to their
discipline and professional bodies above loyalty to the universily (Dopson &
MeNay, 1996). Also, as suggested above, many lecturers sec their role in teaching
as simply to convey discipline-specific or professional knowledge to sudents

(Weimer, 1990).

In order to encourage staff lo participate in teaching development activities,
Kember (1998) cautions against attempting to make ‘teachers” of discipline
experts, suggesting instead that professional developers focus on both the how and
what of teaching. He further suggests that,

Educational developers and those concerned with quality
assurance need to consider whether their schemes address the
underlying beliefs about teaching held by academics. ... They
need to get acadernics to think of themselves as teachers as wel!
as specialists in their discipline area. The message is that an
academic needs to be a discipline expert and a teacher. (Kember,
1998, p. 23)
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In uddition to e problems oulined above, there are other polential harriers Lo
participation in professional development programs in univergities, These include
the lack of recognition and reward for Lhese activities, the scarcily of resources in
terms of personnel and infrastructure, a lack ol institutional support such as lime-
release from teaching, as well as scepticism amongst staff of the value of such

programs (Murphy, 1995; Webb, 1996).

These issues have contribuled to the considerable diversity of teaching
imprevement programs within the sector (Katz & Henry, 1993). The programs
offered may range from a one-off skills development workshop or consultation on
an aspect of teaching, to comprehensive induction programs for new staff or full-
scale degree programs in tertiary teaching (Brew, 1993), 1 lowever, although some
Australian universities now cffer academic programs such as Graduate Diplomas
in University Teaching (Andresen, 1995), litlle incentive is provided for
university lecturers to undertake these programs. Thus, these awards are presently
not relaled to appointment or promotion processes and there is little research to

determine the effectiveness of (hese approaches (Ramsden et al,, 1995),

In this respect universities bhave similar problems to those experienced in other
sectors of the educational sysiem. For example, Ingvarson and Chadbourne
(1994) point out that in schools (here is little incentive lo improve one’s teaching,
because promotion for teachers is unrelated to teaching ability, and advancement
to higher levels is achieved by undertaking administralive roles such as deputy

principal or principal. At the present titne neither educational system has a career
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structure linked to professional development or educational programs that
recognise advanced levels of teaching, However, in both scelors there are

indications that this is about 1o change.

One indicutor of this shift is thut bolh sectors have begun (o explore the
certification of advanced teaching skill courses or accreditation of teaching
programs during (he last [ew years, These programs emphasise refleclive practice
and explore strategies for the provision of appropriale recognition and reward for
good teaching (Kydd, Crawford, & Riches, 1997). In schools the focus for
advanced certification has largely been on professional development programs
based on the use of teaching portfolios (Ingvarsen & Chadbourne, 1994; Woll,
1991b). In universities this shift has served to refocus professional development
activities towards more strategic, devolved, and project-based initiatives, such as
those explored in the present study (Newmann, 1994; Ramsden et al,, 1995). Wolfl
(1994) has emphasised the benefits of this approach, as follows:

portfolios can have a positive ripple effect that extends from the

individual constructing the portfelio to immediate colleagues

and the professional community at large. (p. 119)
Thus, recent trends in the delivery of professional development programs have
resulted in a shift towards devolved, collegial approaches that focus on improvéng
teaching quality in tertiary institutions. Furthermore the vse of teaching portfolios
has received increasing attention in higher education in recent years s a strategy
in the professional development of academic staff for teaching appraisal and

improvement purposes.
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TEACHING PORTFOLIOS IN HIGHER EDUCATION

The use of teaching portfolios in higher education eriginaled in Canada in the
early 1970s, al the initiative of the Canadian Association of University Teachers
(CAUT) {Knapper, 1995). The central idea of portfolios is a relatively simple one,
and best exemplified in the way a ereative artist assembles samples of work for
presentation and review (Knapper, 1995), In relation to universily teaching, Lhe
impetus for portfolios came from a CAUT Committee established to develop a
policy on student evaluation of teaching {Knapper, McFarlane, & Scanlon, 1972).
The Committee’s report supported the use of student appraisal of teaching for
formative cvaluation purposes but cautioned on their usc for summative
evaluation purposcs such as tenure or promotion on the grounds that they
constituted only one type of cvidence from one limited perspeclive {Knapper et
al,, 1972). The report went on 1o recomnmend that evaluation of leaching shouid
have strong faculty involvement to be effective and urged academic staff to be
more proactive in gathering cvidence about their teaching performance {Knapper

et al., 1972, p. 46).

The notion of gathering evidence about teaching and documenting academic staff
teaching performance was given further stimulus by Shore (1975) who extended
the Committee’s proposals as follows:

We are going to try to draft a handbook by dealing with matlers

over which the individual instructor has some control, by which

he (sic) can build a case for teaching effectiveness; a portfolio of
evidence that he (sic) is a competent teacher. (Shore, 1973, p. 8)
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This handbook was not published until 1980, by which time the term portfolio had
been replaced by dossier in Canuda. The CAUT Gride to the Teaching Dossier:
Ity Preparation and Use (Shore et al., 1980}, contained an explanation of the
dossier concept, described how a dossier may be compiled and listed 45 jlems that
might be included as evidence of teaching effectiveness. The Guide wus thus the
first (and most oflen quoted) account of how portfolios muy be used in tertiary
teaching (Knapper, 1995). Christopher Knapper, one of the original exponents of
the portlolio concept, has detailed the wide distribution of the original guide in
Canada and the United States as part of the Commitiee’s dissemination process
(Knapper, 1995). He remarks:

It is interesting that when the idea began to take hold in the

United States, the term porgfolio was revived, perhaps because

dossier had vather sinister implications lor a counlry that was

still embroiled in the Cold War. (Knapper, 1993, p. 47)
Moreover, in 1981, Knapper published a paper on lhe concept in the Higher
Education Research and Development Society of Australasia's (HERDSA}
publication, the Bulletin (Knapper, 1981), and gave a number of workshops on

teaching dossiers at Australian universities the following year (Knupper, 1995).

The portfolio concept was enthusiastically promulgated in the United States,
although the adopticn of portfelios teok some time to gather momentum. Tn the
1980s, a number of influential authors on faculty evaluation (for example, Centra,
1982; Seldin, 1980) and organisations such as the American Association for
Higher Education (Anderson, 1993; Edgerton el al., 1991) began to advocate the

use of portfolios for teaching appraisal. However, although facully evaluation
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wus the initiul impetus for the introduction of porifolio programs, coinciding wilh
demands for accountability in lertiary teaching in the US, (he notion thal
portfelios could ulse be used [or (eaching improvement purposes soon [ollowed.
For example, according to Boileau {1993}, “The major contribulion most
advocates of porifolios mention is the percecived imprevement of teaching™ {p.8).
Similarly, Wol{ (1991b) suggesied, “A 1eaching porifolio serves two main
purposes: improvemenl aad evaluation”, and that, “The ultimatc goal for

constructing teaching porifolios is to improve the quality of teaching” (p. 4.

In Australia during this period, teaching portfolios were also gradually gaining
acceptance. For example, the Federation of Australian University Staff
Association (FAUSA) (1992) publicalion How to compile a teaching portfolic
stated that whilst FAUSA supported the recent moves towards un increased
emphasis on the recognition of teaching ability in university promotion and
appointment processes:
. it {was) not convinced that staff development resources

(were) always adequately provided within university teaching

and learning units designed to assist staff who wish to enhance

their teaching skills. (Roe, 1987, p. 1)
Advoceating the use of teaching portfolios, the document went on to say that
FAUSA wished to provide members with a means to show their teaching skills to

advantage through documenting their teaching in a portfolio, using information

from a number of different sources (Roe, 1987).
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[t should be noted that this initial FAUSA publication gave acknowledgrient o
the CAUT Commillee’s Guide and it was to the FAUSA publication that
acidentic s1alT in Australiun universitics were directed il they wished (o compile a
teaching portfolio. Mereover, the FAUSA guide was subsequently reprinted and
updated a number of Limes (Federalion of Australian Universily StalT Association,
1992} and it was this luter edition thal was provided to participants in the staff

development program described in the present study, as detuiled in chapier three.

In Austrafia portfolic use was advocated to provide increased recognition and
reward for teaching and the improvement of teaching performance. However,
FAUSA was also concerned about the need for improved practices for the
decumentation and review of teaching effectivencss mirroring the concerns of its
North American counterpart. Moreover,

Equally, FAUSA s concerned that committees of review such

as those dealing with tenure or promotion, do not always deal

with evidence of teaching ability in as clear a manner as they do

with evidence of research achievermncents. (Roe, 1987, p. 1)
Thus, from the outset portfolios were thought to provide a means to address a
number of concerns about tertiary teaching. These issues included the low status
afforded to teaching, the poor quality of instruction and the lack of appropriate
metheds to determine the quality of teaching in universities. By the early 1990s,
the use of teaching pertfolios was still not common praclice in the sector but it

was evident the die had been cast. For example in 1991, Wolf, in a Synrhesis of

Research and Annotated Bibliography on teaching portfolios, wrote:
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Portfolios have recently become o very popular topic in
education. Student portfolios have received most of (he
attention, bul there is u growing interest in teaching portfolios —
portfolios constructed by teachers lo improve and demonstrale
their knowledge and skills in teaching. Many practilioners,
researchers, and organizations are exploring the use of teaching
portfolios at both the K-12 level and in higher education for a
variety of purposes. (Wolf, 1991b, p, 1}
According to Wolf (1991a) the questions to he addressed aboul the use of
portfolios were similar across all education sectors, namely:
«  What is a teaching portfolio?
«  What purpose may portlolios serve?
» How should a portfolic be struclured?

+  What should a portfolio contain?

» How should portfelios be evaluated?

By the mid 1990s, when the investigation described in this thesis commenced,
research to explore these questions was under way in both the K-12 and higher
education sectors, This research is summarised below, with emphasis on the

higher education research in keeping with the aims of the present study.

Research on Teaching Portfolios

Despite the claims made regarding the benefits of teaching portfolios and the
growing acceptance of their use for both summative and formative purposes, there
have been few empirical investigations of the porifolio concept, with most studies

being of a descriptive or exploratory nature (Wright, 1995). There appear to be a
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number of reasons [or this, These reasons include the relutive novelly and
complexity of the portfolio concept as well as the diversity of approaches bhath to
portfolio use, format, ind style, making comparisons with existing practices and

between institutions difficult.

During this period the major work on portfolios was undertaken in the United
States, Thus, the American Asscciation for Higher Education (AAHE) published
the outcomes of a large-scale project in two monographs on the use of portfolios.
In one, The Teaching Porifolio: Capturing the Scholarship in Teaching, 1he
authars proposed a model for portfolio use, steps for implementing portfolios, and
provided some sample portfolio entrics {Edgerton et al., 1991). On the basis of
this exploratory investigation they cencluded:
First, portfolios can capture the intellectual substance and “situated-
ness” of teaching in ways that other methods of evaluation cannot.
Sccond, because of this capacity, portfolios encourage fuculty to take
important, new roles in the documentation, observation, and review of
teaching. Third, because they prompt faculty to tuke these new roles,
portfolios are a particularly powerful tool for immprovement. Foutth, as
more faculty come to use them, portfolios can help forge a new

campus culture of professionalism about teaching. (Edgerton et al.,
1991,p. 4)

In a companion velume, Campus Use of the Teaching Portfolio: Twenty-Five
Prafiles, the authors provided accounts of actual campus experiences with the use
of portfolios (Anderson, 1993). This monograph provided some useful
comparative information on portfelie use in these institutions, which is detailed in
chapter four of this thesis. Moreover, this publication also previded the names and

addresses of key personnef in these institutions who could be contacted for further
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tnformation. These program directors were surveyed on aspects of portfolio use in
their institutions as part of the input evaluation, and the findings from this survey
are described in chapter five. Aparl from these monographs, the waork of Peler
Seldin (Seldin, 1980: Seldin & Annis, 1991) also provided a helpful point of
reference. However, these publications tend 1o provide a more anecdotal ‘cook-
book’ approach to portfolio development, perhaps reflecting Seldin’s role s a
consultant in higher education on the use of portfolios (Seldin, 1980; Scldin &
Annis, 1991). Other accounts of portfolio use were published in 1995 in a special
edition of the Journal on Exceltence in Cotlege Teaching (Richlin & Cox, 1995),
This edition provided the background to the introduction of portfolios in
universities (Knapper, 1993), outlined above, as well as accounts of approaches to
portfolio use in various institutions (Cox, 1995; Davis & Swift, 1995; Kaplan &

Millis, 1995; Millis, 1995; Richlin, 1995; Smith, 1995).

Despite all these advances, the uptake and cnthusiasm fer the use of portfelios
was by no means universal. For example, Wright and O°Neil (1995) surveyed
professional development staff in Canada, the United States, the United Kingdom
and Australasia, to defermine their views on the potential impact of a wide range
of teaching improvement practices. They found only moderale support or
confidence in the use of portfelios for this purpose amongst this particular group.
These authors note that the lack of confidence expressed by professional
developers in the UK and Australia was perhaps not swprising given the short
history of portfolio use in these countrics. However, they did not anticipate the

lack of strong support from respondents in the US and Canada. They concluded;
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Perliaps the true potentinl of the portfolio concepl remains a
relatively unknown commodity despite the Murry of aclivity
relating to the portfolio in muny higher educalion settings in
recent years. (Wright & ONeil, 1995, p, 20)
Other issves surrounding portfolios were wlso under consideration in the higher

education scctor. For example, in (he foreword (o a guide on teaching portfolios,

McKeachie noted a number of questions that required investigation such as:

1. Does the use of portfolios result in greater weight being given to
teaching?

2. Are decisions based on the portfolio more reliable and valid than those
made using other methods of assessment?

3. What clements of the portfolio contribute most to the portfolio’s
value?

4. What are the costs, as well as the guins, of portfolio assessment as
compared with traditional assessment {or lack of assessment)? {Seldin

& Annis, 1991, p. ix)

With respect to decision-making, Centra (1994) reported an investigation on the
use of portfolios for summative evajuation purposes in which faculty members at
a college were required to construct teaching portfolios to renew their contracts.
In this study each faculty member nominated a peer for the assessment of the
portfolio (Peer A), whilst a peer selected by the aren dean (Peer B) and the dean of
the School, also assessed the portfolio, Centra (1994) also had available student

evaluations of teaching for all staff included in the study and he was therefore able
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to compire these to peer and dean judgements of teaching porifolios. Centra
(1994) reported that judgements made by peers selected by faculty members (Peer
A) did not agree with Peer B or dean judgements of 1eaching cffectiveness. The
Peer A evaluations also did not correlale with the student evaluations. However,
Centra {1994) reported that the student evaluations did correlate reasonubly well
with the teaching evaluations made by the deans and Peer B. He concludes

the cvaluations of the ponfolios in this study would have

undoubtedly benefited from additional discussions among the

evaluators about the criteria and standards to apply. (Centra,

1994, p. 569}
Whilst the results of Centra’s study were somewhat equivocal they do highlight an
important cencemn related to the use of portfolios for summative cvaluation
purposes, That is, what criteria or standards sheuld be used to evaluate teaching
portfolios? This question, as well as others related te the use of portfolios, was
explored in a four-year study with secondary school teachers which aimed to
develop new approaches to teacher evaluation {(Wolf, 1991a). The Teacher
Assessment Project (TAP) at Stanford University demonstrated that portfolios
hold great promise for the evaluation of teaching but also highlighted some
potential problems (Wolf, 1991a). For example,

Portfolios are messy to construct, cumberseme 1o store, difficult

to score, and vulnerable to misrepresentation. But, in ways that

no other assessment method can, portfolios provide a connection

to the contexts and personal histories of real teaching and make

it possible to document the unfolding of both teaching and

learning over time, (Wolf, 19914, p. 129)

With repard to the evaluation of portfolios Wolf (1991a) notes that the TAP found

an approach based on an analytic scoring system te be less suitable than an
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holistic approach bused on prefessional judgements by (eained examiners using
specific eriterin. Moreover, the TAP also highlighted that the potential for
portlolio use was largely dependent on the political, organisational and
professional contexts in which they were used, Well (199 1) concludes:

What remains is to censider the ways thal institutional and

professionul forces witl support or subvert the promise of
portfolics. (p. 136)

In higher cducation, institutional forces were sweeping along the portfolio
‘movement’ us university administralors to a large extent wrested the agenda from
professional vrganisations such as CAUT, AAHE and FAUSA. One result of this
trend is that research on the portfolio concept has arguably not kept pace with the
implementation of portfolio programs for formative and summative evaluation of
university staff. That is, as detailed above, despite the initial enthusiasm shown by
the professional organisations and then university administrators for the adoption
of portfolics for various purposes, few sysiematic investigations have been

undertaken to determine the efficacy of portfolio-based approaches.

To summarise then, the use of teaching portfolios for the improvement and
evaluation of teaching quality shows considerable promise. However, much work
remains to be done and numerous questions rcmain unanswered before academic
staff in Australian universities can be expeclc&l to accept the use of portfolios for
summative evaluation and decision-making which affects their careers. In this

respect, a case study approach that cvaluates portfolie use in the context of a
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professional development program may clucidate some of the pitfalls and

profises associated with the use of teaching portfolios for academic stff.

EDUCATIONAL EVALUATION

Prior to1930, th; term evaluation tended to be used synonymously with the nation
of testing or grading of siudent performance by classroom (eachers (Popham,
1993). Then, in the 19305, Ralph W. Tyler undertock a study to compare the
college performance of students prepared in “progressive™ high schools with those
prepared in conventional high schools and in the process initiated a broader
coaceptualisation of educational evaluation, [n Tyler’s view evaluation should be
concetned with the appraisal of educational programs rather than being solely
concerned with the evalvation of student performance (Popham, 1993). This
conception of educational evaluation stimulated subsequent educators to regard
the purpose of evaluation in broader terms, and paved the way for other
gpproaches to educational evaluation which have since produced a burgeoning
literature (Madaus, Scriven & Stufflcbeam, 1991; Pitman & Maxwell, 1992;
Posavac & Carey, 1997; Schumacher & McMillan, 1993, Worthen & Sanders,
1987). Whilst it is beyond the scope of this chapter to detail the many approaches
that have evolved since Tyler’'s work, a broad-brush overview of some of the main
approaches and conceptual breakthroughs is presented in order te provide a

context for the evaluation approach adopted in the present study.
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As outlined in the previous chapler, definitions of evaluation abound and there are
numerous approaches 1o the practice of evalualion, Some of Lhese approaches
have been moxe lormally developed into detailed pratocols (o guide the process of
undertuking cvaluation, and oflen an approach hus an accompanying urray of
techniques (Popham, 1993; Rosst & Freeman, 1989; Scriven, 1967; Worlhen &
Sanders, 1987). Ncvo (1986) and others (for example, Popham, 1993;
Schumacher & McMillan, 1993; Worthen & Sanders, 1987) have detailed how the
many views and approaches to evaluation practice have evolved over the years.
Nevo (1986) points out, however, that many approaches are unduly referred to as
‘models’,

...in spite of the fact that none of them includes a sufficient

degree of complexity and completeness that might be suggested

by the term ‘model’. (p. 15)
Following Tyler's early work in educational evaluation, the 19405 and early 19505
was mainly a period of refinement, consolidation and application of this approach
(Worthen & Sanders, 1987). Then, in the 19505 and the early 1960s there was a

' period of considerable technical development building on Tyler's werk (Popham,

1993). For example, taxonomies of educational objectives were developed which
became indispensable reference tools for those involved in educational evaluation
{Worthen & Sanders, 1987). One of these developiments, referred 10 as “Bloom's
Taxonomy"”,

.... defined in explicit detail a hierarchy of thini{ing skills

applicable 1o various content areas. This decument continues to

be a standard tool both in lesting and curriculum development,
design, and evaluation, (Worthen & Sanders, 1987, p. 16)
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Later in the 1960s, Lee J. Cronbach’s work mirked another shifl in perspective on
educational evaluation (Popham, 1988; Worlthen & Sanders, 1987). In response to
a large scale curriculum development initiative lunded by the US Governmenl,
Crenbach argued that educational evaluation should focus on assisting cerriculum
developers with decision-making und help them delermine the extent to which a
program promoted desired consequences (Popham, 1988). The notion of using
evaluation for program improvement was subsequently further developed in 1967
by Michael Scriven, He identified two essentially different roles for educational
evaluation which he described as formalive and summative. According to Popham
(1988),

Rarely has a conceptual clarification been so guickly and so

widely adopted by a specialization. ....Scriven cut through a

confusing situation regarding evaluation’s roles and set forth a
useful way of coneeptualizing it. (p. 13)

As noted in chapter one, formative evaluation is conducted during.lhc operation of
a program in order to provide informution useful for improving a program;
switmative evaluation is undertaken at the program's conelusion to determine its
worth or merit, Most subsequent approaches to educational evaluation have since
incorporated these two roles of evaluation, albeit with varying emphases.
Moreover, many of the evalvation techniques and approaches that have beeri
developed over the last few decades may be used for both formative and
summative evaluation; the timing of their use and the purpose for which they are
employed often determining the role (Schumacher & McMillan, 1993). It should

also be noted that not all evaluation spproaches necessatily articulate how
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formative and summative evaluations feature in (he approach. This occurs despite
the fuct that, as Popham (1988) netes rather cynically, “new inventors often build
their own wheels by using other people's spokes” (p. 22). Morcover, he arpues
that in many approaches there has been a great deal of re-invention of the wheel.
For a time it appeared that an educational evaluation model was
being gencrated by anyone who (1) could spell “educational
evaluation” and {2) had access to an appropriate number of
boxes und arrows. The building of educational evaluation

models was, clearly, u fashionable activity of the late 19605 and
carly 1970s. (Popham, 1988, p. 22)

A review of the various conceptual approaches to evaluation shows overlap as
well as considerable diversity in the design and implementation of evaluations
depending on the specific purpose they are to serve and the methedologies
empleyed by the evaluators (Rossi & Freeman, 1989). Also, because evaluation is
multi-faceted and can be conducted in different phases of a program's
development, the same model may be classified in diverse ways (Schumacher &
McMillan, 1993). For these reasons, it is pgenerally agreed that evaluation
approaches evade clear-cut classification (Pitman & Maxwell, 1992; Posavac &

Carey, 1997, Schumacher & McMillan, 1993; Worthen & Sanders, 1987).

The following overview of the majer approaches, then, based on a comparative
analysis of six alternative evaluation orientations, is neither exhaustive nor are the
approaches mutualiy exciusive (Pitman & Maxwell, 1992; Posavac & Carey,
1997, Schumacher & McMillan, 1993; Worthen & Sanders, 1987). These

evaluation approaches are outlined here to provide 4 context for the approach
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employed in the present study as well as o rationale for the study design, Thus, the
classificalion scheme outlines the chuaracteristics, sirengths and Iimitéitfbns of cach
approach, highlights some of the techniques employed and describes the conlext
in which these upproaches are generally used (Benson & Michael, 1990; Pitman &
“Maxwell, 1992; Posavac & Cirey, 1997; Schumacher & McMillan, 1993;

Worthen & Sanders, 1987).

1. Objectives-Oriented

This approach is characterised by the use of objective means such as pre-post
measurement of performance to gather data, as well-as the specification of
measurable objectives. Seme of the main proponents of this approach include
Tyler, Bloom and Popham and the main purpose of objectives-criented evaluation
is to determine the extent to which a program’s objectives are achieved. The
benefits of this appreach include the ease of use and high accepmblllty
Schumacher and McMillan (1993) note that other advanlages of the Ob_IECIIVBS‘
oriented approach include its highly definable methodology and detailed
procedural protocol, features which make it attractive to novice evaluators.
Limitations of this approach include an over-emphasis on student testing and the
reductionistic and linear nature of procedures used (Schumacher & McMillan,

1993; Worthen & Sanders, 1987).
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2. Consumer-Oriented

Propenents of lhe consumer-criented approach include Scriven, mentioned
previously, who is responsible for the formative-summative distinction in
evilluation reseirch. The purpose of this approuch is to provide information about
educational products to assist in decision-making regarding the adoption or
purchase of various educational producls and programs (Madaus et al., 1991;
Worthen & Sanders, 1987). The benefits of this approach are that the check-lists
and associated criteria that have evolved from (hese evaluations are useful tools
for educators (or potential consumers) interesied in determining the value of a
range of educational products (Schumacher & McMillan, 1993; Worthen &
Sanders, 1987). Limitations of the consutmer-oriented approach include the fact
that the emphasis on consumer information needs may lead to a lack of cross-

examination or debate on the product being evaluated {Worthen & Sanders, 1987).

3. Expertise-Oriented

Eisner and various accreditation groups (for example, professional associations or
govemment bodies) are the main proponents of the expertise-oriented approach to
evaluation, according to Worthen and Sanders (1987). As the name suggests, the
approach relies heavily on the professional expertise of the evaluator. Professional
judgements of the quality of educational programs, institutions, products or
activities are the main purpose of this approach, based on the evaluator's
individual knowledge and experience. Both the benefits and limitations of this

approach revolve around the fact that human judgement and ‘experts’ play a
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mujor role in expertisc-oricated evaluations, This may lead to problems associated
with replicability (for example, relinbility belween ‘expert’ judgements), a
vulnerability to personal bius, and potential cenflicts of interest. On the other
hand, expertise-criented approuches previde the potential Tor broad coverage and
ease of implementation and planning (Schumacher & MeMillan, 1993; Worthen

& Sanders, 1987).

4. Adversary-Oriented

Adversary-oriented approaches, led by proponents such as Wolf, Owens and
Levine, seek to provide a balanced examination of program strengths and
weaknesses (Worthen & Sanders, 1987). This approach is cllz;facleriscd by public
hearings and decisions that are based on arguments heard during a hearing, and is
often associated with controversial programs or policy issues. The benefils of the
adversary-criented approach include a close examination and ‘public’ serutiny of
evaluation objects, and the potential for high impact on the audience for the
gvaluation. Limitations of this approuch include the potential for high costs and
the fallibility of the judges or arbiters of evaluation outcomes (Pitman & Maxwell,

1992; Worthen & Sanders, 1987),

5. Naturalistic and Participant Oriented

Some of the more recently developed approaches to educational evaluation
include those by Stake, Patton and Guba (Madaus et al, 1991; Pitman &

Maxwell, 1992; Worthen & Sanders, 1987). These approaches are distinguished
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by the use of inductive reasoning and first-hand experience on site as sugpested by
the terms, namely, naturalistic and panicipam (Posavue & Carey, 1997, Worthen
& Sunders, 1987). Naturalistic and participant-oriented approuches often draw on
ethnographic research methodologies and emphasise a consideration of a wide
variety of information in druwing conclusions (Worthen & Sanders, 1987). In
these respects it overlups with the evaluation appreuch used in the present study.
A limitation of this upproach is that it tends to be non-directive and has the
potential for high labour intensity with concomitant high costs (Schumacher &
McMillan, 1993; Worthen & Sanders, 1987). However, naluralistic approaches
are acknowledged as particolarly suited to an examination of educational
innovations or where an understanding of complex educational activities is

desired (Posavac & Carey, 1997).

6. Management-Oriented

The main purpose of this approach sometimes referred to as decision or
improvement-criented (Posavac & Carey, 1997) is to provide information te aid in
decision-making. Proponents include Alkin, Provus, and Stufflebeam (Popham,
1993}, who, as noted in chapter one, is acknowledged as the developer of the
CIPP appreach that was adopted for the present study. A distinguishing
characteristic of management-orientated approaches is the fact that evaluation
occurs at all stages of program development and the benefits include its

comprehensiveness and systematic nature (Harris, 1996; Madaus et al., 1991).
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Limitations of the managemeni-oriented approach are thal they can he expensive
to administer und, because of the emphasis on assisting with managerial decision-
making, nway focus too narrowly on the concerns of management a1 the expense of
other slakeholders (Schumacher & MceMilian, 1993; Worthen & Sunders, 1987).
For example, Schumacher & McMillan (1993) point out,

the decision-oriented approuch assumes that the decision-maker

is sensitive 10 possible problems in bringing about educational

change and is willing to obtain information regarding these

realities. (p. 531)
However, as discussed below, in the context of the present study the CIPF
approach was not used primarily to inform institutional (or managerial) decision-
making, Instead, it focused on gathering information to inform program .

development and to address the central research questions. Further details of the

CIPP approach are detailed in other parts of this chapter and thesis.

The plethora of evaluation approaches outlined above has, not surprisingly,
resulted in a bewildering array of evaluation studies, methods, tools and
techniques, Needless to say, this can lead to some confusion on the part of a
novice researcher in the field of educational evaluation. Furthermore, whilst the
emphasis, definitions and approaches to educational cvalu.:.ttion have been refined
over the years, the focus of educational evaluation has alse changed. Thus,
Popham (1993) points out that in the 1970s educators were preoccupied with
program evaluation and the focus in the 1980s was on competency testing of

students. However, he notes that “the latter part of the twentieth century may well
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be remembered as the period when our altention was focused on teacher quality™.

{Popham, 1988, p. 31)

In this regard, the CIPP approach to program cvaluation has also been used as a
framework for cvaluating the performance of superintendents in a systematic
approach to assessment over the course of a school year {Stufflebeam, Candoli, &
Nicholls, 1985}, Stufflebeam et ul. (1995) naote,

The evaluation model used in this portfolio proposes an

Ongoing, systematic approach to assessment that spaces out

evaluation tasks over the course of a school year, fiscal year, or

some similar evaluation cycle. ...In this portfolio, we apply this

model (CIPF) sp'tflciﬁca]]y to the evaluation of superintendent

performance. (p. 5)
In summary, it would appear that the various approaches to educalional evaluation
outlined above, are both flexible and adaptable to suit a variety of different
purpeses. Morecver, depending on (he way they are used, evaluation approaches
can satisfy a number of the criteria for systematic enquiry that are normally
associated with educational research. However, with such a broad range of
approaches the type of evaluation utilised is largely n question of choice governed
by the focus and purpose of the evaluation. In the present study, Stufflebeam’s

CIPP evaluation approach wus chosen as the framework for conducting the

present investigation as detailed below,
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CIPP Evaluation Framework

The CIPP approach to program evaluation was [first proposed in 1970 by
Stufllebeam and his colleagues in the Phi Delta Kappa National Study Commitiee
on Evaluations report entitled, Educationa! Evaluation and Decision Muking
(Mason & Bramble [989). According to Stufflebeam and Shinkfield {1985),

Evaluation is the process of delineating, obtaining, and

providing descriptive and judgments! information about the

worth and merit of some object's goals, design, implementation,

and impacts,'in order to guide decision-making, serve needs for

accountability, and promote understanding of the involved
phenomenon. {p. 159)

In undertaking the present study, the CIPP approach was chosen because:

« it is a comprehensive approach which enables the evaluator to obtain a
holistic picture of the evaluation object;

» it can be used for both fermative and summative evaluation purposes
by supplying information to guide decision-making as well as for
accountability purposes: and,

+ it enables the evaluator to gather information before, during and after
the commencement of a program, thus assisting in program design and

implementation, and research and development (Stufflebeam, 1983),
Figurc 2.1 {below) provides a pictorial account of how these general features of

CIPP apply to the evaluation of the Teaching Portfolio Project (TPP) and

informed the design, implementation and evaluation of the staff development
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program (SDP). Tn other words, the TPP provided the context in which the central
rescarch questions of this study was addressed through the collection and analysis
of data within the CIPP approach 1o evalumion. Moreover, each cvaluation
yielded information to support the design, implementation and evaluation of the

stalf development program (SDF).

INPUT

CONTEXT

Is thene o place and Which portfalio-

necd for portfolio- [nformation hased opproach to

hased professional teaching and
and teaching professional
development development offers
aetivitics for the most promising

academic sinffina stralegy?

university selting?

vutietl oy

Ceniral Research
Questions

Informalion

PRODUCT PROCESS

How useful were

What were the
program pregram activilics
outcomes, wen ™ for portlolio
they satisfacrory, - development and
and did they mect Infarnatlon was the program
the identificd design
necds? appropriate?
Figure 2.1 - Flowchort depicting the role of CIPP in providing information to address

the central research questions and the development of the SDP

_Thus, as shown in Figure 2.1, the CIPP supplied the methodological approach

the present study and underpinned the development of the SDP based on

1o

a
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conceptual framework drawn from emerging trends in the literature on research

and development of universily leaching, detailed below,

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND CHAPTER SUMMARY

In the present study, the design, implementation and evaluation of a portfolio-
based Staff Development Program (SDP) was investigated in the coniext of the
Teaching Portfolio Project (TPP). The conceptual framework for this research was
drawn from theoretical developments and emerging trends in the study of
university teaching und academic development. Three emerging and inter-related
philosophical and conceptual trends were identified as underlying the portfolio
concept in higher education, These trends included a shift towards reflective
practice in higher education, increasing professionalism in university teaching and
calls for a scholarship of teaching. The converging conceptions that served to

guide program development in the context of this study are elucidated below.
J_'|

Refiective Practice, Scholarship and Professionalism

As discussed previously in this “chapler, the notion of reflective practice has
gained increasing importance in the development of teaching in higher education
(Anderson, 1993; Brookfield, 1993). The reflective practitioner approach to
teaching practice originated from the work of Schén in the carly 1980s (Schin,
1987; Schén, 1992). It is now generally accepied that reflection on, and in,

practice underlies many of the approaches to the development of teaching in
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universities (Brew, 1995).  Morcover, the term, refleclive practice, has
considerable currency in bigher educution and implies “more than ‘(hinking
about’, it ulso includes collecting duta about practice and analysing it in the light
of the social, woral and pelitical context™ (Asherofl, 1995, p.1}.  Refleclive
practice is also a key aspect of Kolb's experiential learning medel which oulines
four stages of learning: concrete experience, refleclive observation, abstract
conceptualisation and active experimentation {Kolb, 1984). As Seng and Seng
{1996) note,

The rationale for this (rellective practice and expericntial

learning approach) in staff development is that whilst we learn

from experience, it is eritical for us 1o reflect on the experience

and discuss it to optimise our learning. (p. 2)
Thus, the approach taken in the staff development program described in this thesis

-aligns well with the reflective practitioner medel outlined by Ashcroft and

Foreman-Peck (1994). This model “sees professional development as progressing
.I'hrough a process of critical enquiry and problem-salving” (Asheroll, 1995, p. 4).
It implies independence on the part of the learner (in this case the participants in
the TPP}; an approach 1o professicnal development thal accords with the values
and aspirations of academic staff; and the view thit teaching is part of an
academic’s scholarly work. Also, the fact that the portfolic concept lends itseif to
a reflective practice approach has been noted. For example, Pat Hutchings, the
Director of the AAHE Teaching Initiative, in the foreword to Campus Use of the

Teaching Portfolio (Anderson, 1993) writes:

72



LITERATURE REVIEW

..we need models of the leaching porlffolic hat wonld

document the more substantive, intejleclual (j.e. scholarly)

aspects of teaching. ...Vve come to believe that particularly

promising moadels might be driven by Donald Sehén's notion of

reflective practice, (p. 5)
Hutching’s observition complements another ussumplion undcrlyin.g the approach
.adopted in this study, which draws from the view that teaching and teaching
development are in themselves scholarly aclivities. As noted earlier, Emnest Boyer
first advocated the notion of a scholarship of teaching in 1990 in an inﬂucn.t.i.al.
report to the Camegie Foundation, Scholarship Reconsidered: Priorities of the
Professoriate (Boyer, 1980). In this report, Boyer argued cloguently for
academics to bring to the improvement of teaching some of the crealivity and
rigour they apply to the scholarship involved in their research. The notion of a
scholarship of teaching has been incorporaled into the rationale for portfolio
development by many proponents of teaching portfolios {Anderson, 1993;
Edgerton ct al., 1991; Ramsden et al., 1995) although as discussed previously
there are differing views on what constitutes a scholarly approach to teaching.
Nevertheless, it has been suggested that if teaching is viewed as a scholarly
activity it will lend itself to review by peers in much the same way us is presently
done with research. This may ultimalely lead to new strategies for the appraisal
of tcaching which conform to the ethos of academic staff and traditional
university values (Boyer, 1990; Edgerton et al., 1991). Morcover, in
conceptualising university teaching as scholarly work we will also gain a belter

understanding - of some of the complexities involved in university teaching

(Edgerton et at., [991; Martin & Ramsden, 1993; Prosser & Trigwell, 1997).
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Together with the adoption of reflective practice and the scholarship of teaching
in universilies, there has been a growing fendency lowirds the notion of
professionalism of leaching in higher cducation. Ramsden el al. {1995) point out
that aithough university teaching is sometimes referred to as one of the oldest
professions it lacks some of the features that generally cheracterise professions,
including:

a prescribed period of relevant pre-service education and

supervised practical experience, ongoing in-service education, a

code of ethics, and sirong and well-supported professional

associations. (p. 17)
Thus, accompanying calls for more accountability in teaching, the introduction of
qualifications in tertiary teaching, and demands for improvement ol leaching
quality, has been a growing debate about the profession of university lcaching.
(Ashcroft, 1993; Ashcroft &IForcman-Pech, 1994; Brew, 1995; Ramsden et al,,
1995). In Australia, Ramsden et al. (1995) have recommended national
recognition of courses that lead to qualifications in university teaching, They point
to the model developed in the United Kingdom by the Staff and Educational
Development Association (SEDA) as one which

would facilitate the process of achieving an academic workforce

qualified in teaching and would provide a guarantee that
minimum professional standards are reached. {p. 98)

Brew (1995} has alse argued that professionalism in university teaching will lead
te more public exposure and discussion of teaching performunce and to giving
higher scholarly status to the design and delivery of good teaching within a

discipline. Although formal accreditation of university teachers scems unlikely in
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.the short lerm, the (rend toward teaching professionalism conlinues 10 gather

momenium (Ramsden ¢t al., 1995),

In summary then, both reflective practice and the development of a scholarship of
teaching arc notions that underpin the trend towards professionalism in university
teaching and these concepts are an integral part of the philosophy underlying the
portfolio concept. Moreover, as oullined ubove, reflective practice and teaching
professionalism have also influenced the direction and content of staff
development programs in higher education which seck to improve teaching
{Moses, 1988; Zuber-Skerritt, 1992a) as has research on teaching in higher
education (Ashcroft, 1995; Neumann, 1994; Ramsden el al,, 1995; Zuber-Skerritt,
1992b). In this regard, fhe rationale and approach to the design and
implementation of the professional development program on teaching portfolios

undertaken in the present study also draws on these concepts.

This chapter has reviewed literature on university teaching, professional
development and teaching portfolios with relevance to the research described in
this thesis, In the following chapter, the procedure and framework for the

evaluations employed in this study are described.
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Chapter Three

METHODOLOGY

the value of the alternative approuches (to educational evaluation)
is their capacity to help us think, to present and proveke new ideas
and techniquees, and to serve as imental checklists of things we ought to

" consider, remember, or worry abow, Their hewristic value is very
high; their prescriptive valiie seems much less. (Worthen and Sanders,
1987, p.151)

INTRODUCTION

As outlined in chapter one, the use of teaching portfolios has been propesed, both
in Australia anﬁ overseas, as an improvement over existing strategies for the
recognition, appraisal and improvement of university teaching. However, as
teaching portfolios are a recent innovation, particularly in Australian universitics,
their utility in these contexts is not known, and there are a number of issues -
surrounding the use of portfolios which warrant further investigation. 'i;he central

research ql{esﬁons investigated in this study can be stated as follows:

How useful are teaching portfolios for teaching development purposes
in a university context?

What are the outcomes and benefits for academic staff and universitics
of a professional development program based on the preparation of a
teaching porifolio?

‘These questions were investigated by means of an evaluative case study of the

o

Teaching Portfolio Project, which invelved the design, implemeniation, and
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evaluation of a porifolio-based staff development program (SDP) for academic
staff in the School of Nursing (SON) at Curtin University of Technology. As
discussed in chapter two, the methodological framework of the study was derived

{rom the CIPP approach to propram evaluation.

The present chapter outlines the procedures used to address the questions arising
in the comtext, input, process and product evaluations that comprise the CIPP
approach. Details of how the data collected in the four evalualions informed
decision-making in the development and implementation of the program are also
provided. Furthermore, the setting of the case study and the procedures uscd to
analyse the data gathered over the course of the preseni investigation are

described. The chapter concludes with a discussion of seme ethical considerations

- and limitations of the study design and methodologies used.

STUDY DESIGN

Case study design, because of its flexibility and adaptability to a range
of contexts, processes, people and foci, provides some of the most
usefl methods available in educational research. (Schumacher &
McMillan, 1993, p. 375)

According to Sturman (£997) “case study” is a generic term for the investigation
of ar; "individual, group or phenomenon. Case study techniques may vary, and may
include qualitative and quantitative approaches (Borg & Gall, 1989; Merriam,
1998). A distinguishing feature of the approach is that in order to explain, predict

or generatize from a single example (the case), it is necessary 1o conduct an “in-
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depth investigation of the inlerdependencies of purs und ol the pulterns
emerge (Sturman, 1997, p. 61). In this regurd, Diesing (1972) places ca.sc studies
within the helist traditien of scientific inquiry, in which the churacteristics of a
part are seen to be fargely determined by the whole to which it belongs, According
to the holist tradition, o understand the whole requires an understanding of the

interrefationships between the parts (Meiriam, 1998).

Lancy (1993) notes that case siudies have 1 number of different applications. In
the present study 2 single ‘instrumental’ case study;:'design was employed, using
both qualitative and quantitative data collection methods. Stake (1994), in
identifying three types of case study design, notes that in what he terms an
‘instrumental case study’, a particular case is examined in depth to provide insight
into a particular issue. In instrumental case studies “the case is of secondary
interé%__t;. it plays a supportive role, facilitating our understanding of something
else” (Stakc, 1994, p. 237). He goes on to say that the choice of a case is made in

order to further our understanding of the issue under invesiigation (Stake, 1994),

In relation to the present study, the issue to be investigated was _thlle use of teaching )
portfolios in a university setting, whilst the case of the Teaching Portfolio Project
provided the context in which this issue could be explored. Thus, within lﬁe
Teaching Portfolio Project, the researcher designed, implemented and evaluated a
portiolio-based staff development program (SDP), using the CIPP evaluation
approach. Figure 3.1 shows the relationship between the various components of

the research design.
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attainments "\ operations

Figure 3-1 Study Deslgn: The CIPP evaluation framework in relation to the Teaching
Portfolio Project

Figure 3.1 above iliustrates how the case study of the Teaching Porifolio Project
(depicted in the shaded, outer circle) encompassed four distinct evaluations, based
on Stufflebeam’s CIPP approach to program _q_:_\rzluation. As also shown in this
figure, the context (1), input (2), process (3), and product (4) evaluations were

undertaken sequentially. However, it is important 1o note that some of the

‘procedures for these evaluations overlapped. This is elucidated later in this
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chapter in Figure 3.5, which shows an overview of the study and the time-frame

for each evalualion.

The principles of data colleclion in case siudies, according to Burmng (1994),
include the use of multiple sourccé of evidence, the maintenance of a chain of
evidence, and the recording of data in noles, video or tapes. He also points out that
a case study investigator needs to be observant, a good listener, adaptive and
flexible, and to have a good grasp of the issue under investigation. Moreover,
Lack of bias is essential to prevent an investigator interpreting
evidence to support a preconceived position. Openness to
contradictory evidence is a must. (Burns, 1994, p, 375)
Stueman (1997) states that case studies embrace ‘both the qualitative and
guantitative paradigms’, He argues that in evaluative case studies, which involve
the evaluation of programs, ‘condensed fieldwork’ is required, using a variety of
research techniques (Sturman, [997, p. 63). Condensed fieldwork in this context,
contrasts with the more lengthy ethnographic case study approaches, and refers to
the use of fieldwork that is targeted to address specific evaluation questions
{Merriam, 1998). In the present study the CIPP evaluation framework provided a
fiexible and focused approach to the investigation of the case study of the

Teaching Portfolio Project.

The CIPP Approach to Evaluation

All foﬁr evaluations of Stufflebeam’s (1985) context, input, process, and product
{CIPP) scheme were undertaken in the present study, CIPP, which in Worthen &

Sanders’ (1987) classification of evaluation appreaches is management-oriented,
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was used as o fromework for guiding the evalualive precess.  According Lo
Stufflebewm and Shinkficld (1985),
evaluation is the process of delinealing, coblaining, and providing
descriptive and judgmental information ubout the worth and merit of
some object’s gouls, design, implementation, and impacls, in oider to
guide decision making, serve needs for accountability, und promote
understanding of the involved phenomena. (Stufflebeam & Shinkfield,
1985, p. 159)
As noted above, the CIPP approach has been categorised as management or
decision oriented (Stufflebeam & Webster, 1988). This is reflected in Stufflebeam
and Shinkfield's definition of evalvation with its emphasis on providing
information to guide deeision-making and to promote understanding of the object
under investigation. CIPP is based on the notion that the most important purpose
of evaluation is ‘not to prove but to improve’ (Stufflebgam, 1983), and in this

respect not all of the activities undertaken in the CIPP approach are purely

evaluative in nature (Isaac & Michael, 1982; Madaus, et al,, 1991).

The broad array of evaluation approaches proposed by educational researchers
over the decades was reviewed in chapter two. With such a profusion of
evaluation types, the question of which approach to adopt can appear confusing to
a novice e\i_;ilﬁalor (Charles, 1993). In the absence of empirical evidence about
“which mgdcl works best under which circumstances...choices among alternatives
will rernain a matter of the evaluator’s preference” (Worthen & Sanders, 1987 p.
149). Moreover, as noted above, Worthen & Sanders (1987) suggest,

the value of the alternative approaches lies in their capacity te help us

think, to present and provoke new idens and techniques, and to serve

as mental checklists of things we ought to consider, remember, or

worry about... heir heuristic value is very high; their prescriptive
value scems much less. (p. 151)
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The CIPP approach was chosen because it provides a comprehensive rationale for

undertaking evaluation studies. It also provides a framework for fermative and

summative evalualion and can Serve a range of informational needs, namely,

- Context - identifies problems andfar needs to lacilitate decision-making in
planning a project,

« Input - determines resources and strategies required 1o achieve a project’s
objectives,

+ Process - evaluates the implementation and procedures of a praject, and,

« Product - measures outcomes and attainment of project goals and objectives.

In the study described in this thesis, all four of these evaluations were cmp[oycdﬂ

in a sequential order, aithough some evaluations were overlapping. However,

Stufflebeam and Shinkfield (1985) maintain that according to the CIPP scheme,

each evaluation can be undertaken independently, be consecutive or overlap, or

have different ernphasis. Furthermore, whilst the CIPP approach has often been

associated with large scale, quantitatively based program evaluations it has been

demonstrated that it can also provide useful infoermation for undertaking smaller

scale qualitatively based project evaluations, such as the TPP (Bovan, 1988;

Harris, 1996; Madaus, et al., 1991).

CASE STUDY SETTING

‘The present study was undertaken in the School of Nursing situated within the
Division of Health Sciences, at Curtin University of Technology. The School of

Nursing (SON) was established in 1975, making it one of the first schools of
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nursing 1o be established in an Austradtan university. In 19935, at the beginning of
the study period, the School of Nursing had 71.98 full-time equivalent (FTE)
academic staff und 1581 FTE general staff. Of the academic s1aff, 45.20 FTE
positions were tenured, 12.50 FTE academic staff were on limited term contracts,
and a funther 14.28 FTE were employed on a sessional basis. Th:i:: School had
three departments, these being an Undergraduate Studies Department employing
43.75 FTE academic staff; a Postgraduate Studies Department with 8.20 FTE
academic staff, and a Department of Behavicural Healtl) IScience with 11.40 FTE
academic staff. The organisational structure of the SChO(;:l is shown in Figure 3.2,
In addition to the three departments shown in the left circle the other main
components of the organisaticnal structure, namely the Centre for Nursing
Research and Development, Professional Education Services, and Program

Support, are shown in the right circle. The centrally depicted Teaching Teams and

Special Interest Groups comprised staff drawn from all areas of the School’s

i NN

operations.

Department of
Poslgraduaie
Nursing Studies

T

Depariment of
Undergraduate
Nutsing Studics

N\

Department of
Behavioural
Health Science

Head of School

Teaching Teams

Special Interest
Groups

Centre for Nursing
Rescarch and
Development

Professional
Education
Services

Program Suppaort

Figure 3-2 School of Nursing Organisational Structure

(Adapied froin School of Nurstng 1995 Ineerna Atnual chon)
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Membership of these teams and groups flucluated, and was delermined by
teaching requirements and allocations, and the interests of staff, According 1o the
{995 Interna! Annual Report, the Teaching Teams and Special Interest Groups
weic “central to the total organisation of the School” and they were "expected 10
be a major source of ideas and expertise for the School’s various activities”

{School of Nursing, 1995, p. 87).

The 1995 Internal Annuval Report goes on to note that responsibility for 1eaching
quality lies with those implementing the curricula, and had been develved to the
Teaching Teams under the overview of the School’s Curriculum Committees, As
a member of the School's Undergraduate Studies Curriculum Commitiee during
the period the present study was undertaken I was thus in a positien to monitor the
Committee agendas for issues with a bearing on the Teaching Portfolio Project
{TPP). The management steucture of the SON as outlined in the School's 1995

Internal Annual Report, is shown in Figure 3.3 below,

Head of School

Program Supporl

- Administration

. Student Affairs Office

- Teaching Resources Cenire
- Computing

- Nursing Laboratories

Head, Depariment of Posigraduale Nursing Studics
Head, Department of Undergraduate Nursing Studies
- Deputy Head, Clinical/Student Liaison
Head, Eepartment of Behavioural Health Sciences
Manager, Human Resources

Teaching Teams

Specinl Intercst Groups

Cenire for Nursing Research and Develupment
Professional Education Services

Figure 3-3 Management structure of the School of Nursing

{Adnpied (rown Schoal of Nursing 1995 Internal Annun) chnrl] '
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The SON's Management Committee, chaired by the Head of School, comprised
the three Department Heads, the Depuly Head Clinical/Student Liaison, u
representative  from  Program Support and the Centre for Research and
Development, and un elected academic stafl representative, The Management
Commiltes met on 2 fortnightly basis, to advise the Head of School on policv and
resource matters.  As Head of the Department of Behavioural Health Sciences
during the time of the present siudy I was (hus a representative on the School’s
Management Committee.

Another SON committee with relevance to the present study was the é'iaff
Development Committee.  This Committee  comprised twelve members
representing undergraduate and postgraduate academic staff, the Research Centre,
professional education services, continuing education, human resources, and the
general staff (School of Nursing, 1995). The purpose of the Staff Development
* Commitice was to provide information and overview procedures for the
orientation of new staff, and to identify and provide for the SON’s staff
development needs. With regard to the present study, it is of interest to note that
the Report highlights a workshop on “Refiective Practice” amongst its 1995
activities, which was attended by thirty-four staff (School of Nursing, 1995).

A salient feature of the study setfing is the researcher’s role in the SON, with
membership of the Management Committ_ee and the Undergraduate Curriculum
Committée as Department Head, and access to the Staff Development Commitice.

The [imitations of ‘internal’ evaluation studies will be outlined later in this
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chapter. However, the advantapes imherenl in t:;-.;-.-;rcsc:lr{:hcr's knowledge und
understanding of the School's stall and operations were considerable with regard
W undertaking the present investigation.  For exwunphe, one of the research
methods employed was that of “participant observation’, detailed below, in which
a thorough understamding of the setting s considered vital (Atkinson &

Hammersley, 1994; Guba & Lincoln, 1981),

RESEARCH METHODS

For most evaluators the question is not whether 1o use qualitative
metheds or quantitative methods; the question is how to use the
methods so that they complement each other in the best ways possible.
(Posavac & Carey, 1997, p. 227)
Maykut and Morehouse (1994) have noted that the developing, allemnative
paradigms of qualitative research, ure based on fundamentally different postulates
than the postivitists’ approach to research. The positivistic iradition in research,
sometimes called scientific paradigms or objective and quantitative
methedologies, are often in sharp contrast to what may be referred lo as
qualitative inquiry or naturalistic paradigms and subjective methodologics
(Worthen & Sanders, 1987). Some distinctive features of qualitative inquiries are
that they are generally conducted in natural seitings and utilise the researcher as
the chief “instrument’ for data-gathering through the use of participant observation
and interviews (Lancy, 1993; LeCompte et al., 1992; Miles & Hubermau, 1994},
Payne (1994) suggests that the primary reasons for selecting qualitative
approaches in evaluation are that they cnable the researcher (o discover the

meaniags that an innovation or pregram has for stakeholders at the program or
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project sile through observation, documentation, and assessment of the elfects of

the progrum an parlicipants.

The processes ol discovery, observation, documentation and assessment were
integral aspects of the methods employed in this study, within the conceplual
framework of the CIPP model of program evaluation. Thus, the dutu collected in
the course of the siudy wus mainly descriptive und qualitalive in nature, although
there was seme quantification of certain aspects of the results us delineated later in

this and other chapters.

Whilst the debate on the relative merits of qualitative versus quantitative
approaches 1o research has continued for muny years some authers “view both
forms of inquiry as appropriate, depending on the purpose and questions for
which the study is conducted” (Worthen & Sanders, 1987, p. 53). Morcover, as
suggested by Posavac and Carey (1997), it hus become accepled practice to use a

combination of quantitative and qualitative data in evaluation research,

Criteria for CIPP Evaluations

In addition to selecting appropriate methods to conduct the four evaluations that
comprise the CIPP approach, each evaluation neccssitated the development of
criteria against which the findings associated with the evaluation questions could
be judged. Criteria can provide both a framework within which the evidence is

collected, as well as a direction toward the types of information sought. The
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criteria for the present swdy were adapled from previous resesrch on the
evaluation of professional development programs based on the CIPP approach
(Hekimiun, 1984). Hekimian identified o range of criteria for context, inpul,
process and product evaluations ol professional developiment programs, which she
then validated with different groups of stakeholders. Although Hekimian®s study
was undertaken in the American college system, and was not therefore directly
relevant 10 an Australian setting, (he findings provided a useful platform for the
development of criteria against which the effecliveness of the planning, design,

implementation and oulcomes of the SDP could be determined.

Further details of specific methods employzd in the present study are provided
below where the procedures used in the context, input, process und preduct
evaluations are described, The findings arising from thesc evaluations are

described in chapters four to eight of this thesis.

CONTEXT EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

Stufflebeam and Shinkfield (1985) state that a context evaluation can be used for a
number of purposes. It may serve to define the institutional context and identify
and assess the needs of the targel population. A contexl evaluation may also help
to discover potential problems that underlic the expressed neceds, determine
opportunities 1o meet the identified needs, and enable the evaluator to judge the
merit of the proposed program objectives (Madaus et al,, 19%1; Stuffiebeam,

1983). Stufflebeam and Webster (1988) note that one pointer for underiaking a
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contexl cvaluation s if an institution is considering chunges o praciice or the

implementation of an innovative program.

In the present study, the conlext evaluation primarily addressed the identilication
of needs, opportunities, and potential barriers or problems in the development of a
portfolio-based professional development program for academic staff in the SON.
As such, it enabled the researcher to pather data to inform decision-making in the
planning and setting of objectives for the proposed Staff Development Program

(SDP).

Context Evaluation Questions

Accordingly, specific questions to be addressed in the context evaluation phase of
the study were as follows:

« What need is there for teaching portfolios to replace or enhance existing

practices for the appraisal, improvement or recognition of university

teaching?

« What need is there for professional development activities with respect to
teaching portfolios and what form might these activities take?

»  What barriers and opportunities presently exist with respect to the
implementation of portfolios for professional development or
improvement/appraisal of teaching?

« Is there sufficient interest and demand for participation in the proposed
staff development activity amongst staff in the SON?

. What objectives should be established for a professional development
program based on the use of teaching portfolios?

The criteria for the context evaluation included the extent to which the findings

demonstrated that the use of portfolios and portfolio-based professional
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dévelopment promised to be an improvement over existing strategies; there was
sufficient opportunity and inlerest to warrant the implementation of (he program;

and, the proposed objectives would address 1he expressed need,

The procedures used to address the above questions, detailed below, included:

L. a review and qualitative and quantitative content analysis of relevant literature
and documentation on portfolio use und teaching development practices;

2. arcview, examination and conlent analysis of relevant University and School
of Nursing reports, minules of meetings, and other policy and planning
documents:

3. structured interviews with key personncl in the SON: and

4. asurvey of academic staff in the SON,

Context Evaluation Procedures

Review and gualitative and quantitative content analysis of relevant literature
and documentation on portfolio use and teaching development practices.

As noted in chapters cne and two, a review of relevant literature was an integral
aspect of the present study, bolh in order to provide an understanding of the
setting and to establish the need for a portlolie-based professional development
program, In the present study, aspects of literature relevant to the broader higher
education scene were described in chapters one and two. Some of this literature
and documentation was stbjected to further content analysis in order to provide a
beiter understanding of portfolio use in other institutions, as deiailed below. Also,
literature and documents more specifically relevant to the present study, that is,

directly relevant to the establishment of need for the use of teaching portfolios us
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a strafegy for (eaching development in the SON at Curlin Unjversity, were

examined,

Mostyn (1985) suggests thal conlent unalysis is essentinlly another term for the
analysis  of  unstructured, open-ended  research  material, which  requires
interpretation to give meaning to the content, Moreover, contenl analysis can yield
both qualitative and quaniitative dala depending on the application of the
approach and the material to be analysed (Fracnkel, 1996; LeComple, Millroy &
Preissie, 1992), Accordingly, accounts of portfolio use in 25 institulions recorded
in Anderson (1993) were analysed to providz both quantitative and qualitative
information on the purpose for which portfolios were used, and to idemify

potential barriers to portfolio use identified in these institutions.

For example, in order to understand how portfolios were used in the institutions
detailed in Anderson (1993), the accounts were examined and coded according to
different categories of portfolio use (recognition, appraisal and imprevement) and
a frequency count was undertaken (Fruenkel, 1996). Morcover, to provide a better
understanding of potential barriers to portfolio use, these accounts yielded
examples of a range of problems that were associated with portfolio use and the

implementaticn of partfolio programs, which were summarised and collated.

Examination and content analysis of relevant University and School of Nursing
reports, minutes of meetings, and other policy and planning documents.

An examination und cohtent analysis of pertinent Universily documentation was

conducted during the centext evaluation to address the need, feasibility,
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opportunitics, and potentiul burriers to the implementation of « portfolio-bused
staff development program in relation to the study setting. Worthen and Sanders
(1987) note that informal content analysis, as applicd in this aspect of the context
evaluntion, can provide gqualitative summarics of documents and elicit insights

into themes in the decumentation with relevance to the research questions,

This analysis explored how porifolios could be integrated with existing
procedures and pelicies for the appraisal and development of teaching. The
analysis included scrutiny of University documentation on promotion and annua)
staff review as outlined in the University’'s Human Resource Manual, and other
relevant Unjversity reports, discussion documents and publications. SON
documentation inspected by the researcher included Annual Reports, strategic
planning documents, and other SON committee documents and minutes of

relevance 10 the present investigation,

Sturvey and recruitment of academic staff in the SON

Prior to the program’s implementation, a number of fliers (Appendix 3.'15
providing information on the proposed staff development program (SDP) and the
TPP were posted at various points around the SON, The purpose of the fliers was
to promote the forthcoming program and to raise awareness of staff about the use
of portfolios. The researcher also gave a short presentation to a SON staff mecting
and to the members of the Staff Development Committee to provide information

about the proposed programn and to encourage staff to consider participation.
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A survey of all eligible academic staff in the SON was conducted in order (o
provide information fer program plansing and 1o recroit participants for the
propased program. The survey comprised an information seclion (Part A), an
application formy with multiple choice questions for stall who wanted 1o
participate in the stalf development program (Part B), and z shert, open-ended

questionnaire (Part C) {(Appendix 3.2).

Thus, Part A provided background inforimation on portfolios, the objectives of the
Teaching Portolio Project (TPP) and the author's role in the study. The
application form, Part B, contained a seclion for all respondenis to comblctc,
requesting information on name, contacl delails, position, mumber of years
teaching experience and teaching responsibilities. Informants intending 1o enrol in
the program were also asked to indicate their availability, their preferences for
participation (ie. individual, small group, etc.), frequency and length of session,
and their reasons for participaling in the program. In Part C, respondents werc
asked to comment on the value placed on teaching in the SON, the melhnds they
presently used to evaluate or document (heir teaching, and opportunities and

barriers for improving their teaching skills.

The survey was sent to all eligible staff in the SON via the internal mail system.
Eligible staff were those who were teaching full-time in the SON, had been
teaching for at least two years, and who were not on leave or in managerial
positions. Survey forms were sent to 43 members of academic staff and responses

were subsequently received from 25 (58%) of those surveyed. OF these 17 (39%)
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contained expressions of interest Lo purticipate in Lhe program, However, two of
the contract staftf” whe applied subsequently did not have their contracls renewed
and one sttt member could not be released from other duties, leaving & tolal of
fourteen staff to take part in the program. Details of the program punicipﬁnls are

outlined later in the chapter.

Structured interviews with key personnel

Interviews provide a meuns of obtaining data that allow for the clarification and
probing of issues surrounding an evaluation object (Burns, 1994; Guba & Lincoln,
1981 Isaac & Michael, 1982). Schumacher & McMillan {1993} peint out ihat a
qualitative interview may range from an informal conversational interview
through to a standardised open-ended interview. For the context evaluation, the
former was deemed more appropriate. Using what Schumacher & McMillan
(1993} refer to as key-informant interviews, semi-formal interviews were
conducted with the Head of School and the Chair of the Staff Development
Committee. Key-informants, ate individuals who have special knowledge or
status, or who by virtue of their positions have uccess to information that may
otkerwise be unavailable to the evaluator (Schumacher & McMillan, 1993), These
interviews were conducted during the context evaluation to clarify the potential
needs, barriers and opportunities in the planning of the proposed Staff

Development Pragram (SDP).
The interviews were conducted in the offices of the interviewee, at their
convenicnce, and were approximately thirty minutes in duration. At the outset of

the interview, the researcher explained the purpose of the study and the propesed
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methodology. Discussion centred on the interviewee's thoughts and perceptions of
the need for the proposed program, and potential barriers and opportunitics for
program implementation. Extensive noles were recorded both during and after the
interviews by the researcher (Lancy, 1993; Mason & Bramble, 1989). These noles
were subsequently analysed 1o inform decisions reparding lthe objeclives and

design of the SDP.

INPUT EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

An input evaluation can be used to identify and assess alternalive strategies and
procedural designs for implementing a program (Stufflebeam, 1983). They
typically involve undertaking an inventory of human and material resources, and
determining the relevance and feasibility of & program’s procedural design, This
enables the evaluator to determine the most appropriate scheme for implementing

a program in light of competing strategics and available resources, and based on

information obtained from the context evaluation.

Input Evaluation Questions

Accordingly, four main research questions for the input evaluation were
formulated,
« What strategies, reseurces, and program designs have been used by

directors of similar portfolio-based professional development programs in
other institutions?

a5



METHODOLOGY

« How are portfolios structured and evaiuated in other institutions and what
items ure included?

= Whut resources are required, and are sufTicienl resources availuble, 1o
implement i staff development program in the SON?

»  Whal program design will best address the needs identifi] in the context
cvalualion? b
Criteria relevant to the input questions included whether the program’s structure,
design, and activities were feasible and had the potenlial to meet the pregram
objectives, and whether the physical, material and human resources required to

conduct the SDP were appropriate and adequate.

The procedures used for data collection and analysis to address these questions
involved:
1. asurvey of directors of similar programs in other institutions;

2. a review and content analysis of relevant documents and literature on aspects
of portfelio construction and evaluation procedures in other institutions;

3. compiling an inventory of material, physical and humnan resources for program
implementation;

4. the design of the proposed professional development program; and

5. interviews with key personnel.

Input Evaluation Procedures

Survey of directors of similar programs.

Stufflebeam (1993) suggests that directors or managers of programs similar to a

planned program are an important source of information with regard to program
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desipn, structure and contenl. As noted in previous chaplers, al the time of the
present investigation there were no documented accounts of portfolio progrums in
Australian or British universilies. Accordingly, the researcher undertook an open-
ended mail survey of program direclets of portfolio programs in twelve Naorth
American inslitutions listed in Edgcrldn stal (1991} A letter (Appendix 3.3)
outlining the purpose of the survey, requested the respondents to comment on the
following aspects of portfolio use in their institutions:

(i) the purpose/s for which portfolios were used, and if their use was
voluntary or mandatory;

{(ii)  details regarding the forms of assistance and resources provided to staff 10
assist in portfolio construction;

(iify  details of the critetia or standards used for the appraisal of pertfolios; and
(iv}  their views of the success/benefits and advantages/disadvantages of their
portfelio program.

The letter also requested the respondents to provide other information or materials
reievant to portfolio use in their institution. Responses were obtained from
program directors in nine institutions (75% of those surveyed), and materials and
documents such as policy slalements, articles, and materials used in portfolio
workshops accompanied seven of thesc responses. The responses were
summarised and collated, and an analysis of this information was used in the

design of the proposed SDP,

Review and content analysis of relevant literature and documentation.

Accounts of portfolic use in other institutions that were examined as part of the

context evaluation (Anderson, 1993) were also reviewed in the input ¢valuation to
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inform aspects of the SDP's procedural design. Thus, the researcher unulysed
these accounts in order o determine the polential structure and conlents of

pertielios. and to examine how porttolios could be appraised.

With regard to determining the appraisal of portfolios in other institutions a
qualitative analysis of Anderson (1993) was undertaken 1o uscertuin cxemplurs of
approaches to portfolio ussessment (Fracnkel, 1996). Morcover, University and
SON documents were examined to delermine how existing teuching development
policies and practices may help or hinder the use of portfolios and how existing
practice may be integrated with portfolio use, Findings from these analyses are

shown in chapter five, which details the input evaluation results,

Obtaining resources for program implementation.

A range of resources necessary for the implementation of the proposed SDP was
identified in the context evaluation, As part of the input evaluation an application
was made for a University grant to undertake a project on professional
development activities based on the use of teaching porifolios. Applications for
funding were open to all academic staff in the University on a competitive basis.
The University’s Teaching ILeamning Group and Quality Office jointly
administered the grants, which were financed from the University’s Quality

Funding (1995-1596) program.
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The project obicctives, as staled in the application form, were to explore the role
of tcaching portfolios in:

« the prolessional development of academic stall; and

«  the evaluation and improvement of teaching quality,

The application sought staff replacement funding for (6 stalf, for two hours per
week, over twelve weeks (384 hours stafl replucement), to facilitate staff
participation in the Project. Subsequently, a minuie from the Heud, Academic

staff Development in the TLG, was received. This stated in part:

As Chair of the selection panel for the 1995-1996 Staff Development
Grants, I am pleased to advise you that your application has been
successful, We received 25 applications and were able 10 fund 12
projects.
However, although the application was successful, the Projeet budget was reduced
to staff replacement funding for eight staff, for two hours per week, over bwelve
weeks (192 hours staff replacement). Thus, onc constraint in planning the
proposed project was the limited ameunt of time release funding available for
staff participation. As described in chapter five, in light of other findings arising
during the context and input evalualions and in consultation with key stakeholders

the SDP was designed to accommodate 14 participants for participation in the

program within the availuble budget.

Other resources available to the researcher for conducting the staff development

program included physical resources such as access to SON seminar rooms, as
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well as access (o administrative supporl [or promoting and conducting the
program and the preparation of progrion materials, Moreover, the Head of School
gave permission for me 10 lake time-release from teaching dulies for the second
sernester in 1996, when the progrum was due 1o be implemented, in this regurd,
the researcher was an integral esource in 1he development and implementation of
the program, bringing 10 the role of program manager and group facilitstor a
background in psycholegy, and over lwelve years experience as a university
lecturer, Furthermore, the researcher was also experienced in the facilitation of
group work as a teacher, a clinical psychologist and a facilitator in management

training programs,

Design of the Staff Development Program (SDFP)

As outlined in chapter twao, the program design with regard to structure, strategies
and content, was based on fenets arising [rom conceptions of refleclive practice,
scholarship, and professionalism in university teaching. Conceptually then, the
program was founded on a number of assumptions. Oone was that the experience,
backgrounds and interests of the participants were an important program resource
(Anderson, 1993; Edgerton et al,, 1991), A second was that the program would
focus on the process as well as products of porifolio preparation, thus providing
scope for the participants to explore and reflect on the scholarship underlying their
teaching practice (Boyer, 1990; Gibbs, 1992; Kydd, Crawford, & Riches, 1997).
A third assumption was that the program should cater for autonomous, adult
I.t.:arncrs and that a collaborative, collegial approach to teaching development

would be encouraged within the progeam (Katz & Henry, 1993; Lucas, 1994;
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Recce & Walker, 1997, Wchb, 1996). Fourthly, as noled previously, it was
assumed) that the CIPP approach would enable the findings Irom each evaluation
to inform decision-miking in subsequent stages of program development, In
practice, findings from the context and inpul evaluations, pertinent Lo the program

design, shaped the lormat of the stall development program, as follows.
Two groups of seven staff (A and B), met fortnighily over founteen weecks in two

hourly sessions facilitated by the researcher, Detuils of the SDP participants are

shown in Table 3-1 below,

Table 3-1 Details of SDP Participants

Level of Tenurcd Non-Tenured No. of Years
‘Tppoinlment Teaching Experience
{Range)
Associate 0 | 3
Lecturer (A)
Lecturer {B) 9 3 L 4-16

A seven session program (Appendix 3.4) was developed comprising of an
introductory session, four sessions based on categories of items and materials for
inclusion in a portfolio, a session focusing on the criteria and standards for the

evaluation of portfolios, and a concluding session.

All participants received a file two weeks prior te the commencement of the
program. The file contained the foilowing materials:
« an introductory information page(Appendix 3.5).

» an informed consent form (Appendix 3.6).
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o i program {Appendix 3.4}
+  delails of session dates und times {Appendix 3.7).
- How to compile a teaching porifolin (Federation of Australizn

University Staff Association, 1992),

o Using the teaching portfolio to improve Instruction {Seldin, Annis,
& Zubizerreta, 1995).
The pre-reading materials were provided in order to encourage participants (o start
thinking about their own teaching portfolios prior to the commencement of the
program, and to coable them to consider their ebjectives for participation. The
introductory information emphasised the fact that the program was a negotiable
one, and subject to changes depending on participant interests. Further details of
program activities and materials and the individual and group tasks undertaken
during the program are recorded in chapter six of this thesis, which praovides the

process findings of the TPP.

Interviews with key personnel in the SON.

Interviews were held with the Head of School, the Heads of the Undergraduate
and Postgraduate Programs, and the Chair of the Staff Development Committee,
The purpose of these semi-formal interviews was to obtain feedback on the
proposed program’s design, to establish the allocation of funding for time release
of staff, and to solicit the support and ceoperation of key personnel for program
implementation {(Pitman & Maxwell, 1992; Schumacher & McMillan, 1993). The
interviews thus focussed on the interviewees’ perceptions of the feasibility of the

study design and the logistics of time release of staff. These interviews were held
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in the interviewee's office at u time of their cheice, and ook between 20 — 30
minutes, The researcher 100k notes during the interviews, and these were referred
to in firulising the proceduril details of the sl development program (Borg &

Gall, [989; Burns, 1994).

PROCESS EVALUATION PROCEDURES

A process evaluation, as the name suggests, examines the procedures invelved in
the implementation phase of a program. Accordingto Stufflebeam and Shinkfield
{1985} a process evaluation enables the researcher to identify defects in the design
and implementation of a program and to record and judge procedural events and
activities. Thus, the process evaluation phase makes it possible for the researcher
to detect potential and actual problems during program implementation, and to
determine the merits or otherwise of the procedural plan by mnenitoring and

observing project activities.

Process Evaluation Guestions

The central questions to be addressed as part of the procuss evaluation were as
follows.

;/‘/

-
i
s

« How was the portfolio program implemented, and was it executed
according to plan?

» From the perspective of participants and the facilitator, how useful
were the program activities and tasks for portfolio construction?
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«  What do the session outeomes ell us about the proeess and products of
portfolio preparation?

+ How satisfied were participants with Lhe stadf development sessions
and the overall program?

«  What recommendations are there lor improvements or changes to the

staff development program?
Criteria ugainst wlhich the process findings were judged included delcrmining the
approptiateness and effectiveness of program activities and design, anci the
strengths and weaknesses and costs and benefits of program processes and
procedures. The specific methods used in the course of the process evaivation to

address these questions are shown below,

l. The administration of various questionnaires to program participants to
determine their views on the relative importance on the components of a
portfolio and their views of good teaching in different conlexts.

2. The administration of feedback forms to ascertain the reaction of participants
fo program sessjons.

3. Participant observation and the maintenance of a journal to record program
attendance, activities, and observations of group interaction and participation.

4. Audio tape-recording, transcription and analysis of transcripts of program
sessions,

Details of the procedures used as part of the process evaluation are provided

below,
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Process Evaluation Procedures

Administration of guestionnaires to determine participanis’ goals, preferred
porifelio contents, and views en good teaching in different contexts,

A number of guestionniires were devised in the course of the TPP 1o lacilitate
portfolio construction and 1o ascertain the views of parlicipunts on various aspecls
of teaching portfolios as cutlined below. One questionnaire sought to determine
the individual and group geals participants hoped to achieve in the SDP
{Appendix 3.8). The responses to this open-ended questionnaire were collated and

provided as feedback to both program groups as outlined in chapter six.

A series of questionnaires sought data on various components of a portfolio
(Appendices 3.9-3.13), The questionnaires on portfolio contents were based on
Edgerton et al.’s (1991) list of portfolio materiats. SDP participants were asked to
indicate if they considered particular items essential to include in & portfolio and
whether they already had these items. In addition to providing a focus for group
discussions, these questions were also designed to provide the participants with a
shared understanding of potential resources for materials that may be included in a
portfofio, and to consider general issues surrounding portfolio contents.
Responses were collated and quantified for each item (i.e. the number of people
who thought an itern was essential, and number of people who already had
particular portfolio iterns) and results were presented {as group data) at the

beginning of the next session.
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Another open-ended guestionnaire focused on the development of criteria Tor
pood teaching in various teaching contexis {Appendix 3.14). The questions wert
desipned to elicil eharacteristics of good teaching and (eachers in various leaching
contexts as well s vignettes of good teaching praclice. Responses to Lhis
questionnaire were collated and used in the context of & group uclivity in session

seven of the SDP.

The questionnaires used in the TPP program were designed to provide a focus for
the group discussions in program sessions, and an understanding of issues
surrounding the process and product of portfolic construction. They were
generally completed by the participants as a group activity towards the end of
each session, and the results were collated and provided feedback and a focus for

group discussion in (he following session.

Session feedback forms

Feedback forms for program sessions (Appendix 3.15) were devised in
accordance with Kickpatrick's (1994) four-level approach to the evaluation of
training programs, namely reaction, learning, behaviour, and results (Kirkpatrick,
1994), This approach is also applicable to evaluating staff development activities
{Blackmore, Gibbs, & Shrives, 1999), In the context of the process evaluation the
feedback forms were designed primarily to ascertain a participant’s reaction to
program activities, to determine whether changes were required for the following

week's session, and to seek open-ended responses to these questions:
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0] From this session | guined:

(iiy  Qucstions that remain unanswered include;

(1)) The session could be improved by:

(iv) . Inthe next session ) would like:
Responses to this feedback questionnaire were collated immediately after the
session for each group. The collated information was wsed 10 inform the activitics

of the next session, to gauge the satisfaction of participants with the program, and

to provide a better understanding of the process of portfolio construction.

- Participant observation and maintenance of a Project journal

Participant obscrvati;m is a data-gathering technique often used in ethnographic
studies in which the investigator may take part in the day-to-day activities of the
individuals being investigated (Popham, 1993). Atkinson & Hammersley (1994)
note that a distinction can be drawn between participant and non-participant
observation, "“the former referring to observation carried out when the researcher

is playing an established participant role in the scene studied” {p. 252).

Moreover, they note that the degree of a researcher’s participation may be
in.fluenccd by a number of factors. These include whether others involved in the
research know the researcher’s role and research aims, the activities in which the
researcher engapes, and the researcher’s orientation as ‘insider' or ‘outsider®
(Atkinson & Hammersley, 1994). In the present study, the resecarcher’s roles
within the TPP and in the context of the SDP were clearly defined and the purpose

of the research was fully explained to all participants.

[+
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Observations arising from participant observation arc generally recorded in the
form of field notes or are kepl in  journal for subsequent analysis (Lancy, ]9‘)3.;
Merriam, (998). In the present study, the researcher recorded the procedural
events and uctivities of the program in a journal. The reyearcher made notes in the
journul both during and after cach session about altendance, group interactions, -
and partticipant behaviour, and recorded sell-observations of the reseurcher’s
performance in the role of group facilitator and program manager, The collection '
of data in a journal may be classified as a narrative data collection systern where
events are recorded in written form to provide detailed descriptions of observed
phenomena, to explain unfolding processes, and to chronicle information about
individuals, groups and activitics (Atkinson & Hammersley, 1994; Denzin &
Lincoln, 1994), The researcher made entries as soon as possible after particular
events of interest during the group sessions, reflected on the sessions and recorded
these reflections in the journal immediately after the session.

The journal served a number of purposes, It enabled the researcher te be-
responsive {o participant needs, it provided a detailed record of proccdu.rai events
and it altowed for triangulation of the data obtained from participants in the form
of questionnajre responses and the transcripts of group sessions (Borg, _Qall, &
Gall, 1993; Deazin, 1988). A content analysis of the researcher's journai at the
conclusion of the program provided information in relation to the evaluation_

questions and the condugt of the SDP (Borg, et al., 1993).

J=—ad
[y
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Recording, transeription and analysis of program sessions

All progeam sessions were audie-taped using a tape recorder thal was centrally
placed in the room where the scssions were conducted. These recordings resulted
in approximately 28 hours of recorded group discussion (7 sessions x 2 groups
(A&B) x 2 hourly scssiens). The recordings were transcribed between sessions so
that the transcripis were available before ench subsequent session. The transcriber,
a member of the administrative staff of the SON, knew the program participants
and thus recorded who was speaking on the transcripts. If the transcriber was
uncertain as to who was speaking or aspects of the content, the researcher listened
to these sections of tape and assisied in the transcription, This enabled a full
transcript of the group discussions to be available for a preliminary analysis after

the session and more detailed analysis at the conclusion of the SDP.

The transcripts of the group sessions were analysed using QSR. NUDSIST 3.0.3

(Non-numerical Unstructured Data Indexing, Searching and Theorising) for

- Windows (Qualitative Solutions and Research Pty. Ltd, 1996}, The NUD»IST

program is a software package for the qualitative analysis of nnstructured data, in
this instance, the transcripts resulting from the audio-taped program sessions of

the present study and sections of the researcher’s journal, described above.

NUDSIST has been favourably evaluated in comparison to other computer-based
qualitative data analysis systems, and is described as user friendly and well
thought out (Weitzman & Miles, 1995). Moreover, the powerful search

capabilities and flexibility of NUDsIST allow for a more systematic and complete
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analysis of text than through the use of mamisl methods {(Weilzman & Miles,

1995},

The structure of the NUD«[ST dalnbuse system is organised and referenced by
two separate bul parallel databases or systems (Qualitative Solutions and
Research, 1996). The document system contains information about cvery
document (both on and off-line) and any memos about it, whilst the index system
contains the data categories (called nodes) constructed by the researcher, plus
information about the categories and the documents indexed under that category.
Thus, using NUD.IST, coding the data is a process of indexing segments of text
which are then ‘stored’ at nodes in a hierarchical tree structure, as each node or
catepory can have any number of nodes attached below as ‘children’ or adjacent

as ‘siblings’ (Qualitative Solutions and Research, [996).

In the context of the present study, Microsoft Word docurnent files of each
transcribed group session were entered as a text only, on-line document into the
NUD-IST project database. The length of text units used in the present study was
a paragraph, as this is considered the most suitable unit of analysis in

conversations (Weitzman & Miles, 1995},

Analysis of the transcripts used both the document and indexing system

- capabilities of NUDeIST. Thus, each document file of a session transcript could

be investigated to review the discussion of program topics or for instances of
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discussion on any particular theme of interest, for example, ‘clinical teaching” or

“quality oftcaclIing" (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Patton, 1990).

. . . o .
The indexing system was also used to catcgorise group session: discussions

according to the topics and issucs discussed, such s, ‘portfolio construction’ or
‘information from others - feedback from colleagues’. Thus calegories were
derived from a combinution of program topics, notes in the researcher's journal
and document analysis (Patton, 19%0; Wiersma, 1991). That is, the data categories
were created by coding the transcripts according to the session, group, program
topics, and issues and themes arising in the discussion. Figure 3.2 illustrates this

in a section of a NUDsIST ‘ires’.

r Session One Ji Sesston Two H Session Three 0101 IiScssion Seven }

l Gonl Setting \ r Ponifalio nse ) Porifolio Tég!clling
construction Conlexts
! Individual Goals l Group Goals Slyle Conients

<

Figure 3-4 Section of NUD#IST tree showing cxamples of caiellfories at differcnt nodes

4]
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NUDeIST thus facilitated unalysis and understanding of the diseussion occurring

during SDP activitics and surrounding the issues arising during the SDP sessions,

Tt also fucilitated a comparative analysis between the two program groups.

PRODUCT EVALUATION PROCEDURES

In the CIPP approach, the product evaluation addresses program outcomes. Thus,

the aim of a product evaluation is to collect descriptions and judgements of

outcomes and relate these to program objectives and (o context, input and process

information. According to Stufflebeam and Shinkfield (1985) this can be achieved
by defining and measuring outcome criteria and collecting fudgements of

outcomes from stakehoiders through qualitative and quantitative analyses.

The information ebtained from a product.cvaluation is used in decision-making in
order (o determine whether to continue, modify or terminate a program and to
provide a record of intended and unintended effects and positive and negative
outcomes {Stufflebeam, 1983). Thus a product evaluation enables the researcher
to inform institufional and program developmo:nt decision-making through the
provision of information obtained from key stakeholders and previous evalvation

phases (Madaus et al., 1991; Patton, 1950)

Praduct Evaluation Questions

. The main questions addressed in the product evaluation are as follows!
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Whit were the key outcomes of the professional  development
program?

What was the perceived ulilily and qualily of the program sessions and
TPP outcomes {or key stakeholders? '

To whit extent did the participanis achieve their individual and group
gonls?

What recommendations can be made Tor further program
development?

These questions were addressed using various procedures as oullined in the next

“section and the findings were judged against a number of eriteria. The criteria for

the product evaluation included o determination of the effectivencss of the

program, the extent of goal attainment and how well the program met the needs of

program participants and other stakeholders.

Four methods were employed in the product evaluation, namely:

1.

2.

The administration of follow-up questionnaires to participants.
Structured interviews with program participants.

An examination and classification of participants’ teaching pertfolios.
A review of the Project journal and context, input and process

evaluation findings.

Product Evaluation Procedures

. Administration of follow-up questionnaires fo SDP participants.

Soon after the conclusion of the group sessions a letter of thanks (Appendix 3.16)

and a certificate of parlicipation (Appendix 3.17) were sent to all participants.
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These were followed by open-ended questionnaires (Appendix 3.18) which were
sent to participants in the internal mail system two weeks afler the program’s
conclusion  (Swiflebeam & Shinkﬁcld;-.ll%s; Blackmore et al.,, 1999), These
questionnaires asked paricipants to cmnr;{;:m on the Siaff Development Program
(SDP) in terms of:

»  the structure of the program (number and fength of sessions, time frame, group
size, ete.)s

« the discussion topics (content areas) covered;

« the resources provided (ic. materials, time release);

« the group facilitator's performance (ie. running of sessions, project
management, etc.);

+  their personal objectives and the extent to which they were achieved;

» whether the program sessions provided adcquate supporl and resources and
further support or resources required;

» bamiers or problems participants thought they may encounter in pastfolio
development;

+ whether these were adequately addressed in the program sessions;

« the potential advantages or disadvantages in developing a teaching portfolio;

«  the purposes for which they would like to see porifolios used in the SON;

«  whether they would recommend the program to the SON Staff Development
Committee or 10 other academie staff; and

» any fusther comments they may have.

As noted above, this questionnaire sought participants’ views on various aspects
of the SDP., The responses werc anonymous to encourage frank and honest
opinicns, although the participants™ group membership was identified through the
use of A and B forms of the same questionnaire. Respenses were received from all

participants, although reminders had to be sent afier two weeks, as at that time,

not all had returned the questicnnatres.

Structured interviews with program participants

Structured interviews were conducted with SDP participants to determine the

impact of the program on participants, as advocated by Kirkpatrick’s (1994)
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model of program evaluation, described previously. These inlerviews ook place
between three and five months after the program was completed. The interviews
were up to sixty minutes in duration und were arcanged for o time that was
mulually acceptable 10 both the interviewer und interviewee. Generally Lhe
interviews took place in the participant’s office, although, as noted in chupter
seven, ohe interview took place by telephone. The researcher took notes during
the interviews and in some instances noted comments verbatim. In accordarnce
with aceepted practice in evaluation research, the researcher conferred with the
interviewee at the conclusion of the interview to ensure that the participant
concurred on the accuracy of the notes taken (Guba & Linczeln, 1981; Patton,

1990; Schumacher & McMillan, 1993),

The interview schedule included the following open-ended guestions.

« 'What progress have you made on your portfolio since last year?

»  What factors influenced your progress?

« How satisfied are you with the present state of your pertfolia?

« For what purposes (have) will you use your portfolio?

» How has the preparation of a portfolio impacted on your teaching?

» How has the preparation of a portfolio impacted on your career

planning?

» How should your portfolio be judged (evaluated)?
Structured interviews are an imporlant part of data collection procedures in
qualitative methods, as noted previously. Popham (1988) suggests that the
advantages of interviews over paper-and-pencil sclf reports are that the
interviewer can put the respondent at ease, and can follow-up on responses in a

manner net possible in written questionnaires. Moreover, Schumacher &

McMillan (1993) note that when responses are recorded in handwritten notes, as
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wis the case here, it forces the interviewer to be atlentive, and ‘legilimizes’ the
wriling of research insighls during the interview. These inlerviews were face-o-
fice in most instances, For reasons outlined in chupter six, four participants had
left the School of Nursing at the line of these follow-up interviews. One was
undertaking full-time pestgraduate study, one was employed in another School

within the University, and another two were employed in other organisations.

All participants conscented to continue with their participation and some were very
keen to get the researcher’s feedback on their teaching portfolio. Interview
responses were collated and analysed to determine the main outcomes, from the
perspective of the program participants and the researcher. Interviewees were alse
requested to make their porifolios available for examination during the interview,
All agreed to this request, and generally appeared pleased to display their work as
described below. One participant who had moved away from the metropolitun
arca way: interviewed by telephone and her portfolio was not viewed. This
participant readily complied with a request to provide a delailed description of her

portfolio to assist the researcher in classifying her portfolio.

Examination and classification of participants’ teaching portfolios,

It will be recalled that in the input evaluation, a preliminary classification of
teaching portfolios had been identified from the literature on portfolio use. These
categories were based on content analysis of documents on portfolio programs,
and a review of literature on the use of teaching portfolios, as described in

chapters four and five, This preliminary classification was subsequently refined
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during the process evaluation, where participants identified their perceptions of

the essentiul components of a portfolio and discussed varions portfolio styles.

The classification was refined further based on work by Tomkinson {1997) in
which she proposed # tuxonomic structure for categorising teaching porifolios.
The factors identified in Tomkinson's (1997) classification scheme, which she

treats as dichotomics, are:

Style Descriptive Reflective

Structure Informal Formai

Scope Narrow (teaching) Broad (professional)
Purpose Developmental (formative) Evaluative {summative)
Confidentiality Personal {closed) Public {cpen}

Content Focussed Comprehensive

Timing Discrete Continuous

This classificatory systern was further refined as part of the preduct evaluation
activities as described in chapter seven, which also shows the findings from the

examination of participants’ portfolios.

Review of the researcher’s journal and context, input and process findings.

As in previous evaluations, the researcher’s journal provided another source of
data. In the product evaluation, the researcher recorded details of the dates and
times of interviews, the interview records, and descriptions of the participants’

portfolios, These recorded observations supplemented other data obtained in this
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cvaluation and served 10 document key issues and incidents thal eccurred ip

undertuking the product eviluation (Gubu & Lincoln, 1981),

In accordance with the CIPP evalustion [mimework, program outcomes are
reviewed in the light of findings from previous evaluations (Stufflebeamn &
Shinkfield, 1985). Accordingly, the records and duta from previous evaluations
were reviewed in relation 1o product criteria such as the nature and extent of need,
the efficacy of the program design, and the cffectivencss of program
implernentation. The findings of this review are discussed in chapter seven, whilst
an overview of the study showing the sequence of procedures used in the CIPP

evaluations is shown below.

Time Frame of the TPP

The previous sections have outlined the procedures used in the context, input,
process, and product evaluations that were undertaken over the course of the
evaluative case study of the Teaching Portfolio Project (TPP). Figure 3-5 below
shows the time frame of the procedures used within the CIPP model. As discussed
previously, some of the evaluations that comprise the TPP are overlapping in
terms of the procedures nsed as illustrated in Figure 3-5. In this regard, the
methods utilised were undertaken in a timely fashion with respect to meeting both
the informational and decision-making requirements of the staff development

program (SDP).
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STAKEHOLDERS

" The term stakeholders is commonly used to refer to these who should be involved
in, er may be affected by, a program evaluation (Joint Commitice on Standurds for
Educational Evaluation, 1981, p. 25). The following list (adapted from Payne,

1994), identifies the mujor stakcholdeis in the present siudy,

+ Policy makers and decision-makers - relevant comimitice members and
academic staff of the SON and University commitlees.

~+ Program sponsors — SON, Quality Office, Teaching Learning Group.

»  Evaluation sponsors - Quality Office, Teaching Leaming Group.

» Target participants - Academic staff in the SON participating in the SDP.

» Program management — Researcher, Management Commiitee and Academic
Staff Development Committee, SON,

»  Evaluators — Researchers in higher education.

+ Contextual stakeholders - Schools, Departments and Divisions at Curtin
University of Technology, and those responsible for teaching development in

other higher education institutions.

ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS

Prior to the implementation of the Staff Development Program (SDP) the research
proposal was submitted for approval to the Edith Cowan University Committee

Committee for the Conduct of Ethical Research. Ali subjects participating in the
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Teaching Portfolic Project (TPP) including academic and other staff who were
surveyed or interviewed and program participants had the purpose of the study
fully explained te them. All subjects signed a standard informed consent form
that was countersigned by the researcher, providing a poarantee of confidentiality

and the anonymity of all subjects in subsequent reports.

LIMITATIONS AND CHALLENGES OF THE STUDY

There has been an ongoing debate for many years about the distinction between
educational evaluation and educational research. According to Popham (1993),
there are clear differences between these two activities, The following table
(adapted from Popham, 1993, p.13), highlights seme of the differences between
the two activities, with respect to the focus of the investigation, the

generalisability of the findings, and the emphasis of values underlying each

activity.

Inquiry Characteristics Educational Evaluation Educational Research
Focus: Decisions Conelussions
Generalisability: Low High

Value emphasis: Worth/Merit Truth

Fig. 3-6 Differences between cducational cvaluation and cducational research

(adapted from Popkam, 1993, p. 13)
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Puyne (1994) argues thal the replication of results in evaluation siudies has a
lower likelihood, compired with educational research, and that the control of

relevani variables is bigh in research and low in evaluation. He also noles that;

It perhups makes mest sense (o conceive of evalualion, as...
*disciplined inquiry’. Such a conception calls for rigor and systematic
examination but also allows for a range of methodologies from
traditienal, almost laboratory-like experimeniation to free-ranging,
heuristic, and speculative goal-free evaluation. (Payne, 1994, p. 12)
Some quantitative researchers claim there are limitations inherent in using an
evaluative case study approach such as low generalisability and dependability of
the resulis. On the other hand, Maykut and Morchouse {1994) note that several

elements in the procedures for collecting and analysing the data in qualitative

research findings may increase the trusiworthiness of the findings.

Some of these elements include using muliiple methods of data collection
(referred to as friangulation) and the building of an audit trail through
documentation of all procedures (Denzin, 1988; Worthen & Sanders, 1987). Also,
the use of techniques such as ‘member checks’ which refer “to the process of
- asking research participants to tell you whether you have accurately described
their experience” (Maykut & Morehouse, 1994, p. 147) can assist in increasing the

. reliability of data collection procedures.

Moreover, Guba and Lincoln (1981) have listed a number of ways to ensure that

participant observation procedures are reliable, including the use of detailed notes,
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us well as trinngulating, confirming and cross-checking. These techniques were

adopted in the present study where appropriate,

In addition 1o the limitations arising from the qualitative case sludy design the
generalisability of the findings of this research are also limited by the small
number of study participunts and the fact that they represent enly one academic
discipline. Clearly, a cautious approach must be adopted in extrapolating the

present findings te other disciplinary contexts or university settings.

The researcher wore a number of additional hats during the course of this

investigation, such as:

+ project manager — which invelved all aspects of managing the TPP from
promoticn of the staff development program through to the organisation of
venues, materials, etc.;

+ group facilitator — which included the facilitation of all the SDP sessions;
and

» evaluator - which required obtaining feedback on program Sessions as

well as feedback on the researcher's performance as facilitator.

Whilst undertaking the investigation 1 was also a colleague of the SDP
P

participants and was employed as a lecturer and Head of Department in the SON.

The interplay of these roles was at times difficult as was maintaining the boundary

between my normal position within the SON and that of researcher, Nevertheless,
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by virtue of being an ‘insider’ I was in a unique position o understand and
empathise with colleagues taking part in the study in ways not open to an

‘outsider’ {Atkinson & Hammersley, 1994; Borg et al., 1993),

These challenges as well as the limitations will be discussed in further detail in
subsequent sections of this dissertation. It is worth neting here though, that my
role was clearly articulated at the ouiset to all those taking part in the TPP, thus
minimising the potential for any conflict of interest. Also, all participants were
given assurances of conftdentiality and anonymity in the reperting of the findings.
Furthermore, by being conscious of the pitfalls inherent in the methodologies
employed, the researcher could endeavour to avoid these where possible, or take
steps {0 minimise problems by the use of appropriate strategies where these were

available.

Overall, the present siudy utilised a range of different procedures for collecting
data to inform the planning, design, implementation and evaluation of the
portfolio-based staff development program (SDP) and the central research

question of this evaluative case study (TPP). The findings of the context, input,

~ process and product evaluations are shown in the following four chapters of this

thesis.
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Chapter Four

 CONTEXT EVALUATION FINDINGS

" More creative thinking about how o assess good teaching s
needed. In order o recognive good ieaching, and to help foxter o
cilture in which reflective discourse about teaching is valued, Best
practice indicates thar a principal source for making a judgement
abowr an  individual academic's teaching competence for
confinnation and promotion should be a teaching porifolio. This
portfolio should be developed collaboratively and based on a
longer record or journal sustained over an extended period.
(Ramsden, Margetson, Martin, & Clark, 1995, p. 95)

INTRODUCTION

In the first three chapters of this thesis I have outlined the main trends and issues
in higher education which led to the inception of the Teaching Portfolic Project
(TPP), These chapters also describe the setting of the TPP and the methodology
and procedures used to inform the design, implementation and evaluation of the
Staff Development Program (SDP). The findings from the context, input, process
and product evaluations that comprise the CIPP approach (detailed in chapter

three) are described in this and the subsequent three chapters.
A cohtext evaluation serves to define the institutional setting, and to identify and

assess the needs of the target population. This evaluation can also discover

potential problems that underlie the expressed needs, determine opportumities to
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meet the identified needs, and enable the evaluator to judpe the merit of the

preposed program objectives (Stufflebesm, 1983).

Context Evaluation Questions

In the present study, the context evaluation built on the literalure review (o
address the identification of needs, opportunities, and potential barriers or
problems in the development of a portfolio-based Staff Development Program
(SDP) for academic staff in the School of Nursing (SON) at Curtin. This was done
in relation to the central research question of the Teaching Portfolio Project (TPP).
Accordingly, the specific questions 1o be addressed in this evaluation were:
« What need is there for teaching portfolios to replace or enhance cxisting
practices for the appraisal, improvement or recognition of university teaching?

» What need is there for professional development activities with respect to
teaching portfolios and what form may these activities take?

« What barriers and opportunities presently exist with respect to the use of
portfolios for teaching development?

» Is there sufficient interest and demand for participation ia the proposed Staff
Bevelopment Program {(SDP) amongst staff?

+ What objectives should be established for a professional development program
based on the use of teaching portfolios?

The context findings were examined against criteria to determine the extent to

which the data established needs, opportunities, barriers and interest. That is, the

extent to which the findings demonstrated: that the use of portfolios and portfolio-

based professional development promised to be an improvement over cxisting
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strategies for teaching development; there was sufficient opportunity and interest
to warrani the implementation of the SDP; and the proposed objeclives could

address the expressed need.

The methods used in obtaining the data to addfcss the context evaluation
questions have been fully outlined in chapter three. Moreover, as previously
noted, some procedures of the CIPP evaluations undertaken in the course of the
present study were overlapping and concurrent, and, in this respect, at times
addressed questions relevant to more than one evaluation. The findings with
relevance to needs, barriets, and opportupities with respect to portfolio use in a
university setting are described below. A discossion of the implications of the
findings for planning of the Staff Development Program (SDP) and the central

research question of the Teaching Portfolio Project (TPP) follow these.

NEED FOR TEACHING PORTFOLIOS

.The main issues and trends in university teaching with relevance to the present
study were outlined in chapters one and two. In summary, the issues concerned
the quality and status of university teaching and how teaching performance should
be appraised and improved. In response, a number of professional organizations
and policy makers have advocated the use of porifolios for various teaching
development purposes (Anderson, 1993; Boileau, 1993; Boyer, 1990; Edgerton,
Hutchings, & Quinlan, 1991; Federation of Australian University Staff

Association, 1992; Gibbs, 1992; Knapper, 1995; Rams:va et al,, 1995; Seldin &
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Annis, 1991; Smith, [995; Urbach, 1992, Woll, 19911}, A necessary aspect of the
context cvalualion then, wis 1o review perlinent literature and  other
documentation such as policy documents and committee minutes, to delermine the
extent of need for portfolios itcross the sector and in the study seiling. To eslablish
this two issues were investiguted, numely: dissatisfaclion with prevailing teaching
development strategies; and how portfolios were being employed as a strategy for

formative and summative evaluation of teaching 1z higher education,

Internationai Context

As noted ir chapter one, portfolios for teaching evaluation purposes in higher
education were first intreduced in the 1970s as an initiative of the Canadian
Association of University Teachers (Knapper, 1995). In Canada, at thal time,
teaching was assessed primarily on the basis of results from student
q'uestionnaircs and the portfolio concept was developed in response to criticisms
that this constituted only one type of evidence (Knapper, 1995). The postfolio
concept was subsequently adopted in the United States where Peter Seldin (1980)
became a strong advocate of their use, mainly as a strategy for teaching
improvement. It was argued that teaching practice could be enhanced through
portfolio development because it encouraged staff to take a more reflective

approach in their teaching (Seldin, 1997}

However, despite this initial enthusiasm for portfolios as a strategy for teaching

appraisal and improvement, it was not until the American Association for Higher
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Education (AAHE} initiated a program on leaching poertfolios in the 1990s (hat an
attemipt was made to systiematically investigate their use. The AAME progran:,
which aimed “to provoke new conversations about teuching” {(Edgerton el al.,
1991, p. i), provided a number of narrated portfolio entries, a8 exemplars. This
document showed thal the development of the portfolio concepl was at an early
stage, and indicated that there was much to learn about the nature and use of a
teaching portfolio. Edgerton et al, (1991} summed it up by saying that the
teaching portfolio:

is no one thing; it's a tool, a technology, to be used in ways that

advance particular purpeses. Its structure and format, the array of

entries included in jt, the processes it entails, and the methods by

which it is judged will depend on institutional (and perhaps

departmental) context and culture. (p. 49)
A further publication frems the AAHE profiled campus practice in the vse of
teaching portfolios with concise accounts of how twenty-five campuses were
using them, and explored the promise and pitfalls of the pertfolic concept
(Anderson, 1993, p. 1). Content analysis of this document was undertaken to:
abtain insight inte various aspects of portfolio usc; provide a better understanding
of the pertfolio concept; and inform the development of the Staff Development

Program {SDP) at Curtin.

An initial analysis of the AAHE document (Anderson, 1993) sought to determine
the purposes for which portfolios were used in the institutions profiied. More
specifically, the accounts of campus practices were scrutinised to establish

whether portfolios were used for the recognition, appraisal or improvement of
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teaching in these inslilutions. The results are oullined in Table 4-1 below, which
shows that of the 25 wniversities and colleges profiled in Anderson (1993) 17
{68%) used teaching portlolios primarily for appraisal purposes, whilst 12 (48%)

used partliolios (or the recognition or improvement of teaching,

Table 4-1 Analysis of porifolio use in AAHE document (Anderson, 1993)

e oo Institutlon . . Recognition  Appraisal Improvement

Ball State Unncrstty X X

Cuny Ve Co]]cgc © e e et e T T

"Dathousic Um\.'-:rsu:.r Tk
"Doanc Callege B h X

Evergoon S Gologe ™~ T e R
Fyatieviis Siaie Unncrmy e e -
Goriion College I s s
Harvard Univorsity Medieal Sehosi " TR T T T
Wanmiovills Gallege ~ T T T e

Miami-Dade Cmr*.muml;.r Cnllcgc T T Ty i
Tiarmay St Unlvcrsuy s o
Sustbein Callege ~ T T e e
Saimi Norbart Galfege™ " T T T e .. X
Symese nvarsity T T I e

“Son Dicge Staie Unwcrmy e o e e

Texas AGH Univetsity” T
Tompk]ns; Cortland Cnrnmunilj,' Chllege oy
W\ﬁi{df@oﬁfﬁaaﬁ Boulder ™ T Ty T T T .
Maryland University College X % h
University of Minnesala-Twin Cites 7 77U% 777
University of Nebraska-Lincoln ~~ 7 " x T T T
| Un Umvcrsuy of P:ltsburgh Grecnsbuq, Cmnpus T T o -
1 Umversﬂy of Wisconsin-La Crosse T T T
S Mlch1gan Unwcrsn)r ST e e
R Umvr:rsuy I

Tatal Porifolio Use 12 (48503 17 {68%:) 12 (48%:)
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A number of these institulions {e.g. Murray Stae University, University of
Nebrasky, Dulhousic University, San Dicgo Sute University) indicated they
introdueed portfelios because of dissatislaction amongst stalf with reliance on
student appraisal of teaching (Anderson, 1993}, Some (e.g. Saint Norbert College,
Doune College) noted thal they perceived porifolios (o be an improvement over
existing (snd limited) approaches to documenting teuching practice, and that
compiaints from staff had prompted a review of the institution’s teaching

evaluation practices,

Anderson (1993) pointed out that in moving beyond student ratings thesc
institutions were taking a step toward sounder evaluation practice through the
principle of collecting multiple sources of evidence of teaching effectiveness,
Some universities also saw this as a step towards better peer review of teaching,
For instance, the University of Pittsburgh implemented 1eaching portfolios as pan
of a larger initiative to institule peer review whilst Otterbein College’s education
department used portfolios as part of an effort to prompt greater eollaboration and

discussion of teaching, and more classroom visits (Anderson, 1993).

As shown in Table 4-1, 15 (60%) of the institutions profiled indicated they used
porifolios for more than ene pwpose, often combining formative and summative
evaluation on the basis of a pertfolio. Anderson {1993) noted that, from these
accounts of portfo'io use, we may need to rethink the conventional wisdom that
evaluation and improvement make poor bedfellows. For example, institutions

such as the University of Nebraska initially introduced portfolios to increase
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rewards for goed teaching but then found their staft requesting to use portfolios
for appraisal purpeses, On the other hand, al Otierbein College where portfolios
were implemented lor appraisal purposes, staff reported that they also found them

useful as a teaching improvement strulegy,

The content analysis of these profiles, then, showed (hat the majority of
institutions were moving towards the use of portfolio based assessment of
university teaching. It was also apparent that the need for improved practices with
regard to appraisal and improvement of university teaching, coupled with a need
for greater reward and recognition of teaching, had led to the introduction of
portfolio programs in these institutions, This analysis placed the trends in
portfolio use discussed in chapter two in sharper focus, and confirmed the promise

of the portfolio concept for formative and summative teaching evaluation.

Australian Context

In Auastralia, the introduction of pertfolios for any purpose was a more recent
phenomenon, and no detailed accounts of portfolio use were available. However,
in line with the higher education sector overseas, a perceived need for portiolios
in Awstralia was linked with a need for improvements in teaching appraisal,
improvement and accountability practices (Neumann, 1994; Ramsden et al.,
1995). Federal Govemment policy statements had placed quality high in higher
education on the national agenda and concerns were raised about the quality and

' appraisal of university teaching (Baldwin, 1991). This led the Senate Standing
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Committee on Employment, Education and Training whick reporled on the
‘Priorities for Reform in Higher Education’ 10 recommend that the promotion of
good teaching be designuted a national priorily area {Aulich Commiltee, 1990},
The Committee went on lo suggest that in developing their quality profiles,
institutions  should provide information on policies und programs they had

implemented to achieve this aim.

To this end, the Australian Vice Chancellor’s Committee (AV-CC) also published
a widely circulated paper entitled 'Guidelines for Effective University Teaching’
{Australian Vice-Chancellors' Committee, 1993). The AV-CC (1993) described
university teaching as a profession and a scholarly activity, and urged academic
staff to:
be appropriate role models and exhibit to their students a
commitment to scholarly values, to life long learning, to
professional and personal growth through critical reflection and
self-evaluation, to accountability for their own professional
activities, and to a responsible and ethical practice of their
profession. {p. 1)
A number of other studies and reports on the Australian higher education sector at
this time, point to the need for better practices for the recognition, appraisal and
improvement of teaching. For example, a study undertaken at the University of
Melbourne cxamined the impact of reforms implemented in 1987 designed to
increase the recognition of teaching quality in academic staff promotion, They

concluded that whilst these reforms had encouraged the Promotion Committee to

pay more atiention to teaching and applicants to provide mote information on

133



CONTEXT EVALUATION FINDINGS

their teaching, they lud not led to an increused number of stafl seeking promotion

based on their teaching (Anwyl, Bally, & Melnnes, 1991).

Wit regurd to teaching appraisal, Paget, Baldwin, Hore, & Kermond (1992)
surveyed supervisors gnd staff from 19 Australian higher education institutiens, lo
ascertiin their use of appraisal procedures for academic staff. This study was
undertaken to determine if institutions had adepled staff’ appraisal procedures
previously negotiated as pant of a salary agreement under the 1988 Australian
University Academic & Related Staff Award (Paget et al., 1992}, They found
tremendous variation in stoff appraisal procedures between institutions and
disciplines, as well as unevenness in understanding the purpose and requirements
of staff appraisal. They concluded that;

The history of staff appraisal in Australia has been accompanied by

dramatic changes in the structure of the higher education system,

and it appears that these broader systemic changes have in many

cases confused the specific issue of staff appraisal (Paget et al.,

1992, p. vii).
The report findings suggest a wide divergence across institutions in practices for
staff appraisal, and that the dust from the restructuring of the Australian sector,
ouilined in chapter one of this thesis, had not yet seitled. Paget et al. (1992)
further noted a lack of well-defined criteria and standards of teaching performance

that could be used in the appraisal process.

Issues related to criteria and standards for the appraisal of teaching were also

considered by Mullins & Cannon (1992), who studied principles and practices for
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improved decision-miking in (he evaluation of teaching quality in Australian
higher education. In their recommendutions, they suggested that promotion
committees necd to be informed of the relative strength and weakness of different
forms of evidence, such as student or peer evaluations of teaching and tcaching
materials in grading teaching performance. Their report highlights the
complexities involved in making judgments aboutl teaching quality, and
emphasizes the importance of using evidence from a range of different sources for

making these judgments (Mullins & Cannon, 1992).

Another study cvaluated the validity of various assessment instruments used to
measure teaching quality at the University of Western Australia (Lally & Myhill
1994), Lally & Myhiil (1994) concluded that there was no existing student rating
scale suitable for assessing the quality of teaching across the full range of teaching
contexts. They further noted that whilst student ratings were reliable and valid
measures of some aspects of teaching effectiveness, they ignored other important
aspects and that factors such as class size or discipling area could bias the ratings.
For these reasons they recommended:

that multiple sources of data, including student ratings, be used to

evaluate academic staff members® teaching effectiveness {Lally &

Myhill, 1994, p. 72).
The focus oﬁ issues related to the assessment of teaching continued throughout the
early 1990's, For example, Warren Piper (1993) examined quality management in
eight Australian universities. With regard to the procedures adopted for assessing

the quality of teaching he reported that all the universities surveyed used formal
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instruments for systematic assessment of teaching, particularly student or peer
esvaluations (Warren Piper, 1993). He also noted that o number of universilies
required staff to furnish evidence about the quality of their teaching when
applying for tenure or promotion, und (hat this was often from a number of

sources including feedback from peers and students (Warren Piper, 1993).

This examination of Australia’s experience of teaching review and development
practices reveals that while many universities appeared to be grappling with the
issues, there was little uniformity in institutional response. One trend, though, was
that many universities relied on student ratings but were considering or already
widening their repertoire of evidence of teaching effectiveness. Moreover, as in
the US and Canada, the demands for greater accountability and for practices 1o
facilitate both the improvement and appraisal of university teaching, had led to
recommendations for the use of teuching portfolios in Australian universities

(Neumann, 1994; Ramsden et al., 1995).

The Federal Association of University Staff Association (FAUSA) had advocated
the use of teaching portfolios as early as 1987, as noted in chapter two. In the
preface to a guide for compiling a portfolio, FAUSA expressed concern that
review committees did net always deal appropriately with evidence of teaching
ability in comparison with evidence of research achievements. Suggesting that the
use of teaching portfolios might help overcome this problem, the decument goes
on to say that FAUSA had provided the guide to assist its members to demonstrate

their teaching skills to best advantage (Roe, [987).
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Some years later, a project exploring processes and procedures to enable the
identification and rewurd of good teaching in Australian universities noled that the
issuc of evuluation was central to any institutional plan to recognise and reward
teaching excellence (Ramsden et al., 1995). Thus, the project explored what
materials may constilute evidence of effective teaching, whal criterta should be
adopted, and who should make the decisions. Ramsden et al. {1995) concluded
that the base of evidence used to assess teaching should be broadened, and more
use should be made of portfolio und peer assessment. They went on to suggesl
that the assessment of good teaching should be approached more creatively and
that *best practice’ indicated the principal source for judging teaching competence

should be a teaching portfolio (Ramsden et al., 1995).

This analysis of documentation on the Australian higher education sector
identified an emerging demand for better practices for the appraisal, improvement
and recognition of teaching in universities. It also showed that the demand was
not being systematically addressed by the use of portfolio-based programs. There
were indications, though, of a growing trend towards portfolio use for enhancing
reward and recognition of teaching practices. For example, Ramsden et al. (1995)
estimated that 10 of 35 universities surveyed in their study were using portfolio-
based stratepies as a teaching reward mechanism. However, few particulars of
these programs were available, and there wa's"\”;_;cncrally a paucity of detailed

information on the use of porifolios in Australis:i universities at that time,
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Curtin Context

At Curtin, a content analysis of relevan documentation on policies, procedures
and practices for the appraisal, imprevement and recognition of teaching was
underizken to determine the extent 10 which these practices were considered
satisfactory.  An initial scrutiny of the documenlation revealed that these
procedures were generally not clearly detailed or well promulgated, particularly
on the appraisal of teaching. The policies and guidelines for academic staff
promotion provided the most comprehensive account of Curtin’s expectations for
teaching., However, as outlined below, there was little information on performance
with regard to appointment, staff review, or reward mechanisms related to

teaching,

The following extract from the University’s Policy, Promotions - Up 1o Associare

Professor, details how teaching was appraised for promotion purposes.

Areas of Contribution — Performance Measures

22.1 Teaching .

Subject to 2.1.3 (i) (a), the quality of an applicant’s teaching will be
evaluated by Divisional Promotions Committees on the basis of the
following; '

« The applicant’s personal statement of teaching responsibilities,
objectives and activities;

» Student appraisal of teaching — gathered by means of the
standard Student Appraisal of Teaching questionnaire
administered by the applicant in accordance with the procedures
contained in the “Student Appraisal of Teaching: A Guide to
Applicants for Promotion” pamphlet which is available from
the Teaching Learning Group';

! Curtin's Staff Development Unit (TLG)
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»  Peer appraisal of teaching — gathercd by memns of the standard
Internal Referee Report form and selieited by the applicant in
accordance wilh the procedures centained in the “Guide 10
Internal Referee Reports™ pamphiet which is available from the
Teeching Learning Group;

» An evaluation by the Head of School, taking into account peer
appraisal;

» Reports [rom persons nominated in accordance with Section 3.3
{i) (o), should the Divisional Prometions Committee require
them. (Custin University of Tcchnology, 1994a, p. 191}
Teaching was one of four assessment criteria used in the promotions process at the
University, the others being scholarship, service 1o the university/leadership, and
external activities. As shown by the excerpt from the promotions policy document
above, appraisal of teaching by peers, students, and the applicant’s head of school,

were to be provided with the application.

Another guide on how to document teaching for staff seeking promotion was
provided by the Teaching Leaming Group (TLG) in the ‘Application for
Promotion (Guidelines)’. This stated that the promotion application could include

the following information on teaching responsibilities, objectives and activities:

« qualifications/enrolment  in  appropriate  teaching  and
educational studies programs;

« modes of teaching internal, off-shore, distance, country
contracting, open learning;

« supervision of honours, pestgraduate and higher degree students
with details of level of degree and supervisory role;

- contact hours and teaching formats (lecture, tutorial, laboratory
class, clinical session, field trips, etc.);

+ managerial/administrative responsibilities in regard to courses,
teaching quality, teaching staff, etc;
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« evidence of quality in the range of leaching activities enpaged
in, summary results of SAT/SOQ? and similar surveys or other
cvidence such as testimonials from postgraduate students, and
Internal Referee Reports;

« collaboration with other staff (c.g. team leaching) or acting as a
mentor for less expericnced colleagues;

» development of new courses or unils especially in response 1o
communily needs,

« inmovative use of new technologies to support teaching and
learning;

» development of guided self-study, distance education or open
learning materials or courseware;

« research into teaching and learning;

« grants, scholarships or awards for research and development
work in teaching and learning;

« scholarship related to teaching {e.g. publications, conference
presentations, elc.);

» participation in programs intended to improve teaching practice;

« invitations to teach for outside agencies or to act as a consultant
on teaching and learning matters; and

« preparation of educational materials, print and non-print based.

{Teaching Learning Group, 1995)

These excerpts from the policy and guidelines related to academic staff promaotion
supgest that teaching played an impoertant role in the promotion process at the
University, at least in relation to the other criteria. It was evident that applicants
were encouraged to supply a broad range of *evidence’ in support of their claims
for teaching quality, and that the assessment of teaching performance
encompassed appraisal from students, peers and the applicant’s Head of School.
On the basis of these documents it could be argued that, at least for promotion

purposes, good teaching was rewarded commensurately with research at Curtin,

2 Student Appraisal of Teaching (SAT); Student Opinion Questionnaire (SOQ).
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However, evidence [rom i number of other sources suggested that ucademic stafl
at Curtin did not penerully perceive this to be the cuse. For examnple, in a
comprehensive mail survey of all full-time academics at the University, Baker

{1993) investigated academic staff perceptions of how teaching was valued across

“the University. He found thal in over 30% of the comments, scudemic stalf

suggested that the quality of teaching would improve if there was less emphasis
on research and more recognilion of teaching excellence, patticularly in the

promotion process (Baker, 1993),

Other documentation supported this view. For example, a student and part-time

lecturer in the University stated at a seminar on quality teaching:

The best supervisor 1 had — let’s say Lactorer A — was a comimitted
academnic. Students always came first. Work was returned with in-
depth comments (always constructive) and Lecturer A always had
time to see students, Lecturer B was quite a different matter,
Student neglect was the order of the day. It was a sort of ‘do it
yourself study’ where I just had to get on with things (and
somehow survived),

I have since had time to reflect on these past experiences, The most
interesting observation is that Lecturer A (who was then 4 senior
lecturer) is still a senior lecturer. However, Lecturer B has since
been promoted to Associate Professor. 1 find this fascinating and
somewhat disturbing. Lecturer A spent time in providing quality -
teaching. Lecturer B, however, spent time on research and !
consultancy work at the expense of quality teaching. (Percival,’
1993, p. 24)

The above anecdote expressed the issue from the perspective of both staff and
students, and appeared to reflect pervasive concerns of academic staff at Curlin. In

summary, the concerns were that rewards for teaching were not commensurate
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with those for resenrch, and that the emphasis on research was at the expense of

1eaching quality,

In Baker's (1993) survey academic staff at the University indicated they perceived
teaching to be undervajued, in comparison (0 research, by the Universily
bierarchy, and that there was little or no recagnition or reward for good teaching,
Morcover, with regard to improving the quality of teaching at the university, he
found that as well as staff wanling greater recognition of teaching, there

was the expressed desire for more time and resources to be devoied

to teaching, and generally having more staff and/or fewer students

(Baker, 1993, p. vii}.
Furthermore, other discussion papers presented to the University Academic Board
at this time also highlighted concem about the lack of recognition for teaching
within the University. For example, in reference to Baker’s survey, a paper
ptesented by the University's Teaching and Learning Advisory Committee
entitled ‘Obtaining and Keeping Good Academic  Staff:  Report and
Reconumendations from the Teaching and Learning Advisory Committee’, stated:

Staff at all levels and across all promotional positions considered

that, at the institutional level:

+ teaching excellence was net given sufficient recognition in the

promotional process;
« resources were tending to move to non-teaching areas;
» there was little visible support for or recognition of excellence
in teaching. (University Academic Board, 1996)

Further analysis of documentation at Curtin revealed the main strategy for

- appraisal of teaching at the University was a Student Appraisal of Teaching (SAT)
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form for appraisal of individual teaching performance, and a Student Opinion
Questionnaire (SOQ) for evalualion of units or courses. Administration ol both
forms of student evaluation of teaching was orgunised by the Unjversity’s
Teaching Learning Group (TLG).  As shown above, in the excerpt from the
Guidelines, it was recommended that resulls from SATs and SOQs be included in
promation applications. However, the use of these instrumenls wus not
prescriptive for other purposes.  Analysis of other relevant documentation, for
example, the policies and procedure manuats of (the University's Human Resource
Department indicates there were no formal awards for teaching excellence in the
University. Moreover, there were no clearly articulated guidelines for selection
committees or supervisors to assist with evaluating the teaching performance of

staff for appointment, promotion or review purposes {(Human Resources, 1996).

On the other hand, scrutiny of the University's strategic plan for teaching and
leamning {Curtin University of Technology, 1594b), developed in 1994, indicated
that the University had identified a nced to implement improved practices for the
appraisal and improvement of teaching, and to provide incentives for good
teaching. With regard to the former, that is, teaching appraisal and improvemem,
the relevant objective and benchrmarks in the University’s plan states:

Objective 3. To encourage academic staff to become reflective

practitioners in their undergraduate and postgraduate teaching.

Benchmarks relate to measures of reflective practice by staff,
namely, the extent to which staff:

+ are responsive to learners’ needs;

« constantly monitor and seek to improve their teaching/
postgraduate supervision;
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« adopt un  action rescarch approach to their  teaching
postgraduale supervision;

« adopl a collegial approach to their work, (Curtin University of
Technology, 1994h, p. 5)

The plun further identificd the need v develop and maintain $ystems and
processes for th~ review and monitoring of performance as a stralegic ‘enabler’ or
initiative.  Alse, the review and improvement of student appraisal of teaching
systems was designated a priority action for the 1994-1996 period. Another
objective of the 1994-1996 sirategic plan and associated benchmarks relevant to
the present study concerned the teaching reward structure. This states:

Objective 5: To promote. recognise and reward quality teaching

and [earning. Benchmarks relale to measures based upon:

« staff perceptions of the importance placed on teaching and
leamning in the University's planning, operations and revicw
processes;

» evidence of University recognilion and reward systems;

» staff perceptions of the value the University places on teaching
and learning relative to other activities;

«  staff participation in relevant developmental activities;

« evidence of best practice in curriculum, teaching and leurning
and on and off-campus delivery (Curtin University of
Technology, 1994b, p. 5).

The priority action to achieve this objective was, “to develop Systems for

identifying, recognising and rewarding good teaching, at Institulional, Divisional

and Scheal levels” (Curtin University of Technology, 1994b, p. 8).
Further analysis of Curtin’s teaching and learning plan in relation to other

documentation shows that it had not been fully operationalised during the

planning period of the present study. There were also few details to indicate the
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processes or procedures by which the objectives could be achieved or indeed
measured, against the various benchmarks. However, in a lollow-up paper on the
surveyY of ucademic staff at Curtin (deisiled above) Baker (1995) noled the

potential for portfolios to promote teaching development and indicated:

The use of teaching portfolios to promote and help reward quality

teaching, in addition to the teaching certificate, also «cems likely to

be adopted by the university in this study. (p. 8)
It was apparent then, that at Curlin, the teaching development context mirrored in
many respects the higher education sector both in Avstralia and overseas. Whilst
there were indications (hat issues such as the lack of recognition lor teaching had

been identified, no clear mechanisms or procedures were in place at this time to

address the expressed concerns at the institutional level,

School of Nursing Context

In the School of Nursing in which the present study was conducted, policy and
planning documents that related to the appraisal, improvement or recognition of
teaching were examined. A planning document, detailing the strategic goals in

teaching and learning for the School stated in part, that one of the goals was to:

3. Achieve quality clirical as well as classroom teachers.

The accompanying sirategies for achieving this objective were outlined as

follows:
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0. Where possible standard seiection ¢riteria be applicd for ali
academic staff employed in the School of Nursing (SON)

b. Orientalion, und support for any sessional staff be encouraged.

c. Adequate funds be made availeble to improve sessionzl stafl

involvement in schooi/semester activities. (School of Nursing,

1994b)
This strategic gonl emphasizes the importance the SON pluced on clinical
teaching and suggests the need to provide appropriate support for sessional staff
had been identified. The SON employed clinical instrictors who supervised
students in clinical placements mainly as scssional staff. The strategies, outlined
above, indicate that the School wanted clinical instructors to be subject to the
same criteria as academic staff with regard to selection and (hat adequate

oriesttation and resource support should be made available for new staff.

Another strategic goal for teaching and leaming in the SON was:

4, The improvement in quality of teaching incorporaiing teaching
competencies.

The accompanying strategy to achieve this goal was the:

Development of a set of teaching competencies in conjunction with
the TLG. (School of Nursing, 1994h)

This goal highlights the imperative to improve teaching in the SON, as well as the
perceived rele of the Teaching Learning Group (TLG) in addressing this need.

However, during the period of the present study, the teaching competencies
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referred to in the Plan were not developed, Other relevant sub goals und siralegies
in the SON's slrategic plan were as follows;
All academic stalf to use some form of assessment to evaluate their
teaching (i.c. SAT/S0Q (Swdent Appraisal of Teaching /Student
Opinion Questionnaire}, mentorship).
Workshops conducted in the use of SAT/SOQ.
A formul mentorship system be encournged and cxpanded in
cenjunction with Peer Review, (School of Nursing, 1994b)
These indicate that the SON was moving towards a mere formalised approach 1o
the appraisal of teaching. The strategies were to promote the use of the University
wide student appraisal of teaching methods, as well as expanding the use of peer
appraisal and mentorship. This documentation highiights both the need for
improved teaching appraisal practices in the SON as well as the role of the TLG in

professional development of teaching within the University.

Firally, another goal of the School's strategic plan with relevance to the present
context evalvation was:
4. Staff to be encouraged to develop new ideas re teaching
leaming.
An OSP (Outside Study Program) should be considered by staff
when new innovative teaching learning ideas are to be developed.
{School of Nursing, 19944, p. 2)
The above objective was an attempt by the SON to encourage innovation in

teaching through the use of Outside Study Frograms (OSP). It should be noted

however, that QSP, which was funded by the University, was restricted to one
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member of staff at any time, and 1his strategy would be expected to have limited

impaet.

So, pervsal of the SON's strategic plan and olher documentation, such as relevant
committee minutes, indicates thut the School wuas moving lowards the
implementation of enhanced practices for appraising and improving teaching,
such as the use of student evaluations of teaching. However, at the time this siudy
was conducted, implementation of the SONs plun had not begun, znd nene of the
strategies, such as the mentoring program for teaching improvement or the
development of teaching competencies, had been formally adopted. Also, the
documentation suggested that recognition of good teaching in the SON tended to

be administered on an ad Foc basis, as was the review of teaching performance,
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These issues were further investigated in a survey of ucademic stafl (detailed in

chapiler three) in the SON in which they were asked to comment on the methods

that they used to evaluate (hicir teuching as shown in Tuble 4-2, below,

Table 4.2 Methods used by SON staff to evaluate teaching
Respondent® Response

Al 1 keep a portfolioffile, Evaluate through university $AT, 800, cte. Evaluate
with School’s elinjcal appraisal form.

AS SATs, 80OQs, sludent evaluation of clinical leaching. Keep them in a filc.

Ab SAT forms from TLG, Formative and summalive feedback from students.
Assessment tools learnt in Post Grad Dip. Ed.

B3 SAT, student formal and informal written and verbal comments, group
discussion when visiting students in clinical setting. Pass/fail rates in my
subjeets,

Ci SAT and S0 and a mini-guestionnaire I ask studenls o complele.

C3 Student fredback in relation to unil objectives.

c4 Teaching portfolio {outdated now) SOQ, SAT, Peer evaluation every semester

since I've been here almost! J

All 25 respondents to this survey mentioned at least one strategy they vsed for

teaching evaluation. From the range of representalive responses showr in Table

4-2, it can be seen thai stafl tended to emphasize the use of student evaluation of

teaching, particulasly the University forms of student appraisal (SAT, SOQ), or by

obtaining qualitative student feedback. The use of a form for zppraising clinical

teaching was also mentioned by seme. A few of those surveyed indicated they

kept some kind of portfolio or file of teaching activities and evaluations,

suggesting that some staff systematically documented their teaching practice. The

? Respendents A and B were SDP participants. C respondents compleled the questinanaire bul did
not take part in the SDP.
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survey also addressed the issuc of how staff in the SON perceived leaching Lo be

valued in the University, shown in Table 4-3 below.

Table 4-3 Value placed on teaching in the SON
Respondent Response

Al Expenise efien not recognised. People teaching subjects with no eapertise in
subject area, This leads to students not being exposed to gualily teaching,

A3 It is not valued highly. Research, publicaions and qualifications are valued
higher.

A6 It definitely docs not have a high prolile in the SON.

B2 It is not rated highly cnough, especially elinical teaching. Since (eaching is our
primary commitment and funding is relfant un student numbers, T feel our
cxperlise is of prime importance,

B3 I value both academic and clinical teaching and as nursing is basieally a clinical
profession [ think we need 1o value clinical (eaching more highly.

B4 Senior SON staff de not openly reward/value teaching in SON, especially
clinical teaching. They are not role models and appear precccupied with
administration/meetings ete., keeping themselves *abreast’ with changes within
SON and the politics of the SON.

C5 Generally teaching {classraom and clinical) appears to be undervalued.

c7 I think that due (o the expectation by the universily on research....lhere is more

emphasis placed on research than teaching and curriculum development. This
has a “snowoall” elicet on all schools.

Of the 25 responses, not one indicated that adequate value was placed on teiaching

in the SON. Table 4-3 shows the consensus of responses to this question that

indicated dissatisfaction with the value placed on teaching in the SON, and in

particular, the value placed on clinical teaching. These responses corroborate

Baker’s (1993) findings, described previously, as well as reflecting national and

international trends in the higher education sector.
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The content analysis of relevant documentation covpled with the survey lindings
shows a lack of coherent policies, procedures or practices for the appraisal or
improvement of teaching at Curtin,  Morcover, the findings demonstrale the
paucity of established means for providing formal recognition or reward for good
teaching al Curtin and in the SON. The findings also show that an analysis of
relevant policies is insufficient by itself to determine an accurate picture of how
policies are administered, or how these practices may impact on staff.  For
examnple, the findings from the analysis of reports and committee documents,
provided a contradictory view to the Universily's promotions policy, which on the

surface appeared to value teaching equally with research activities.

Overall, this investigation of the need for portfolios demonstrates there was
widespread dissatisfaction with teaching development practices both in Australia
and overseas, which had led some institutions to consider porfolio-based
approaches for the appraisal, improvement and recognition of teaching. Other
evidence from the input, process and product evaluations, described in subsequent

chapters, reinforce the abave findings.

NEED FOR PORTFOLIO-BASED PROFESSIONAL
DEVELOPMENT

Chapter two outlined & general review of professional development in higher
[
education. For the purpase of the context evalualion, a more specific review and

analysis of relevant literature and documentation was undertaken in order to
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determine whethier professionzl development activitics associaled with portfolio
use were necessury, and how these activities might best be uppreached. Brew
(1995) noted that in complex organisations such us unijversities, the professional
development needs of academic staff wre both extensive and diverse, and that
professional development was a growing area of focus on the inlernational scene.
Brew (1995) also identitied that due (o a lack of resources within universities stafl
development uctivities were becoming more cemralised, systematic, and targeted,

in order 10 meet the needs of staff.

An analysis of Anderson’s (1993) accounts of portfolio-based aclivitics in twenty-
five North American universities, revealed a range of different approaches to
professional development activities associated with portfolio use were employed

in these institutions. The activities included:

+ portfolio workshops conducted by external facilitalors or
‘expert’ faculty;

= provision of portfolio examples developed by faculty and made
available for other faculty to use;

» peer collaboration in portfolio development;

» provision of guidelines for portfolio development;

+ puidunce in portfolio development from senior academic staff;

= procedures for compiling, organising and reviewing portfolios;

« monetary incentives for portfolio development;

«  staff development support for individual and groups of faculty
from university centres; and

» mentoring programs for portfolio development.
{Andersen, 1993)

“As suggested by the range of approaches to portfolio-based professional
development activities outlined above, the umiversities and colleges profiled

responded to the needs of academic staff in a number of ways. For instance,
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professional development was provided direetly through centralized units, und
indirectly viu the provision of guidelines and portfolio examples. Some programs
were individoally bascd, whilst others encouraged peer collaboration. The fact
that some institutions found il necessary to bring in exlernal expertise attests 1o

the lack of experience with portfelio use neross the seclor,

Within the Australian higher education seclor, no deluiled accounts of staff
development programs based on portfolio use had been disseminated. Also, there
was a bewildering array of staff development activities associated with teaching
improvement, recegnition and appraisal (Ramsden et al., 1995}, In a number of
institutions, staff appraisal was closely linked with professional development in
teaching. This was the case, for instance, at the University of South Australia and
The University of Queensland (Warren Piper, 1993). Also, whilst the Federation
of Australian University Staff Association (FAUSA) supported moves lo give
increased emphasis to teaching skills, it was not convinced that staff development
resources within university teaching and learning units were adequate (Federation
of Australian University Staff Association, 1992). Furthermore, at Curtin, there
were no portfolio-based staff development activities on which the proposed Staff

Development Program (SDP) could be modelled.

The University's academic staff development (ASD) unit, a centrally based group
of approximately five academic staff within the Teaching Learning Group (TLG),
had sole responsibility for teaching development across the campus. Given the

size and structure of the University, staff development resources were severely
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strained, and teaching development activities tended 10 be delivered on an ad hoc
basis, Nonetheless, the ASD unit attempted 10 address this issue and began to
implement a devolved approach (o staff development activitics, part of which
involved the provision of small grants from University Quality Funding for
Scheol based stuff development. The rationale Tor these grunts stated:
The 1994 Quality Review Report indicates general support for
current staff develepment practices and sces them as a developing
strength of the University. However, the Reporl ulso points te a
variety of areas where staff development will be critical to the
success or otherwise of the University's cfforts to achieve
centinuous improvement. {Curtin University of Technology, 1995)
Thus, as noted in chapter one, opportunities for funding were becoming available
to staff interested in undertaking professional development projects within their
Schools. These funding opportunities targeted areas where the need for change
was perceived to be greatest, and the document stated that it was timely for Curtin

1o revise and extend its professional development strategies (Curtin University of

Technology, 1995).

Another aspect of the context evaluétion involved semi-structured interviews with
the Head of Schoel (HOS) and the Coordinator of Academic Staff Development
(CASD) in the SONM, These interviews were undertaken to ascertain the views of
key personnel on the need for portfolios, and the most appropriate approach to
staff development activities on teaching portfolios in the School. Notes from
these interviews indicate that the HOS, after an explanation of teaching portfolios
and their propounded benefits, was enthusiastic about the idea of a portfolio-based

approach to teaching improvement within the SON. She suggested a collegial

154



CONTEXT EVALUATION FINDINGS

approach, which would encourage more conperation and collahoration in teaching
within the SON, 24 the most appropeiate siralegy. The HOS was, however, more
" cautious aboul the SON's commitment and the availuble resources, stating that the
30N would not be able 10 underwrite the proposed program, and that funding

from other sources would be required.

The Coordinator of Academic Staff Development (CASD) in the SON, had some
understanding of leaching portfolics, and indicated that she thought staff
development based on the preparation of a portfelio would be a very worthwhile
and timely addition to already stretched staff development resources in the
School. She emphasized the benefits of portfolio development in terms of
reflective practice, and thought that the proposed program would have broad
appeal within the SON. She noted that staff in the SON, who were predominantly
trained nurses as well as academics, were already inculcated to be reflective
practitioners by virtue of their training. She suggested a group-based approach to
portfolio development, to maximize the use of available resources, and to provide
an opportunity for all staff expressing an interest to be involved in the proposed
program. The CASD also noted that she had sometimes found it difficult to get
staff in the SON to attend professional development activities organized by the
School’s Staff Development Committee. She attributed poor attendance to a lack

of incentive for staff to attend, and to a Jack of commen free time.

These tnterviews then, concurred with the findings {rom other aspects of the

context evaluation, in that portfolio-based approaches appeared promising and
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that statl development activities around the use of portfolios would he uscful and
necessary, However, these lindings also highlighted some potential barriers and
opporlunitics associaled with the introduction of a portfolio-baged  stafl

development program, which are claborated below.

OPPORTUNITIES AND BARRIERS

As described in chapter three, a number of proccdures were used to ascertain an
understanding ol the opportunities for, and barriers to, the implementation of the
Staff Development Program (SDP) undertaken in the context of the Teaching
Portfolio Project (TPP). These findings were derived from a number of sources
and included an analysis of accounts of portfolio programs in other institutions, as

well as a survey of staff in the SON.

Opportunities

Opportunities identified in other aspects of the context evatuation included the
possibility of University funding and the support of key personnel in the SON,
noted above. Moreover, a review of staff development support for portfolio
implementation indicated considerable diversity between the institutions profiled
in Anderson (1993) and identified a lack of institutional experlise as a potential
barrier. In the Australian sector, there were no detailed accounts of portfolio use,
however, a range of options were utilised for teaching development purposes. The

options included centralised, as well as decentralised programs and tended to

156



CONTEXT EVALUATION FIMDINGS

emphasise the vse of colluborative, discipline-based suppaort lor staff (Neumann,

1994: Rumsden, 1992},

The survey of academic s1ulT in the SON (described above) clicited informition
on opportunities availuble 1o staff in the SON for cnhancing their teaching
practice, Some represenlative comments to this aspect of the survey are shown in
Table 4-4, below. The main strategy identified to improve leaching by those
responding to this part of (he survey was altendance at the Teaching Learning
Group {TLG} for teaching development seminars and workshops. Only one reply
mentioned attendance at SON staff development seminars for teaching
improvement. This was mentioned to the Coordinator of stafi development in the
SON during an interview. She replied that the professional development budget in
the SON was inadequale to provide ‘in-howie’ teaching improvement seminars,

and that inquiries were gencrally forwarded to the Teaching Leaming Group.

£
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Table 4-4 Opportunities available to s1adl in the SON to enhance tenehing
Respondent Responss

Al Limited due te budget, [am very self lirected and 1 believe crentive in
improving my teaching skills, 1 do this through reading lots and observing ‘role
models® i teachingfecturing,

Ad Informatiun from reading journals of education and altending sessions arranged
by the 11.G.

AS The teaching iisell. Access to equipment,

Bl In the SON currenily nil. Teaching is spread too thinly across 4 number of
semeslers, Expertise not acknowledged, The Teaching Learning Group offer a
very importatt service across campus,

B2 I'would like to see workshops relevant o clinical teaching, 1 feel this is often
neglectad.

Bl Nol cnough - one reason why 1% like 10 know mare about this Praject.

2 Limited by time. High teaching and administrative load. The Teaching
Learning Group has been a very good resource for me and individuzls on staff
have also been helpful,

C3 Special interest groups. Staff development. Conferences,

Cc?

T'think there is great scope to enhance your skills by your initiative to seck ways
by cither TLG, peers, mentors cie, Within our School we are given autonomy to
do this.

Another feature of the responses to this survey was that 3 number of staff

indicated that teaching improvement was left up to the injtiative of the individual.

Barriers

The issue of barriers to pertfolio implementation was addressed through an

exarmnination of the profiles of universities and colleges in Anderson (1993) which

described portfelie use in colleges and vniversities in the United States. Table 4-5

shows some of the barriers to portfolio use identified in these inslitutions. From

this table it can be seen that there was a range of obstacles or problems jdentificd

with the use of teaching portfolios in these institutions. The barriers ranged from
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time pressures (e.g. Doune College, Fayelleville Stale Universily), to concerns
about how portfolios were (0 be evalvaled (e, Doane College, Harvard
University Medicul Schoel). Staffl resistunce 1o, or uptake of, portfolios (c.g.
Syracuse University, Murray State University), and # lack of institutiona) support
(University of Maryaland, University College) were also noted as potential

problems,

Table 4-5
(Andersan, 1993)

Barricrs to portfolio use in 25 campuses profiled in AAHE document

Institution Barriers

Ball Statc Universily Lack of adeguate training and guidance to faculty in
portfolic development. Adeguate menilaring of portfolio
program.

Lack of relevant examples of ponifolios.
Evaluation of portfalios.

Evaluation of portlofios.

Time required For ponifolio development.
Evaluation of portfolios.

Time required for portlolic development,
Standards lor portiolio evaluation,
Documenting student learning in portfolios.

Cuny York College

Dalhousic Universily
oane College

Fayetleville State
Harvard University
Manhattanviile College

Miami-Dade College
Murray State Universily

QOuerbein College
Saint Norbert College
San Dicgo Staie

Syracuse Universily
Texas A&M Universily
Tompkins Cortlarsl
University of Maryland
Univcrsily of Nehraska
Universily of Pitlsburgh
University of Wisconsin
York University

Provision of timely assistance in ponifolio develepment.
Time required for portlulio development. Staif up-take of
potifolio concepl.

Time required for portiolia development. Staff up-take of
portfolia concepl.

Staff frustration about their teaching experienced fram
portlelio developmen.

Time required for portiolia development and evaluation of
porifolios,

Slow progress in stall up-1ake of porfolio use.

Time required for portfolic development.

Stall up-take of perifulio vse.

Lack ef institutional support for pertlielio concept,
Resislance of staff,

Diversity of partfatios,

Resistance of slafT, Lack of lime amangst staff.
Evaluation of portfolios.

158



CONTEXT EVALUATION FINDINGS

Another issue ideatified from this unalysis concerned the adequacey of professional
development activities 10 assist staff with the preparation of portfolios (e.g. Ball
State University). On the other hand, five of the universities and colleges profiled
in Anderson (1993) (c.g. Evergreen Stale College, Gordon College) did not

specify any barriers Lo portfolio use within their institulions.

To determine barriers in the Custin context, the survey of acadesmic stalf in the
SON examined their perceptions of problems or disincentives they encountered in
appraising or improving their teaching practice. Some representative responses to

this aspect of the questionnaire are shown in Table 4-6, below.

Table 4-6 Barriers to improvement and appraisel of teaching in the SON
Respondent Response
A2 Some slaff scofl al the enthusiasm or methods nthers use in (rying 10 make their

teaching elficient and equitable.

Al Time - lack of it to learn new teaching methods. Also ather people's time
when requesting that they evaluate a lecture/ teaching sessicn so that
weaknesses are pointed oul,

Bl Power bascs cstablished by staff members withoul knowledge of cducation
discipline. *‘Anyonc kuows how to teach’. Lack of consultation with staff who
can advise on educational issues.

B2 Teaching commitnents probably interfere the most as well as other commitiees
cte. I personally would like greater epportunity for nelworking with several
other stalf 1o discuss current issues.

B3 Everyone seems to be so husy *doing’ that we don't have encugh time 1o reflect
on how we are doing, and how we might do it betier.

Bo Lack of time, Unable to schedule opportunilies 1o imprave teaching,

c2 The strong pull to have higher qualificalions — Masters and PhD's and the high
workload.

C5 Time, time and more time. Respect, Value. No rewards evident.
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Table 4-6 shaws that u lack of time featured suongly in the comments by staff, as
did the lack of rewards for teaching, Some of the comments suggested that the
respondents had olher priorities, such uas obtaining higher qualifications or
undertuking research. A few mentioned lack of opporunities for (euching

improvement or occasion to share expertise on tecaching within the School,

The context cvaluation, then, identified 2 range of opportunitics for program
development and & number of barriers and disincentives to program participation,
These findings assisted with the planning and design of the Staff Development

Program (SDF) as clahorated below.

INTEREST AND DEMAND IN THE SON

In order to determine the extent of interest within the SON for participation in
staff development activities relz'nc.d to leachiﬁg portfolios, a combined
questionnaire/ application form (Appendix 3.1) was distributed to 43 eligible
members of the academic staff in the SON, as outlined in chapter three. Responses
were received from 25 (38%) of staff surveyed. The cover sheet to the
questionnaire provided background details on teaching porifolios and some
information on the Teaching Portfolic Project (TPP). The survey sought the views
of staff on relevant issues, irrespective of whether they intended to participate.
Some of this data has been outlined previously in this chapter, The initial response
rate to this survey of staff was considered encouraging, in thut 58% of the eligible

academic staff in the SON responded to the questionnaire, and subsequently 18

161



CONTEXT EVALUATION FINDINGS

{41%) of these were found 1o contain expressions of interest for purticipation in

the SDP. Respondents were requested Lo indicate their reasons for participation,

sclecting from a range of options, as shown in Table 4-7,

Table 4-7 Rensons griven for |Jﬂl‘lil’.‘ip1:l'liﬂll in the Stafl Development Program {SDP)

Renson for Participalion

—

Nb, Lcarning Ireveloping  Dagminent Sharlng Learning Expluring Oiber
mare abutil teaching teaching {deus REY Wiys recagnillon
teaching skills strengihs ahant In evaleate  @nd reward
portfollos teaching teachlng al teaching
Al X X X X X'
_A_j_.._ .- e X “x " X
Ad_ - B At X X X X ¥
_;ﬁs - R X . x
;\6 % X g ol
B1 X X X
,l_l.i,..__ —g T e x .
.ﬁ_..____ - X R . X -
B4 . — SN, C g
B5 X X x" X X X
B -5 % g T g I
Cc2 X X X X X X
.,_,._,.C3 — g g —5 g & Ca
___C4 g e S g g -
G % X < I ¥ R
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The table shows responses from all staff who completed the questionnaire
irrespective ol whether they subsequenily ook part in the Staff Development
Program (SDP). Two groups of participants (A1-B7) later formed the two SDP
groups. Parlicipunts C2-C5 were (hose who had initially expressed interest in
participation but for various reusons (ie. other work commilments, loss of

contract) did not take part in the SDP,

From Table 4-7 it can be seen thal prospective participanis in the SDP were
primarily interested in Jearning meore about teaching portfolios (89%), closely
followed by an interest in decumenting their teaching strengths and exploring the
recognition and reward of teaching in the SON. Only half were interested in
sharing their ideas about teaching, whilst 61% indicated they would like to

develop their teaching skills and find new ways to evaluate their teaching practice.

Overall, the response rate and responses given to this aspect of the questionnaire
indicated that there was sufficient interest and demand in the SON to warrant
undertaking the proposed Staff Development Program (SDP}. The findings were
used in further planning of the SDP and assisted in determining program activities

and informing the program design.

SUMMARY OF CONTEXT EVALUATION FINDINGS

In accordance with the CIPP evaluation framework (Stuffiebeam, 1991) the

context evaluation built on the review of literature detailed in chapters one and
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two of this thesis. It sought to identify needs, barriers and opporiunities 1o inform
the design of the StallT Development Program (SDP) and unswer the central
résearch question of the Teaching Portfolio Project (TPP). The contex! evaluation
found that the use of teaching portfolios in the higher education sector was
introduced in response to three dominant needs both internationally and nationally
as revealed in a review and analysis of relevant literature and documentation.
These needs encompassed the improvement of practices and procedures
associated with the appraisal, improvement and recognition of teaching in

universities.

Appraisal of university teaching

A need to establish improved practices for the appraisal of uqivcrsity teaching for
personnel decision-making was the initial impetus for the introduction of teaching
portfolios, particularly in North American colleges and universities. At first, the
emphasis was on improving these practices by introducing lhe use of a broad
range of evidence of teaching effectiveness, rather than relying on measures such

as student appraisal of teaching as the sole source of information.

Portfolios, then, were seen to provide a mechanism by which teaching could be
accorded equal status with research through the adoption of a more formal peer
review process. That is, to adopt procedures for peer review of teaching based on
established practices for peer review of research. Finally, it was also found that a
number of institutions had introduced portfolio programs in response to calls for

more open discussion of teaching across the sector.
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Improvement of university teaching

However, it is alse evidenl that the use of porifolios in the late 19705 and early
1980s was given further impelus by an increasing scrutiny of universities from
government and other stakeholders, leading to demands for greater accountability
in academic work. These calls for greater accountability were coupled with the
demand for an improvement in the gquality of teaching in higher education.
Concerns aboult the poor quality of 1caching in some areas of the higher education
sector resulted in brc:'ik'mg down the notion of universities as ‘ivory towers’ and
above criticistn. Increasingly, key stakeholders demanded evidence of teaching

effectiveness, and portfolios were seen to be one strategy to address this issue.

Reward and recognition of good teacling

More recently, academic staff have indicated a need for universitics to review the
balance between institutional rewards provided for research, with those provided
for teaching, and to begin to view teaching os a scholarly activity, alongside
research activities. In Australia, this call was acknow!ledged and supported by the
Federation of Australian University Staff Association, who published a guide to
poertfolio development in 1987, Despite this initiative, it was to be some years
before the implementation of any formal portfolio schemes in Australian
universities. Nonetheless, in the absence of identifiable portfolio-hased programs,

there was still a general trend towards using evidence frem a variety of different

165



CONTEXT EVALUATION FINDINGS

sources in order to demonstrale teaching effecliveness and, it could be argued, this

was a pre-cursor to portfolio-based assessment of teaching,

Thus, a lack of recognition lor good teaching, coupled with 2 lack of salisfactory
approaches or strategies for lhe appraisal and improvement of teaching, emerged
as a theme throughout the course of this context evalvation. There appeared to be
2 need to redress these issues, and us outlined previously, teaching portfolio
schemes had been suggested as one way of achieving this. Portfolio-based
progzams also appeared to offer a promising framework for staff development
Era}érams. offering a collegial and disciplinary-specific approach to development

activities.

Need for improved teaching development practices

A review of the policies and practices al Curtin demonstrated that improved
practices for the recognition, improvement and appraisal of teaching were
required. For example, the University's strategic planning documents identified
that little progress had been made in this regard, at the time this context evaluation
was undertaken. However, the University did advocate the use of student
evaluation of teaching as part of the promotional process, along with appraisals
from peers and the head of school, although the procedures involved were not

clearly defined.

The Universities’ academic staff development unit within the TLG provided

support for applicants for promotion, aleng with advice and guidelines for
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documenting teaching. These guidelines recommended the use of a wide range of
supporting evidence to include with applications for promotion. Moreaver,
ulthough the documentation suggested that teaching was an important part of
prometion and review procedures, staff perceived there (o be an imbalance in the
institutional reward structure, which they thought favoured research over teuching.
Performance review of teaching was also not formalised and was at best, ad fioc in

approach, Thus, ¥ need for improved practices in all of these areas was evident.

Need for portfolios and related staff development

The need for improved practices for the appraisal and improvement of teaching
led a number of other institutions, particularly in the United States to move
towards staff development approaches based on teaching portfolios. The main
advantages of teaching portfolies appeared to be that they offered scope for a
more comprehensive approach 1o teaching development and appraisal, largely
because they drew together evidence from a number of different sources. They

were also seen to portray more accurately a teacher’s strengths and wenknesses,

A portfelie approach was also seen to lend itself to teaching improvement by
providing a mechanism for reflection that can lead to enhanced teaching practices.
Institutions where portfolios were used in the context of teaching awards or
honours claimed a rise in the profile of teaching. Portfolio preparation was also
seen to foster a more comprehensive and ‘scholarly” approach to the
documentation of teaching practice. Some argued this approach was more

comparable to that of documenting research activities and would help to redress
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the imbalance of institulional reward systems thal generally lavoured research.
Finally, in raising the profile of teaching and in documenting it more appropriately
it was thought thiat a scholarship of tcaching could be revealed, thus placing
greater emphasis on this aspect of academic work and leuding to greater

recognition of university teaching,

The need for related staff development activities to assist staff in the creation of a
teaching portfolio was established from findings that portfolios were a relatively
recent innovation in the higher education sector, and that portfolios had not
previously been used at Curtin or in the SON. Moreover, analysis of documented
experiences from other universitics and colleges implementing portfolio
programs, as well as discussions with key personnel in the SON, confirmed that

such a program would be both useful and necessary.

CONCLUSIONS

On the basis of the context evaluation findings, the questions to be addressed in
the input evaluation were reviewed and revised. As discussed in the next chapter,
“the input evalvation was primarily to determine the resources required and the
most appropriate strategies for implementation of the proposed Staff Development
Program (SDP). Based on the findings fram the context evaluation the following
decisions could be made with regard to further planning of the proposed SDP and

associated evaluation activities to be undertaken.
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Issues to be addressed in project planning

The findings [rom the conlext evaluation suggested thal a number of issues related
to teaching portfolios and their preparation would need 1o be addressed in the
plantning and implementation of a portfolio program. Moreover, if porllolios were
to be used by academic staff as an alternative or adjunct strategy for the appraisal
and improvement of their teaching practice, issucs such as i luck of incentive and
time for portfolio development would have to be taken into consideration in

planning a staff development program.

It was apparent from the experience of North Americun institutions where
portfolios had been implemented, from various reports on the Australian higher
education sector, and from other context evaluation findings, thal a lack of time
~and incentive was a significant barrier to the uptake of teaching portfolios by
academic staff. This finding was validated by the views of academic staff in the
SON who were interviewed as part of the context evaluation. Thus, heavy
workloads and lack of resources wete often cited as reasons why it may be
difficult to get teaching staff in universities invelved in staff development

activities.

The ‘novelty’ factor of teaching portfolios was also seen as being a barrier to their
implementation, as was the diversity of porifolio approaches and their structure
and content. Although there appeared to be interest in the portfolio program in the

SON it was evident that not all of those responding to the survey understood the
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teaching portfolio concept. Thus, there appeared to be i lack of understanding of
how portfolios could be used, or how slalf could benefit from being involved in
staff development activitics bused on portfolios, The different ‘models’ of
portfelio use and format evidersad in the literature was also seen o create the
potential for confusion thal would need to be addressed in planning a portfolio-

based staff development program.

Potential resistance by academic staff to the portfolio concept, especially with the
time pressures nofed above, was also identified as a potential barrier o staff
participat:ion in the proposed program. Qpposition to portfolios from some
quarters appeared to arise from a suspicion about how portfolios might be used or
evaluated, and, in this regard, was seen 1o be related to resistance by staff to any
form of performance appraisal. Nevertheless, the ‘novelty’ of portfolios and the
lack of well-developed criteria or standards by which portfolios were to be judged

in many institutions where they had been implemented, lent some credence to

- these concerns.

Some initial assumptions in program planning

On the basis of the context evaluation findings, it was decided that the optimum

approach to staff development of teaching portfolios in the SON would be to

adopt a collegial, group-based approach to portfolio development. Moreover, it

was constdered pnidenl to integrate portfolio development with existing practices
for the appraisal and improvement of teaching at Curtin. This appeared to be the

most efficient approach, as it would enable staff 1o review their teaching appraisal
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and improvement practices and ‘build” from this platform, It would alse allew for
the sharing ef expertise aboul these practices within the proposed SDP. It was
thought that this would assist in creating a 'eritical mass’ of staff in the SON with
;xpcnise in portfelio preparation and consequently begin a ‘dialogue’ on teaching

and a more scholarly reflcclivei\approach to teaching development in the SON,

\

Program Qbjectlves

The context evaluation findings suggested that the program’s objeclives would
need to incorporate provision for participants to be given clear explanations of
portfolios and their use. Moreover, an opportunity to become familiar with the
portfolio concept, due in part to the relatively recent introduction to the use of
teaching portfolios in the higher education sector, was another requirement. Thus.
the proposed objectives were initially quile broad in scope, and were seen to be
exploratory in nalure. The tentative SDP objectives were as follows:
» to introduce interested academic staff in the SON to the concept
of teaching portfolios and their use in documenting university
teaching;
» to explore the role of teaching portfolios in the appraisal,
improvemen! and recognition of teaching practice with input
from academic staff in the SON;
« 1o explore portfolio cunstruction as a strategy for professional
development of teaching practice with academic staff in 1he

SON;

» to encourage reflective practice and collegin]l discussions on
teaching arnongst participants in the SON, and
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+ o explore how portfolios might best be used in the SON und
within the University.

Y Resources and further information required for project planning

From the context evaluation findings it became apparent thal time constraints
would be a major barrier to project participation by academic staff in the SON,
and that the SON could not provide financial resources for the proposed prograrm.
However, the context evaluation also revealed that funding was available from
University Quality Funds, which funded staff development projects on a
competitive basis. Accordingly, it was detgrmined that funding would be sought
from the University in order to provide for time release from (eaching for SDP
participants. This was undertaken as part of the input evaluation of the Teaching

Portfolio Project and is detailed in chapter five.

Although the context evaluation established a case for the need to explore the role
of pprtfolios in university teaching, further information on the nature of portfolios
and associated professional development activities was required. Thus, other
informational needs identified during the context evaluation included a need for
further details of possible portfolio design {and contents) as well as information
on staff development strategies used to assist staff in the preparation of their
portfolios in other institutions. Thesc issues were addressed in the input eva[uatiolﬁ

described in the following chapter.




INPUT EVALUATION FINDINGS

Chapter Five

- .INPUT EVALUATION FINDINGS

We feel that the teaching portfolio is an excellent means aof improving
teaching. Our attitude toward the teaching portfoliv is encapsulated in
the title of Donald Schen's book on teaching: The Reflective

* Practitioner. We believe that all of our faculty should be “reflective
practitioners”: teachers who think consclously about the relationship
between pedagogy and their experiences as directors of student
learning. The advantage of the teaching porifolio is that it leads
Saculty to be thonghtful in their approach to teaching and to assume a
more flexible view toward pedagogy. (TPP Participant, PD7)

INTRODBUCTION

/

The findings from the context evaluation highlighted the potential benefits of

portfolio-based programs as a strategy for teaching improvement and appraisal of

" university staff. As noted in the previous chapter, and in the comments of the

program director {quoted above), portfolios were introduced in the sector partly to
encourage a more reflective and scholarly approach to tertiary teaching. The
confext c;a]ualion also identificd the need to elucidate the structure and content of
portfolios, as well as the need to provide professional development for staff in the
preparation of a portfolio. The input evaluation, therefore, was undertaken to
determine the most appropriste design for the proposed Staff Development

Program (SDP) at Curtin, based on available resources and findings from the

context evaluation,
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An input cvaluution is used 1o identify und asscss allernalive program stralegics

"
ot

and procedural desigr‘{;.;"?und system capabilities in terms of budgel and activities
(Stufflebeam, 1983). In the present study, Lhe input evaluation served Lo determine
the hutnan and rnaterial resources required for implementation of the SDP and the
relevance and feasibility of the Program’s procedural design. Thus, through the
input evaluation, the most appropriate scheme for implementing the SDP could be
determined, in light of findings from an evaluation of competing strategies,
similar programs, and available resources. In this regard, the input cvalnation
provided a basis for structuring the implementation of the preposed Program to
address the needs, opportunities and objectives identified in the context

evaluation.

Input Evaluation Questions

Accordingly, the main research questions for the input evaluation were as foflows:

.« What strategies, resources, and program designs have been used by dlrectorq
i1t nther institutions for professional development programs similar to thé
proposed SDP?

'+ How are portfolios constructed in terms of style and content, and how are they
assessed, in other universities?

« What resources are required, and gre sufficient resources available, to
implement the SDP in the School of Nussing (SON)?

»  What program design, strategies and activities will best address the objectives
of the SDP identified in the context evaluation?
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Criteria relevanl to the input questions focussed on whether the proposed
program’s structure, design, and activitics were feasible, and if the program had
the potential to meet ils objectives. [t was also necessary 1o delermine if the
available physical, material, and human resources were appropriate and g}dequale.
The procedures used to address the input evaluation questions invelved a survey
of directors of comparable portfolic programs, an examinalion of profiles of
institutions where ponfolios had been implemented, inlerviews with key
personiiel, and a survey of prospective participants in the SON. These methods

were fully outlined in chapter three. The findings are discussed below,

COMPARATIVE PORTFOLIO PROGRAMS

Findings from the context evaluation showed that of the twenty-five institutions
profiled in Anderson et al. {1993), seventeen (68%) used portfolios as part of their
staff appraisal processes. This analysis further revealed that twelve (48%) of the
institutions profiled used portfolios for improvement or recognition of teaching
purposes. It was also found that mast of the institutions used portfolios to serve
morte than one purpose, namely, in combinations of recognition, appraisal and

improvement of teaching.

More specific information on various aspects of the use of portfolios was explored
in a survey of pertfolio program directors in twelve North American universitics
and colleges listed in Edgerton et al. (1991), as described in chapter three.

Responses to an open-gnded questionnaire were received from program directors
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(PDs) in ninc institutions. Documents such as policy statements, a range of
materials for porifelio workshops, and articles on portfolios dccompanied seven of

the responses.

Purpose of Portfolio Programs

The first question asked the program directors (PDs) to comment on the purposes
for which ponfolics were used in their institutions. Relevant extracts from the
responses of pregram dirccturs".:s'urveyed are shown below in Table 5-1. As this
table shows, there was cansiderable diversity in the purposes for which portfolios
were used in these institutions, bearing out the findings from the context

evaluation discussed in the previeus chapter,

e,

N J:.}/

A number of those surveyed (s=e for example, PD2, PD& and PD8) emphasised
the benefits of portfolio use in terms of reflective practice for teaching
impravernent and self-assessment, QOthers stressed the use of porifolios as a
scholarly activity (PD8). It is also apparent from the responses that it was still
‘early days’ in portfolio uptake for some universities (PD 2 and PD5), and (hat in
others portfolios were used only in some cl-epanmenls or faculties. For example,
PD7 indicated that in his university responsibility for portfolio use was devolved
to the departmental and schoof level, whilst PD9 describes portfolio use just in the
Education Depariment, Finally, in four of the institutions surveyed, achieving

tenure was tied to portfolio preparation (PD1, PD3, PD4, PD6).
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Portlolio use in snrveyed institutions

Respondent
PDY

PD2

FD3

PD4

PD5

PD&

PD?Y

PDR

FD9

Response
Promotion, teture, appointment, awards, plus for leaching improvement,

We Teel that, in gencral, portfolias have value in promoting self-refiection about
teaching. This is the primary *use’ of portfolios, All linalists for the leaching
cxecllence awards each year are inviled to prepare portfolios for submission to the
awards sclection commitiee, Most Ninalists {usually numbering 17-20 individuals)
do prepare these.

Teaching portfolios are used throughout the College for the following decisions:
tenure (valled continuing contract in our system), promotions, Endowed Teaching
Chair awords {we have ] teaching chairs, Awardees hold a Chair for 3 years, 25
are awarded annually),

Uses of portfolios: pramotion, Lenure, meril awards, special teaching awards.

To date, I'm aftaid, our efforts are fairly basic and we do not use portfolios in any
formal way. Thzy arc nol, for cxample, used in the promotion and tenure process
and are merely recommended for use in job searches.

Primarily as a vehicle to enhance tenching- learning skills, 1o help instruciors
become reflective practitioners, Secondly, as a component of promotionflenure
applications.

It is important to stress that all decisions on adopting a teaching partfolio
requirement as part of the review for promotion and lenure, are made al the
departmental and school level. We hope that faculty will see their Teaching
Portfolio as a mirror of their teaching earcer, which reflects their success as
teachers through their consiant striving towards excellence.

Teaching porifolies arc more than a tucl to document teaching. The process of
porifolio development encourages faculty 1o reflect upon and access their teaching
praclices. When peers are involved in portfolio development il fosters mentoring,
cnhances teaching, at«d strengthens the revicw process.

...in order to engage facully in the process of continual self-directed grawih, to
interconnecl leaching and scholacly enquiry, and to place geeater weight in field
supervision as well as on other aclivities conducted in school settings, the Chair of
the Education Depariment found it niccessary Lo re-shape the College evaluation
process by creating a portfolic assessment plan,

Of related interest was the question of whether portfolio use was mandatory in the

institutions surveyed. As discussed in previous chapters, the uptake of portfolio

use had been quite slow across the sector. A review of practices for teaching

- improvement and appraisal in higher education, highlighted concerns related to

177



INPUT EVALLIATION FINDINGS

combining formative and summative evaluation praclices. For example, it was

sugpested that il the two purposes were combined, academic stall might be

reluctant to prepare a portfolio and the potentiul for leaching improvement may be

lost (Smith, 1995). On the other hand, others argued that portfolio nptake would

continue to be slow if their use was not mandated, given the competing pressures

on staff time (Cox, 1995). Responscs from those surveyed are shown below in

Table 5-2,
“Table 5-2 Mandatory versus voluntary use of portfolios in institutions surveyed
Respondent Response

D1 Mandatory in some acultics

P2 Faculty who are up for promotion may submit portfolias as supportive
documemation; however, porifolios are not required by any assisiam dean,
There is no effort under way al present Lo require portiolio preparation flor any
petsonnei decisions,

PD3 Partfolio use is mandatory

PD4 Portfolios are nol always called such, and are not uniform in format. In some
form, as parts of the annual review process, they are mandatery, bul the
material in them varics greatly.

PD5 Not mandatory

PD6 Voluntary

D7 The Faculty Teaching Excellence Progratm Izkes no part whaisoever in
deiermining policies concerning the 1eaching portfolio. We do indeed point
out to Chairs and Deans the advantages of the portfaliv, but only in relation o
our conception of it as an instrument to improve teaching, not as a mcans of
cvaliration S .

PD8 Porticlio development is a voluntary activity undertaken in the context of
pecr-mentoring.

PD9 Mandatory in the Education Department

The responses show that, as with portfolio use, there was variability between

institutions as to whether the use of portfolies was prescribed or voluntary and in
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some cuses there was vardubility within the institution. For example, PD1 and
PD% indicated portfolios were prescriptive [or a particular purpose or in particular
depariments. Five of the nine project directors surveyed indicated (hat the usc. of
portfolios was mundatory in their institutions, These five also penerally specified
that this was the cuse in certain contexis, such as for tenure or annval review,
Further analysis of the responses shows that portfolios tended to be mandated in
institutions where portfolios were used for staff appraisal purposes. For example,
PDM4 stated that portfolios were required for annual review processes, whilst PD
and PD9 said portfolios were mandatory in some faculties or departments for the

sumrmnative evaluation of staff,

* To summarise then, an analysis of the responses from directors of programs on the

use of portfolios indicated that portlolios were used for a range of different
formative and summative evaluation purposes in their institutions, ing_l&ﬁing
terure, promotion, awards and teaching improvement. The responses also
emphasised the potential benefit of using ﬁorlfolios for reflective teaching
practice. In situations where portfolios were used for staff appraisal purposes,

their preparation was generally mandatory.

Support for Portfolio Preparation
Another question in the survey of program directors sought to elicit data about the

nature of activities and support provided for academic staff in the preparation of

their portfolios, as shown in Table 5-3 below.
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Support for uendemic stalf with portfolio prepuration

Respondent

rDI
P2

PD3

PD4

PDs

PD&

PD7

PD3

PD9

Response

Waurkshops, institutes®, one-to-one consultations, prinl materials,

Faculty who wish to prepare them cun obtin information aboul portfolio
development from our affice and alse have administrative stafT review
and critigque drafts of portfolios.

Teaching Learning Centers provide workshops an portiulio preparation.
On larger campuses, facully rective compensation to ucl as resources for
their collengues. There is a lot of informal assistance as well.

‘The University Teaching and Learning Center has offered seminars that
people may take., More than thirty depariments {out ol about sixty total)
partictpated in a local Project on Rewarding Teaching. Departments
were provided with print resources and opportunities for discussions that
covercd varied sources of data for reparting on teaching philosophy,
practices, and outcemes.

...general materials (supplied® that we distribute to teaching fellows and
faculty members who are preparing their teaching credentials,

Director of Facully Development facilitates workshops and serves as a
“eoach™ in the portiolic building process,

We have instituled a Teaching Portfolio Consultalion Service which has
the primary goal of assisling facully members who are creating a
Portfolio for the first time. In creating their Portfolio faculty are guided
a5 hey develop a narative stalement of their approach to teaching. We
suggest thal they include an overvicw of their teaching from a historica]
perspective: winat their attitudes and techniques were whenr they began
teaching, how both have altered through expericace, and what aspects of
their teaching they would like 1o enhance in the coming years,

Parifolio development and teaching enhancement are facilitated through
an established mentering progeam. We. ., have found that the process of
shadowing is an efficicn and effective process for mentor preparation,
Whercin future mentors observe and interact with an ¢apertenced mentar
as they assist mentees in portfolie development.

Facully are encouraged to work with celieagues (peers, department
chairs, and leaching improvement specialists) in the preparation of their
porifolios.

VA brochure with detaits of the five-duy facufty fusiitute war atlached to tix response. The schedile was ar folfows:
Day 1, 9:10 - 12:00 imroductory Workshap: Recording Teaching Accomplishment, 1:00 — 5.00
Frvatoud oA ‘PG?{ﬁJﬁB'J IJ| 7

Day 2, 9:00 - 5.00 Individual consuliations with fucilitators, pecsonal portfolio devetopme ary

Day 3, 9:00 - 12:00 Consultations and perifalic development, 2:00 — 4230 Secand group

sessions; The Developing Portfolio: Peer consultonions;

Day 4, 9:00 - 5:00 Seconid round af individuat consutiifons with fucflivetos and furdier porgofio devefipment;
Duy 5, .00 — 12:00 Fordodin revisions, consultoiions as necersory. 12:00 = 12:30 Cluxing funcheon.
Discussion of the ‘process’ and the ‘outcame’. Preseniation of cerficeier of compfeion,

. *rhe materials provided inclided suggesifons on how 1o compife o teaching portfalio, the services avitilable to
asslai staff in developing thefr paryolie documenrailon, and references o basky and arieles with examples af

portfolios,
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This aspect of portlolie programs was of interest in the planning of the proposed
Stafl Development Program (SDP) in order 1o assess the efficacy of various
approaches and their potential for application in the Curtin context. This part of
the questionnaire, then, sought information on general aspecls of assistance
provided. Relevant extracts from the responses of program direclors Lo this

question are shown in Table 5-3 above.

'y
|

Their responses reveal that a ran;:ée of approaches had been adopted by the
institutions surveyed, to assist staff with the preparation of a portfolic. Support
services included the provision of workshops and seminars {PD1, PD3, PD4,
PD6), materials on how to compile a portfolio (PD2, PD4, PD35), as well as
individual consultations (PD7) and mentoring programs (PD8, PD9). PD3
mentioned that “faculty receive compensation to act as resources”. Detailed
programs of portfolio institutes (PD1) and seminars (PD4)} were provided with
some responses, as well as a range of brochures, policy documents and materials

from workshops.

A follow-up question to the program directors surveyed sought to determine the
extent of support provided for portfolio development, They were asked if the
support activities and programs provided in their institutions were group or
individually based, and whether they were interdisciplinary in nature. Extracts
from their responses are summarised in Table 3-4 below. As shown in this table,
" seven of the project directors responded to this aspect of the questionnaire. The

assistance provided to staff with the preparation of portfolios ranged from group
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workshops to individual consultations, although where specificd, most mentioned
group based, multi-disciplinary approaches, The time involvement for staff taking

patt in these programs ranged from two-hour sessions to five day workshops,

Table 5-4 Nature of support for portfolio preparation
Respandent Response
PD1 Workshops (3 hours), Institute (5 days)

Group, depatimental, and interdisciplinary,

PD2 Facully who wish 1o prepare them ean obtain information about portfolio
development from our office and also have administrative stalf review and
critique drafts of partfolios.

PD3 Workshops are approximalely 3 hours, Individual help as needed, Workshops are
siructured by portfolio type {i.c. promolicn vs. Endowed Chair} and are mixed
discipline,

PD4 Prograrns have been both individual and group based.

PD6 1% day workshops - interdisciplinary,

PD7 Individueal consultancy ~ time taker varies depending on individual facully nceds.,

P18 Generally 2 hour workshops.

What emerged from these responses was that the institutions surveyed had
responded in varipus ways lo providing assistance to staff for portfolio
development. Each university appeared to provide assistance with portfolio
preparation according to available resources, using centrulised or devolved
approaches depending on the particular slr.alcgy adopted. The responses also
highlighted the need to provide materials, guidance and information to assist staff

int portfolio preparation.
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Assessment of Portfolios
An understanding of the criteria and standayds against which portfolios cou]d be
”judgcd was important in this study, insofar as it aimed to explore how teaching
porifolios may be used for summative cvaluation of teaching. As discussed
previously, if good teaching is to be recognised or rewarded, it must alse be
delineated, that is, there necds to be standards to assist in the determination of

what constitutes teaching quality (see for example, Asheroft, 1995).

Table 5-5 Criteria and standards for assessiment of partfolios
Respondent Response
PD3 I have a large document* that details eriteria and procedures for submission,
i Commitlee review (*subsequenily obtained).
{ ,\r PD4 Each Depariment wil? be responsible for devel oping criteria,
PD6 No tormal standards.

- PD8 We are in the process of developing puidelines for portfolio assessment, involving
faculty who have prepared a portfolio. A portfolio asscssiment summary sheet is
atlached.

PDY9 Renewal, tenure, and promotion decisions involve a review of a cumulative
porifolio by the Education Department Evaluation Commiltee as well as by the
Chair,

Furthermote, knowledge of current policy and practice in the review of portfolios
would assist in the develepment of the proposed Staff Development Program, and
infarm the central research question of the Teaching Portfolie Project, Five of the
praject directors addressed questions about criteria against which portfolios were
assessed in their institutions, Relevant extracts from their replies are detailed in

Table 5-3 above,

183




INPUT EVALUATION FINDINGS

With the exception of PD3, where quite dutailed crileriu hud heen developed, this
data indicales thal the majority of institutions surveyed had not begun to tackle the
development of criteria by which portfolios were 1o be assessed. One reasen for
_ this was alluded 10 by 4 program director who noted, "Assessment of teaching has
always been a problemalic issue in our universily and ji is acknowledged that no
onc ‘universal’ method is aceepted” {PD8). The program directors were also '
asked if the eriteria or slundards used o assess portfolios in their instilutions were
based on institutional, departmental or disciplinary requirements. Responses to

this question are shown below in Table 5-6.

Table 5-6 Details of criteria and standards in other institutions

Respondent Response -
P Varies at level of depariments and lacultics.
PD3 Institutionally based,
PD4 Criteria differ greatly from department to department and college lo college,
PDR Criteria will differ depeading on purpose and departmental requirements.
P9 Departmental.

Of those addressing this aspect of portfolic assessment, all but one program
director indicated that the criteria and standards were departmentally or faculty
based. From the above responses, coupled with those outlined previously, it can
be ascertained that with the exception of PD3, the portfolio programs in the
institutions surveyed werc in many respects in their infancy. Given that these
institutions were considered ‘exemplars’ by the American Association for Higher

Education in 1991, the responses provided in 1996 in the context of the present
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sludy, indicate that many had made little progress in the implementation of their
portfolio  programs.  Another feature of the responses was that in the
impletentation ol portfolio programs in lhese institulions, combinations of
centralised and develved approaches were oflen adopted, Finally, the program
directors surveyed as parl of the inputl evaluation were asked to comment on the
benefits and disadvantages ;)f the portfolic programs in their institutions. This

question elicited a mixed response as shown in the extracts in Table 5-7 below.

Table 5-7 I’ros and cons of portfolio use
Respondent Response
PD1 Helps focues on, define, reward, effective teaching.
PD2 ...faculty whe have completed portfolios are our most vocal advocales of

portfolio construction, Most feel they hove gained considerable insights into
themselves [rem the process of developing these documents.

PD3 I'm alraid my opinion an the program is mixed. Conceptuatly, [ unreservedly
recommend the ponifolio as a vehicle for decision moking as wel! as a way the
College can display o nen- teachers internally and interested outside parties what
teaching REALLY entails. On the negative side many of our faculty deiest the
process af porilotio prepatalion. In my opinion the “bad press™ has 2 sources: (1)
the official College requirements for the portiolio contents and oreanization are a
little over zealous and result in oo much attention o the “busy work™ of pulling
ong together, masking the potential of their use as a self-refiective document lor
the faculty member. (2} unless all involved {faculty compiler, decision-making
administrators and commitiees) implement the spirit of the program, there is bad
decision-making with the portfolio being inappropriately hlamed for the resulis.

BD4 The value of the portfolio has also varied greatly from unil o wnit. [n my own
unit (English} there has been strong resistance to any systematic inclusion of dala
from peers.

PD& Portfolios have enhanced teaching-learning skills, tenure/ promotion applications,

and collegial communication about teaching-learning,

D7 We feel thot the (eaching portfolio is an cxcellent means of improving teaching.
Cur attitude toward the teaching portlolio is encapsulated in the title ol Donald
SchOn's book on teaching: The Reflective Practitioner. We believe that all of qur
faculty should be “reflcctive praciitioners”: 1eachers who think coensciously about
the relationship between pedagogy and their experiences as directors of student
learning. The advantage of the teaching portfolio is that it leads faculty 10 be
thoughtful in their approach 1o tzaching and 10 assume a wmore flexible view
toward pedagopy,

185




INPUT EVALUATION FINDINGS

Clearly, this question eliciled differing responses from the program direclors.
Some were more reserved in their endorsement of portfolios than others, The most
enthusiastic response was from PD7, who emphasised the potenliai for jpodtfolio
use to encourage reflective practice amongst academic stafl, Others, such as PD3
and PD4, highlighted some potential prablems in terms of staff resistance to the
concept. PD3J, in particular, cautioned about (he use of making the requirements
for portfolio use 100 cncrous. Since PD3’s institution was also identified as one of
the most advanced with the implernentation process, with detailed criteria for the
assessment of portfolios, the observation that the College requirements were “over

zealous™ resulting in “busy work™ takes on added significance.

In summary, although in the institutions surveyed portfoiio programs had been in
place for over five years, most had not formally integrated portfolio use with
institutional teaching development procedures. Moreover, although the number
involved in this survey was small, potential problems with the implementation and
evaluation of portfolios were highlighted, and useful materials and ideus were
obtained that could be applied in the design of the portfolio-based Staff
Development Program (SDP) in the SON. For example, as noted above, seven of
program directors surveyed supplied a range of materials with their respense,
Scnrtiny of thesc materials provided insight into potential strategies and activities
that coutd be adapted for the planned SDP, as detailed later in this chapter.
Finally, the responses outlined above and the accompanying matcrials aceentuated
the variability in approach to the construction and assessment of portfolios, and

confirmed the findings of the context evaluation which also demonsirated
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disparate institutional practices in providing support for siaff with the preparation

ofa portfolio,

PORTFOLIO STYLE AND CONTENT

In light of the variability of responses from the program direclors, a conlent
analysis of accounts of ponfoli use, detailed in Campus wse of the Teaching
Portfolio: Twenty-Five Prafiles, was undertaken to shed further light on issues
rc]aléé 10 the preparation and assessment of portfolios {Anderson, 1993). These
accounts were examined 1o ascertain practical and procedural aspects of portfolio
desipn in order to determine the most appropriate approach to adopt in the SON,
This analysis also helped to inform the structure and content of this study's
proposed Staff Development Program (SDP). As discussed in previous chapters,
there were numerous moclels of porifolio style and format in use across the higher
education sector. It was noted that, as more universities were moving towards the
use of teaching portfolios, individual institutions were developing their own
practices (Ramsden, Margetson, Martin, & Clark, 1995). This was also reflected

in the responses from program directors described above.

In an Auvstralian context, Moore and Smith {1994) identified four different styles
. of teaching portfolios in a draft guide for academic staff » the University of South
Australia, They described these as:

- anevalvated resume of teaching activities and achievement;

« adisplay of best wark;
» aself-reflective essay; and
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» reflections on selected work samples.

Moore and Smith (1994) go on to say that the particular style chosen will depend
to some exlenl upoh the reasons and purposes for compiling the porifolio.
Morcover, it was found in the context evaluation, that the move towards portfolio-
based documentation of teaching practice was at leas! in part precipitated by the
need to provide gvidence from 4 broad range of sources to assess teaching
performance.  Another impetus for portfolio use was a perceived need to
encourage academic staff to adopt a more scholarly and reflective approach to
their teaching practice. Such an approach also necessitated portfolio
documesntation from diverse sources. Items for inclusion in a pertfolio, then, were

many and varied, and often predicated on the style and purpose of the document,

In the following four sub-sections, exemplars of portfalios are shown, classified
according to the styles suggested by Moore (1995} from the accounts of portfolic
use described in Anderson (1993). Thus, the styles in use in these institutions are
illustrated by extracts from the descriptions of poitfolic design and contents

portrayed in Anderson’s (1993) profiles of campus practice.

Portfolios as Evaluated Resumes
Same of the institutions profiled by Anderson (1993} adopted portfolio desién and

content representative of Moore’s (1995) classification of portfolios, as an

evaluated resume of teaching activities and achicvements. Exemplats of this
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portfolio style ure shown in excerpts from accounts of pertfolio use at Doanc
Coliege and Harvard Universily, as follows.
Porttolios at Doane ure strzclured, Faculty follow the “Portfolio
Review Worksheet” contained in the Faculty Handbook, Iems for
inclusion are outlined under four calegories: scholarship {vitae,
official transcripts activity reports, record of attendance and
presentations al professional mectings, publications); teaching
{course objectivesfgoals, syllabi, tests); student performance
{student course cvalumtions, cxamples of student work/exums/
summaries, alumni cvaluation summarics); and college and
comumunity service (record of service on committees, new course/
program design, advisee evaluation summary). An evaleation sheet
filled cut by the dean on her first visit to (he instructor's classroom.
(Anderson, 1993, p. 19)
As shown above, portfolio use at Doane goes beyond the documentation of
teaching and learning. They alse included items related to research, scholarship,
and community scrvice. For each citegory, there is an evaluative component,
which for teaching comprises student and alumni evalualions. The integration of a
teaching portfolie with other aspects of academic work sels the Doane example
apart from others outlined in Anderson {1993), Nevertheless it can be classified
as an evaluated resume of teaching activities and achievements, as it contains

these elements, as well as extending the concepl to other sections of an academic

resume.

Another example of this portfolio style is illustrated by the way portfolios are
used at Harvard University Medical School. The move towards portfolios was
prompted by the need to recognise the contributions te teaching made by clinical
and laboratory staff in the Medical School. At Harvard, academic staff are

required to assemble twe sets of documents. One set includes information from
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others, such as evaluative information [rom students und peers, 'The other set
comprises materials assembled by the staff member. Thus, the Medical School
required their teacher-eliniciuns to document ieaching us detailed below.

Portlolios consist of 1wo sels of documents. One sel js assembled

from materials collected in the depaniment head's office, including

daly obtuined from swudent evaluations, evaluations by other

facully members, solicited letters and an cohanced vita, The

sccond set of materials is compiled by the fuculty member in the

form of self-reporl zbout her or his contributions that are local

.and  regional, national and international  contributions

(zducational and professional leadership), (Anderson, 1993, p. 33)
The information provided by Doane College, and the Harvard University Medical
School, show that in these institutions the portfolio requirements focus on a range
of items which are essentially evalvations of various aspects of teaching
performance that are based around a resume. The Harvard example, however,
raises another potential dimension of portfolio classification, that is, the personal
and public aspects of portfelio documentation. When used in u summative
context, staff portfelios would generally be open to public scrutiny by review
panels or committees. However, the use of two sets of documents, one maintained
by the department and the other compiled by the staff member, raises questions

concerning potential industrial issues related to privacy and freedom of

information about work performance.

In the Australian sector, despite continuing calls for accountability from some
areas, academic staff and the National Terliary Education Union would be
unlikely to find this approach to appraisal of teaching either acceptable or

appropriate. Nevertheless, the Harvard profile does comment on the fact that the

180



INPUT EVALUATION FINDINGS

procedures and criterin for ponfolios were developed in consultation with the
faculty, the udministration and the facully development office, suggesting that this

was acceptable to all purlies,

Portfolios as Display of Best Work

The notion of using a ponfolic to present materials representative of best
performance is in many respects in line wilh how portfolios are used by
professional groups such as artists or architects to display their work. Two
institutions where portfolios may be classified as a display of best work are
summarised below. At the University of Maryland, portfolios are used in the
selection of teaching award recipients, and in (his regard, would be expected to
reflect elements of exemplary teaching practice.

Each nominee receives a list of the criteria considered by (he

Excellence in Teaching Award selection committee: nomination

letter (s), statement of teaching philosophy, evideace of community

service, participation  in  faculty-devclopment  activities,

syllabifexams, peer visits, studeni evaluations, grade distribution,

and a recommendation from an assistant dean or prograin thanager.

{Andersen, 1993, p. 71)
Thus, at Maryland, the portfolio items are designed to showcase 1eaching at its
best, as shown by entries such as letters of nomination and recommendations from
colleagues, as well as evidence of efforts to improve teaching, These portfolios
also focus on learning outcomes through the inclusion of grade distributions.

Furthermore, the portfolio is prepared in relation to a list of criteria, and the items

are then used to support the claims made by the nominee against gach criterion.

191



INPUT EVALUATION FINDINGS

Structuring the portfolic in this way fucilitates compirison helween nominees, and

allows different aspects ol teaching performance 1o be assessed.

* Although portfolic items ure prescribed al Maryland, al Manhattanville College,
portfalios are used Jor leaching appraisul purposes and staff are free to select
items they constder representative of their best work.

Porifolio contents usually are conlained in a notcbook or large
accordion folder similar to those used for student portfolios. A
description of achievements, written by the faculty member,
prefaces the portfolio entries. There is no particular structure to the
porifelio nor any required items. (Anderson, {593, p. 351)
At Manhattanville, then, portfolio entries are used to support a written statement
of achievements. The contents are not prescribed and no criteria are provided
although they are used for teaching appraisal. A potential problem with this style
is that these portfolios are likely to include n wide range of materials, making
comparison between staff difficult, This contrasts with pertfolio use at Maryland
where, as noted above, portfolio entries are selected against the eriteria for the
Excellence in Teaching Award. On the other hand, the cxample from
Manhattanville points to the flexibility attributed te the portfolio concept. That is,
staff can portray their work in different teaching contexts, at different academic
levels, and across various disciplines. Nevertheless, at both institutions, the

portfolio style can be classified as a display of best work, albeit for different

purposes.
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Portfolios as A Self-reflective Essay

Accounts from universilies where stafl wre encouraged o use portfolios for sell-
reflection are exemplified in excerpts from universities such as Weslern Michigan
and Ball Stale. The potential for portlolios to encourapge reflective lcaching
practice in universily stafl’ has been diseussed previously, as have the reasons for
why this was considered important by universily administrators. Al Weslern
Michigan staff are required 1o compile a range of items in their portfolios that
include:

evidence of several different aspects of reflective practice: (1)

items that show a grasp of course content, ¢.g, lesson plans,

handouts, quizzes, exams; (2) iteras that demonstrate teaching

competence and student legrning, e.g., studenl papers, student logs,

peer observations; and (3) personal observations and reflections,

e.g., notes and comments from conferences with the TA

supervisor,.,..[Jand] a personal reflective statemnent. (Anderson,

1993, p. 97}
The example from Western Michigan emphasises the requirement to demonstrate
a scholarly approach to documenting teaching, through reflection on work
samples, and to articulate the thinking behind teaching practice, At Ball State the
portfolic contents highlight the relationship belween reflection and teaching
development, as follows:

contents are dictated by individual nceds. Supgested items

inclode...statement of teaching philosophy...self-evaluation of

teaching... syllabi; teaching grantsfawards; student and peer

evaluations; ...course ...development and innovaiions.  For

faculty-developrment purposes...reflections on, and analysis of,
methods and objectives is stressed. (Anderson, 1993, p. 8)
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The Ball State model encourages self-reflection and analysis on various aspeels of
teaching practice such as teaching methods and sirategics. In the universitics
profiled above, portfolios wre primarily uwsed for (eaching enhancement or
formalive cvaluation purposes. Henee, portlolio contents tend to be developed on
the basis of individual needs, That is, areas in which improvement is required
help to determine the focus and content of this portfolio style, However, as with
previous portfolio styles, the University of Weslern Michigan is more prescriptive
than Ball State, showing that within cach style there appear to be a range of

prescribed items.

Portfolios Reflecting on Work Samples

This style of portfolio s similar to that adveeated by Edgerton et al. (1991) who,
under the auspices of the American Association for Higher Education, provided
examples of reflection on work samples from a range of discipline ureus. Al York
College, one of the senior colleges of the City University of New York (CUNY)
system, staff are advised to model their porifolios, at least in part, on this

document. According to the CUNY profile:

The current model calls for the following entries: (1) a "framing
statement,” indicating the individunl's teaching roles and
responsibilities...(2) a  personal, reflective/  philosophical
statement; (3) two cntries buill around a work sampie (e.g.,
syllabus, student paper, handouts), accompanied by reflective
commentary explaining the thinking behind the work sample
{entries modeled on examples in AAHE's The Teaching Portfolio);
(4) two entrics that provide evidence from others {e.g. student
rafings, letters from students, peer visitation reporis); {5) an
enhanced curriculum vita; (6) a letter to the reader. .. if appropriate
{Anderson, 1993, p. 10). It
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The CUNY model overlaps with other portlolio categorics, both in terms of the
requirements and foeus, For example, this style resembles the portfolio as an
evaluated resume. [t requires both a curriculum vitae and student evaluations of
teaching. However, a distinctive feature of this povtlolio style is the emphasis on
illustrating the rationale and approach lo teaching practice through entrics that

show reflection on syllabi and course malerials,

Another example of porifolio design, that exemplifies Moore's (1995}
classification of reflections on work samples, is at Gordon College. There,
portfolio requirernents centre round reflective samples and syllabi:
Portfolio development follows some of the guidelines put forth by
outside sources and consultants, but the main thrust of portfclios is
reflection on “lessons learned” at Gordon College. Required
entries include reflective samples and syllabi. Optional jtems
include videotapes and examples of specific teaching exercises.
Additional suggested items inclede course evaluations by peers and
students and Lhe dean’s evaluation. {(Anderson, [993, p. 31)
Evaluative materials from peers and students were congidered ol sccondary
importance at Gordon College, in contrast to other portfolio styles described
above. The emphasis and focus of portfolios here is reflection en, and sbout, ane’s
teaching practicc. However, at the University of Minnesota, as detuiled below,
staff are required to provide primary documentation (which may be considered the

‘raw’ data) of work samples, and staff reflections on these as seconﬂﬁry

documentation.
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Primary documents are hose produced in the act of teaching:
syllubi, assignments, stwdemt  work  samples,  examinations,
Secondury documents ure those that reflect on primary documents:
pecr-observation reports, teaching journals, goal and philosophy
statements. (Anderson, 1993, p. 74)
As shown in the cxamples above, some variability was evidenl amongst the
portfolio style designed to encournge staff rellection on sumples of their work. As
with olher partfolio styles, the classification was not straightforward. It was also

apparent that Moore's (1995) classification of portfolio types was not exhauslive,

and other potential medels could be identified.

Other Portfolio Styles

A number of other portfolio styles were evident from the analysis of Anderson’s
(1993) profiles of campus use of portfolios. In some institutions, the portfolio
requirements emphasised the establishment of goals or abjectives for teaching as
part of portfolio preparation. In the context of a formative evalualion approach to
teaching development, portfolio preparation can motivate staff in the
establishment, monitoring and achievement of goals. One such example of
portfolio style is exemplified in the fellowing excerpt from Otterbein College.
The Education Depariment’s guidelines for portfolios require the
following entries: (1) an outline of objectives for teaching,
scholarship, and service to the depariment, college, community,
students; (2) descriptions of how these objectives can be
accomplished and the support needed to fulfill them; (3) evidence
or materials that show wuays of accomplishing goals, and (4} a
narrative summarizing whether or net pgoals were met. The

department chair recormmends that reflective pieces on teaching be
included, as well as peer reviews. (Anderson, 1993, p. 44}
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Al Otterbein, staff are required (o set objectives lor their waching, deseribe how
they witl attain them, and demonstrale wheiher the objectives luive been met. This
institution also recommends the inclusion of o reflective component in their
portfolios, On the other hand, at Syracuse University in another example of goal
orientated portfolis, w less prescriptive model is exemplified. Here, suggested
partfvlio entries revolve around the achicvement ol teaching poals.

There is no university-wide preseribed madel for the 1eaching

portfolie, The Center for Instructional Development suggests

entries that convey information aboul the teaching context; a

statement of current goals; an action plan (o be worked out with the

chairy and cureent evidence of the achievement of teaching goals

{Anderson, 1993, p, 56)
The Syracuse model has the advantage of allowing schools and departments 1o
determine thetr own portfolio entries, as considered appropriate lor their teaching
context, O lhe other hand, this style nuy make the comparison of ponfolios from
stafT in different departments problematic, and may preclude university-wide
comparisons. For some purposes, such as departmenial review, this may nol cause
a problem, however, in (he context of university-wide teuching awards, difficultics

may urise.
Finally, a further dimension 1o portfolto classification is noted in the University of

~ Wisconsin’s model, which describes the use of a course portlolio, albeit in an

early stuge of development,
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As yet, no standard guideline for portiolio development exists, One
ntodel being explored is the "course portiolio™. [This] focuses on 4
single course und includes (1) a slalement indicating  the
relationship hetween the professor's waching poals ind his or her
ingtructional practices; (2} lhe course sylkibus;, (3} examples of key
assignhments and leiming activities; (4) samples or summaries of
student work; (5) student feedback on teaching and fearning in the
courses and, {6) a sell-assessment statement. (Anderson, 1993, p.
88)
The portfolio style in use at Wisconsin, although not standurdised, focuses on the
attuinment of goals but in the context of a course, rather than on the individual
instructor, This style has the advantage of enabling a (caching tcam to compile a
portfolio, and encourage more discussion on teaching amongst colleagues. In this
regard, the Wisconsin model has the potential to encourage a more collaborative

and collegial approach to teaching development by reflecling the attainment of

individual achievement in relation to course goals.

What becomes apparent from the above analysis of portfolio styles is that the
classification of portfolios is not clear-cut. A number of the institutions profiled
in Anderson (1993) described portfolios comprising elements of more than one
portfolio type. For example, at Otterbein College, staff are obliged to outline
teaching objectives and their attzinment. They may include teaching reflections,
Similarly, the CUNY medel contains elements of the evaluated resure and

reflection on work samples.
On the ather hand, in all the profiles examined, there were certain iterns included

in portfolios, such as a personal statement of teaching roles and responsibilitics,

and student evaluations, In this regard, 49 possible items for inclusion [isted in
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Edgerton et al. {1991), provided i useful basis from which to consider portfolio
entrics. Nevertheless, with respect to the question of what should be includel in a
porttolio, Anderson (1993). caiitions against the use of what he terms, “a panridge-
in-u pear-ree porifolio”, in which prescribed entries include one syllabus, two
student papers, and so on. He notes that grounding portfolio develepment around
the use of categories of itemy for inclusion is o *modest” and ‘[oasible’ way to start
in the development of a portfolio program, but not where one would want to end.
What is wanted in the longer term are portfolios that refiect some
campus or departmental agreement {no doubt evolving and always
under discussion) about what effective teachers know and can do.
(Anderson, 1993, p. 5)
In the present study, the ‘conventional’ categories of portfolio items described in
Edgerton et al., {1991) such as the products of good teaching, material from
oneself, and information from others, were incorporated in the design of the Staff
Development Program (S8DP), The categories were used to focus the group
discussions and to begin a dialogue on what constitutes good teaching in the SON.
That is, the categories were adapied [or use in the SDP to explore how portfolio
entries may relate to different portfolio styles, and to inform program participants
about a range of approaches to portfolio construclion. As described below, this
formed the basis of some of the activities in the SDP. Therefore, the most
appropriate content and related activities to explore this aspect of portfolio use in
the proposed SDP was ascertained from the analysis of portfolio styles and

relevant literature,
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ASSESSMENT OF PORTFOLIOS

Part of the input evaluution required a broader perspective on citrrent policies and
practices in the assessment of portfolics in instilutions with established portfolic
programs, This was pained [rom a review of the profiles of portfolio nse in
Anderson (1993} and the survey of directors of compurative programs detailed
above. Anderson peints out that “ft has become a trism of pe:tfelio use that
putting them together is easicr than knowing “what 1o do with them once you've
got them” (1993, p. 3). He goes on to note, that based on his observations of
institutions he had visited and the profiles of campus use of portfolios, this precept
was not botne out, and that on some campuses:
the process of reviewing porifolios has prompted a desire to
specify ‘“criteria of excellence” by which lo judge faculty
perfformance, plus a new interest in discussing and clarifying
standards, {Anderson, 1993, p, 3)
Thus, an analysis of the profiles revealed that as with the institutions surveyed,
these campuses were at varying stages in the development of policy and practice
for portfolio assessment. Pertinent findings from this analysis, focussing on the
development of criteria against which portfolios were assessed and related review

procedures, are discussed below,

A number of the universities and colleges profiled in Anderson (1993) indicated
they were cugrently exploring issues around the review of portfolios. For example,
Ball State University said there was considerable discussion surrounding the use

of teaching portfolios for personnel decisions, and that a oumber of issues
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regarding portfolio evaluation were stll to he resolved. Similarly, Murray State
Universily said some depariments were currently develaping criteria for portfolio
assesstment, whilst it Dulhoumc:
no standardized criterin exist for the evaluation of leaching
portlolios. Departments have their own puidelines and are al
different stages of outlining criteria. (Andersen, 1993, p. 17)
This was also the case al the Greensburg Campus of the University of Pittsburgh,
Evidently these institutions were in the early stages of porifelio use, and still in
the process of developing criteria for porifolio assessment.  Also they
acknowledged the need lo develep criweria and standards for portfolio evaluation
and were taking steps 1o resolve this situation. Moreover, at Yerk University,
there were ne guidelines “since they are still too new. At this peint, an overall

assessment of the dossicr is made™ (Anderson, 1993, p. 103).

However, in institutions 't'#herc portfolios were used for appraisal purposes
(Murray State, University of Pittsburgh and York University), the need for criteria
was more apparent. In these institutions judgements about portfolios tended 10 be
based on a review typically undertaken by an individual or a committee. What is
not clear from these accounts is the basis of the decision-making process. Given
that porifolios were a relatively recent innovation in higher education, in the
absence of clear guidelines or criteria, personnel decisions using portfolios could
prove problematic. Nevertheless, from information provided in Anderson (1993) it
appeared that some institutions had made progress in the development of eriteria

for the evaluation of portfolios.
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At CUNY York College portfelios were evaluated according to the sume crileria
that are used across the CUNY system, mandated by o collective bargaining unil.
At Manhattanville College the criterion for evaluating portlolios was excellence,
determined by a Faculty Status Committee. Western Michigan University

evaluaied teaching portfulios according 1o three criteria:

(1) the clear articulation of goals for the course and the particular

students being taught; (2) the skill and imagination with which the

TA achieves these goals: and (3) the extent 0 which the TA’s

goals and strategies fit departmental expectations and reflect

current thinking about the teaching of composition (Anderson,

1993, p. 97).
What emerges from these accounts js that these institutions were at varying levels
of sophistication in portfolio assessment, ranging from those at Manhattanville
College where criteria were deseribed as one of (undefined) ‘excellence’, to

Western Michigan University which expounded several criteria in relation to

course goals.

Finally, in a number of the institutions profiled, portfolios were either not used for
summative evalvation purposes or they had not considered the issue of portfolio
review, Thus, Texas A&M University noted that, for promotion and teaure, staff
were not required to prepare a pertfolio, At Tompkins Certland Community
College where portfolios were used as part of a teacher certification program and
mentoring program, it was participation in these programs that was reviewed

rather than the portfolio per se. Also, at the University of Minnesota and
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Syracuse Universily portlolios were used primarily for teaching development and
were nol subject 1o formal appraisal. In these institutions no systematic allemnpt
had been nuule to develop criteria and it appeared that portfolios were used
primarily tor teaching improvement purposes. [L emerged from this analysis that
where portfolios were not used for personnel decisions, there was less urgency to

develop standards or eriteria for portfolio assessment.

The accounts of institutional approaches outlined above are representative of the
tesponses these campuses had made to the evaluation of portfolios. Clearly,
portfolio assessment appears to be one area of portfolio use requiring further
exploration, especially as one of the propounded benefits of portfelio use is that it
leads to better decision-making about the evaluation of teaching performance
(Centra, 1993; Neumann, 1994). With regard tc the proposed Staff Development
Program (SDP) the above findings were used to inform and structure the activities
around the establishment of criteria against which portfolios developed in the

School of Nursing (SON} could be assessed.

RESQOURCES FOR PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

Part of the input evaluation of the Teaching Portfolic Project (TPP) involved
determining and obtaining appropriate resources to conduct the Staff
Development Program (SDP). Resources deemed necessary to conduct the

proposed SDP were as follows:
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Physical und material resonrces — Physical resource requirements for the SDP
included a suitable venne and equipment such as whitchoards and overhead
prejectors. Malteria} resources included program folders and contents and the
preparation and printing of questionnaires, activity, and feedback sheets for

program sessions as described in chapter three.

Human resonrces - Human resource requirements included a program direclor
and session fucilitator, as well administrative support for conducting the
proposed SDP. As discussed in chapter three, the researcher adopted the roles
of director and (acilitator, and the SON provided administrative suppbn.
Program participants were another resource, and their pariicipation required
the cooperation of those responsible for the allocation of’ workload in the

SON’s teaching programs.

Financial resources — As described in chapter three, funding was obtained
from the University for time relcase for academic staff in the SON 10
participate in the staff development program. The funding allowed for 192
hours of staff replacement. Other costs associated with the program, such as

the researcher’s time and material costs were to be bome by the SON,

Informational resources — The findings of the context and input evaluations
provided a range of resources in terms of information regarding portfolio use,
as well as materials used in similar programs in other higher education
institutions. Thus, the analysis of policy and practice undertaken in these
evaluations provided information on teaching portfolio use across the sector,
and subsequently helped to shape and determine the content and activities

undertaken by the participants during SDP sessions.
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Bused on resources identified and acquired as part of the conlext and inpm
evaluations, it was determined that adequate and apprepriale resources were

available to finalise the SDP's pracedural design and hegin implementation.

PROGRAM DESIGN, STRATEGIES AND ACTIVITIES

The SDP was designed to facilitate the achievement of a number of objectives as
outlined in chapter four. These objectives, determined in the context evaluation,
were:
+ to introduce interested academic staff in the SON to the concept of

teaching portfolios and their use in documenting university teaching;
+ to explore the role of teaching portfolios in the appraisal, improvement

and recognition of teaching practice with input from academic staff in

the SON;

« to explore portfolio censtruction as a stratepy for professional
development of teaching practice with academic staff in the SON;

» toencourage reflective practice and collegial discussions on teaching
amongst participants in the SON; and

s+ to explore how portfolios might best be used in the SON and within

the University.
Aspects of the context and input evaluations, then, involved the development of a
feasible program design and suitable strategies and uctivities for the altainment of
SDP objectives. A survey of academic staff in the SON was conducted to
deten_'r_line the practi:cability and appropriateness of the procedural design. The

survey, details of which seere provided in chapter three, elicited information about

T



INPUT EVALUATION FINDINGS

the preferences of prospective participunts with regazd 1o the structure of various

aspects of the progrum.

Information from Prospective Partlcipants

Responses to this survey (Appendix 5.1) show that finding common free time was

difficult given the high teaching foads and other commitments of staff, Hq_‘wwer,

it was considered critical to the successful implementation of the program to
accommodate all interested staff. Based on the information provided by
prospective participants two program groups (A & B) were formed to meet on

Wednesdays and Thursdays from 12-2pm.

Participating staff were alse requested to indicate whether they wished to take part
on an individual or group basis, and the size of group they preferred to work in
(Appendix 5.2), Most staff indicated either no preference, or chose to be in a
group of between 6-8 individuals. As this group size was feasible, in line with
similar programs, and could be managed within the available budget, it was
decided to conduct the SDP with two groups of seven participants each. It should
be noted that two staff members who indicated they preferred to work in a small
group, or individuatly, were contacted before the program gommenced. The
rationale for the program design and hence the reason for the proposed group size

was explained. Both indicated they still wanted to take part in the SDP.
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Finully, prospective participants were also canvassed as 1o the amount of time
they would be willing to commit to 1ake part in the proposed staff development
activities (Appendix 5.3}, Four staff indicated onc hour weckly, three suggested
. two hours weekly, and seven indicated a preference Jor two hours on a foripightly
basis. Given the previously mentioned constraints, the program scssions were
conducted on a two-hour fortnightly basis. Thus, the SDP was structurcd to
accommodate the requirements and preferences of participaling staff. Other
aspects of the program's design were established from discussions and interviews

of staff in the SON.

Discussions with Key Personnel

During the course of the input evaluation, discussions and interviews were
conducted with key personnel in the SON to ascertain the accessibility of
resources and to elucidate aspects of the procedural design. The Head of ‘School
indicated resources such as the venue and administrative support would be made
available. She also suggested that the SDP be put on the agenda for a meeting of
the SON's Management Committee to seek support for the program and the
cooperation of other department heads. Members of the Management Committee
were generally enthusiastic in their endorsement of the proposed program at this

meeting, and arrangements for the time release of participants were put in place.

On the recommendation of the Management Committee, the researcher attended a

meeting of the School’s Staff Development Committee to outline the proposed
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SDP and (o presery’; the findings of the survey of SON staff. The researcher ulso
sought the Committee's views on aspects of (he program design, such as the
number of sessions and the content 1o be included in the sessions, Members of the
Slafﬁ-:;?Pc\'c]opn1cnt Commitice made i number of useful suggestions, L wus
suggested the program be spaced over the course of a semesier so that staff
participating in the SDP could incorporate a variely of teaching activities and
assessments in their portfolio preparation, They also invited the researcher to

address the Committee on completicn of the SDP,

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In summary then, the survey of directors of comparable programs in other
institutions coupled with a content analysis of accounts of portfolio preparation
and assessment at other universities and colleges, found a broad range of
professional development program designs had been implemented. There was
considerable variety in the strategies used in other institutions to assist staff in the
preparation of their portfolios and the nalure and extent of assistance was diverse.
These findings concur with those of others researching portfolio use in higher
education (Centra, 1993; Cerbin, 1994; Gibbs, 1992; Katz & Henry, 1993; Seldin

et al., 1990).
It was also apparent from the input evaluation that staff developers and

administraters in higher education were engaged in a robust and vigorous debate

and exploration of issues surrounding the use of portfolios. This was particularly
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the case in the United States where the American Associalion of Higher Educalion
{AAHE) championed the introduction of porifolios and published details of
porifolio use on different campuses (Anderson, 1993; Edgerton et al., 1991) which
proved a useful resource for this evaluation. Consequently, aspects of lifiLE input
evaluation of the present study focussed primarily on detuils of portfolio use in
American universities and colleges. However, there were a growing number of
advocates for portfolio use in Austrulian higher education (Baker, 1995; Ramsden
& Manrtin, 1996; Wijesundera, 1993) and across other sectors and teaching and
leaming contexts (Loughran & Corrigan, 1995; Wildy & Wallace, 1998; Wolf,
1994). Evidently, there was sufficient scope and flexibility in the portfotio

concept for institutions to develop programs tailored to their own needs and

priorities.

From these findings, the design for the proposed Staff Development Program
(SDP) emerged. The design incorporated a range of strategies such as collegial
discussion and group-based activities to address the objectives of the SDP and
accommodate the needs of prospective participants. These strategies were deemed
the most appropriate for the SDP based on the information obtained from other
pregram directors and the preferences and reasons for participation obtained frem
the survey of academic staff in the SON. Development of the SDP was further
informed through an analysis of portfolio style and content adopted in other
institutions. This analysis showed considerable variation in portfolio style and
content between institutions and indicated that most in.s:l'i"lulions were adapting

portfolio requirements to suit their own needs. Other elements of these findings
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were dlso incorporated into program aclivities and mterials as discussed in Lhe
following chapter.  Finally, the practicability and feasibility of the design was
determined (rom an inventary of available resources, through procuring additional

resources, and from information obtained from stalT in the School.

That is, the procedural design and program activities were determined from: 4
survey of program directors of comparable programs; the analysis of portfolio use
in other institutions; discussions with key personnel; responses to a survey of
academic staff in the SON; and, an inventory of available resources. Using the
information obtained in the course of the input evaluation, the Staff Development
Program (SDP) was designed to maximise the achievement of program objectives
and the use of resources. The SDP aimed lo cnable participants to have the
epportunity to prepare a pertfolio in a collegial and supportive environment. The
size and timing of groups was also designed to be conducive to the aims of the

SDP.

In additien to informing the development of the SDP, the Teaching Portfelio
Project {TPP) also aimed to explore the role portfolios might play in the appraisal
and improvement of teaching in the SON. A number of the activities undertaken
in the SDP (for example, exploring portfolio style and content with the
participants) thus served a dual purpose. Furthermore, the Teaching Pertfolio
Project (TPP) also aimed to obtain a better understanding of the use of portfolios
within a university setting. Another aim therefore, was clarification of the role of

portfolio preparation in professional development programs. In this regard, it is
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worth mentioning again, that the participants in the SDP were fully informed at all

stiges of their involvement in the program of 1he purpose of the Teaching

Partfolio Project, namely:

+ to explore the role of porifolios in the appraisal, improvement and recognition
of university teuching; und

» to determinc the usefulness of portfolios as a strategy for professional
development in teaching,

It was.therefore clear to participants they were taking part in a research study on

the design, implementation and evaluation of a portfelio-based Staff Development

Program (SDPF) in which issues surrounding portfolio use were to be explored.

Based on the information obtained from other program directors, a survey of
prospective participants, an inventory of resources, and findings from relevant
literature the implementation of the proposed Staff Development Program (SDP)
could begin. In accordance with the CIPP evaluation [ramework the
implementation and conduct of the SDP was evaluated by means of a process

evaloation. The findings of the process evaluation are described in the following

chapter.
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Chapter Six

" PROCESS EVALUATION FINDINGS

I'm just finding it very excitiug. I'm getting a ot more insight into
things that we do. It's clarifying a lot in my mind when [ sat down
and I thought... what things do I do to enhance my teaching. I put this,
this, and this, down and then... you sce a lor more... some of the
things that F've saved for no good reasen, they’ve sal in the bottom of
the drawer, cards and different things that studenis have sent. just
deeper insight into what's going on with the students and how we can
improve the process of teaching a lot more. (SDP Participant B22')

INTRODUCTION

The conte;ct evaluation established a need to review practices for formative and
summati;e evaluation of teaching within the School of Nursing (SON) and found
that professional development based on the use of teaching portfolies had been
introduced in a number of universities to address this need. The input evaluation
identified that appropriate and adequate resources were available to conduct a
portfolio-based program and there was sufficient interest and demand for
participation amongst staff to warrant the implementation of the Staff
Development Program (SDP). The input evaluation also provided background
information on various issues related to porifolio use to inform the SDP content

and activities. Based on these findings, the most appropﬁate design for

! Refers to participant group (A or B); Participant code no, 1-7; Session ne. ie. B22 is Group B,
Participant 2, Scssion 2.
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implementatien of the praposed SDP was determined, which, in accordance with

the CIPP eviluation framework, was evilualed in the process evaluation,

A proeess evaluation, as the name suggesls, examines the procedures involved in
the implemeniation phase of a progrum. According to Stulflebeam und Shinkfield
(1985), a process evaluation enables the rescarcher to identify defecls in lhc“
design and implementation of u program, and record and judge procedural events
and activities. Thus, the proccss evaluation phase makes it possible to detect
potential and actual problems during program implementaiion and determine the
mietits or otherwise of the procedural plan by monitoring and observing program

activities.

Process Evaluation Questions

The central questions to be addressed in the process evaluation were as follows:

'« Was the Staff Development Program (SDP) implemented according to
plan?

» How useful were program activities, tasks and strategies in terms of
facilitating portfolio construction?

+ Were the program objectives uddressed and were participants satisfied
with the SDP sessions?

»  What suggestions can be made for improvements or changes to the SDP
and further program development?

Criteria against which the process findings were judged included detetmining the

appropriateness and effectiveness of program activities and design, the exlent to
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which program objectives were obtained, and the strengths, weaknesses, costs and

benefits of the program processes and procedures,

Procedures for the collection and analysis of process evaluation data included: the
administration of various questionnaires and feedback forms to ascertain the
reaction of participants to program sessions. They also involved participant
observation, the maintensnce of a journal to record program attendance, aclivilies,
and observations of group interaction and participation, and audie 1ape-recording,
transcription and analysis of transeripts of SDP sessions. These methods are fully

described in chapier three.

In accordance with findings from the context and input evaluation phases of this
study, two groups (A and B) of seven academic staff were formed. Each group
met fortnightly in two-hour sessions for a series of seven sessions of staff
development activities based on the preparation of teaching portfolics. The overall
aims of the Teaching Ponfolio Project (TPP) were to explore the role of teaching
porifolios in the appraisal and improvement of university teaching, and in the
ﬁmfesx.ional development of academic staff. Moreover, 2s noted in the previous

chapter, the specific objectives of the Staff Development Program (SDP) were to:

« introduce participants to the concept of teaching portfolios;

« explore with participants the role of teaching portfolios in the
appraisal, improvement and recognition of teaching practice;

» investigate the process of portfolio construction as a strategy for
professional development of teaching practice;
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» encourage reflective practice and collegial discussions on teaching
amongst patlicipants in the SON; and

« consider how portfolios might best be used in Ihe SON and within
the University.
Muaterials provided to participants before the commencement of the SDP
comprised details of the project aims, as weil as selecied materials on teaching

porttfolios (detailed in chapter three).

The process evaluation findings are described balow, and, unless stated otherwise,
findings from the two SDP groups have been combined. This was done because
an initial scrutiny of the data indicated that in most respects there were few critical
differences between groups A and B and hence no benefit in describiog the

process of the groups separately.

PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

'The program for the staff development sessions was developed over the course of
the context and input evaluations of the Teaching Porifolio Project in accordance
with the CIPP model and diseussed in the previous two chapters. The program
comprised seven sessions as detziled in Appendix 3.4, Within each session,
activities were designed to facilitate an understanding of portfolios and assist
participants with the preparation of their porifolio. Figure 6-1 shows a typical plan

- for a program session, It indicates tasks completed by participants on the contents

and use of teaching portfolios and the setting of personal and group goals. For
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example, the activity 'describing whal we alreudy do” was designed Lo provide o
ptutform from which thc.conslmclinn of portfolios could commence. That is, by
establishing the resources available within the project groups for lormative and
summative teaching cvaluation in the SON these practices could be disseminated

and shared amongst group members,

1. Overview of program, informed consent, confidentiality ete. {10 mins)

2. Introductions - participants introduce themselves, describe bricfly the arcas in which they
tench and what they are hoping 10 get out of the program, {10 mins)

3. befinition, rationale and uverview of eaching parifalios, purposes for which portfolios may
be constristed, general issues. {10 mins)

4. Describing what we already do — questinonaires for individuals to list current practice in
¢valuating, enhancing. and rewarding teaching  Whileboard main points for discussion. (30
mins include - break)

3. Overvicw of current practices - related to potential portlelio compenents, (15 mins)

6, Individual aclivily — questionnaire - portfulio contents. {10 mins}

"7, Getting started - Examples of partfolic contents refated (o next session - i.e. information from
onesell. {10 mins)

8. Selling goals - questionnaire - individual and groups goals. {19 mins)
9, Session evaluation - feedback form. (5 mins)

10. Concluding comments.

Figure 6-2 Sessfonr One Qutline

Over the course of the seven sessions, responses to various questionnaires and
activities undertaken by participants (discussed in further detail below) were
collated and provided as feedback for discussion at the beginning of the following
session. For example, session two began with a discussion of the summarised

findings from session ene. These included the individual and group goals for both
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groups and the responses o the queslionnuires on practices lor appraisal,
improvement and reward of teaching. Furthermore, cach session commenced
with a review of progress, and provided an epportunity for addressing issues or

questions arising from the previous session.

Examination and analysis of the project journal, session lranscripts and outcomes
of the program activilics reveals that, on the whole, the procedural aspects of the
program design were executed in accordance with the plan. Thus, with a few
exceptions, the planned activities were accomplished within the timeframe of the
sessions. During the intervening period between sessions, participants were
encouraged to work on aspects of their portfolios and the facilitator had time to

compile and collate the materials for the next session.

The exceptions indicated above included session one for group A, in which the
sessicn ran over time. This was noted and addressed before the first session with
group B, It was also noted that (wo group A participants had to leave ene hour
early in sessions three and four, having been assigned to take clinical clusses, This
was despite having informed the undergraduate course coordinator of their time
release entitlement for participation in the SDP. The project journal also notes the
absence of one group B participant in session four due to illaess. In each case the
researcher arranged to meet with these participants at another time to bring them

up to date with program developments.
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The program also diverged from the plan for both groups in the finad session. Two
days before session seven, four of the non-lenured participants reecived letlers
terminating their conleacts, Three of these were members of group B and one way
from group A. As a consequence, planned activitics such as the discussion on
standards and eriteria for assessment of porilolios were Lo a large exlent overtuken
by talk about the dismissals and there was considersble anger and frustration
expressed in the groups. The findings from session seven need to be considered in

this light.

Overall the data reveals that the SDP generally ran smoothly, had adequate
resources, and was appropristely designed to fit in with the workloads and
commitments of the participants, Further insight into procedural aspects of the
program design s provided below in a discussion of program activities and

participant satisfaction.

PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

A raﬁge of activities was developed for the SDP to assist staff with the preparation
“of a portfolio. One of the objectives of these activities was to provide a better
understanding of how portfalio development may be integrated with existing
practices for teaching improvement, appraisal, and recognition in the SON,
Moreover, the effectiveness of various strtegies undertaken in the SDP has
relevance for directors of similar programs, and for the planning of future staff

development activities for porifelio preparation. As noted previously, the
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responses 1o all questiopnuires and forms used during program sessions (detailed
in chapter three) were colluled and the compiled summarjes were addressed al the

conimencement of the next session either for noting, or for discussian.

In the first session, participants were asked 1o list methods they used te improve
and appraise their teaching, as well as strategies used at Curtin for leaching
}éward and recognition, Fhese tasks were designed to provide participants with a
piatform from which to begin the preparation of their own portfolios, as well as
helping to determine how portfolio preparation could be integraled with existing
practices for teaching development. Responses to this activity were categorised
according to a list of *possible items for inclusion’ in teaching portfolios ciled in
Edgerton, Hutchings, & Quinlan (1991). The categories used were ‘products of

good teaching', ‘material from oneself”, and ‘information from others”.

Table 6-1, below, shows the range of strategies used by academic staff in the SDP
to enhance their teaching practice, as well as the nmﬁber of staff who were using
these strategies. The individual lists compiled by participants ranged from a
minimum of four strategies to a maximum of ten. The table shows a compilation
of these strategies, The group discussions focussing on teaching improvement
strategies revealed that individual lists were not exhaustive. For example, a
number of the participants commented they also used sirategies mentioned on the
group list, but had not thought of these when compiling their individua! lists, In
general, strategies used to improve teaching practice were predominanily in the

categ(}l'"y of ‘material from oneself’,
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Table 6-1 Strategivs used for Improving Tenching

Strategies For Improving Teaching Number of Stalf

Information from others:

Students = Farmal e.g. student appraisal of eaching forms; student 6
opinion queslionnaires

Students ~ informal e.g. qualitative feedback; discnssion with

students 7

Colleugues — Formal #nd informal e.. Peer assessment; .
discussions with collengues 5

Reflecting/thinking about leaching

Material from oneself:

Use of dilferentfinnovative weaching methods or strategies
Attending worksheps an teaching e.g. TLG®

Further sludies in education e.g. teriiary teaching
Reading journals, ather material

A S

Products of Good Teaching:
Assessing student leaming ¢.g. pre-post classes 5

Anather feature of the responses is the relatively high number (seven) of staff
involved in further studies in education and the use of innovative teaching
strategies to improve teaching. This finding suggests that staff participating in the
program were those with a particular commitment and interest in teaching. As
noted in previous chapters the University provided few incentives for good
teaching and there was no requirement for teaching qualifications. In this regard,
participants in the SDP could not be considered representative of academic staff in

general. The implications of this finding are discussed below,

2 Refers to Teaching Learning Group - The Universily's Academic Staff Development Unil.
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The participants were also asked to list methods that they used 1o evaluate or
up;;raisc their teaching. The items lisled in this activity are shown in Tuble 6-2
below. Two to six strategies were listed in the individual lists. Again, the
calegories of portfolio items proposed in Edgerton et al, (1991} served lo classily

I

the responses.

Table 6-2 Methods used by stalf for nppraising teaching

Methods used for Teaching Appraisal Number of Stail

Information fram others:

Smdents - Formal e.g. student appraisal of teaching forms; 13
Student opinion questionnaires

Students — Informal c.g. qualitative feedback; discussion with 1
sludents

Colleagues - Formal and informal .g. peer assessment; 8
discussions with colleagucs

Material [rom onesell:

Reflecting/thinking about teaching 4
Products of Good Teaching:

Assessing student learning ¢.g. wark produced by students 3
Same methods as for Improving Teaching (See Table §-1) 4

Four of the participants indicated that tie methods they used for appraising and
improving their teaching were the same, There was also considerable overlap in
the lists, particularly in the area of student feedback. As noted previously, staff
development and portfolio construction may serve both formative and summative

evaluation purposes (Anderson, 1993). The findings above imply that sowme
| participants perceived strategies they used for appraising or improving their
teaching as related activities. During the group discussions the dual role of some

strategies were explored further. From the discussions it emerged that practices
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such as peer appraisal and qualitative feedback from students were perceived by
the participants to have the most promise for both improving and assessing their

teaching,.

As also shown in Table 6-2, all but one of the participants used Student Appraisal
of Teaching (SAT) forms. The distribution of SATs was organised routinely each
semester by the University’s Teaching Learning Group (TLG). In light of this,
and the University’s promotion policies, which as noted in chapter four,
recommended the inclusion of SAT data, it would be expecled that staff would
obtain this form of feedback. However, in the group discussions it became
apparent that whilst the participants regularly used SATs, many of them found
this feedback to have limited value, either for assessing or improving their
teaching. The comments from some participants indicated they felt SAT forms
were too general and that the results could not be related 10 improvements in
teaching in a meaningful wzy. For example,

{SATs} are useful to give a general idea of how you're going with your

teaching...d find focus discussions with students in a ttorial and in

clinical or [the use of] open-ended guestions more helpful 10 improve
my lectures or tules (B333).

Thus, outcomes from this activity show that within the two groups paricipants
were using a range of strategies for teaching appraisal and improvement.
Moreover, although there were discrepancies between group members in the

extent to which these practices were used, all could identify at least some potential

* Refers to participant group (A or BY; Participanl code no. 1-T; Sessionno. 1+7. 1. B33 is group B, panticipant 3,
session 3,
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items for their own pertfolio.  As one participunl stuted toward the end of the
session,

at feast 1 know I've got a start (with a 1eaching portfolio} and don't

have to begin from scraich (Ad),
However, whilst most participants appeared to have litle difficulty in listing
strategies they used to appraise or impm#e their teaching praclice, most found it
hard to think of ways in which their efforls were recognised or rewarded by the
institution, at either the School, Divisional or University level. Their responses to
the question, which addressed strategies for reward and recognition of good

teaching, are summarized in Table 6-3.

Table §-3 Strategies for reward or recognition of good teaching

Strategies for the Recognilion or Reward of Good Teaching Number of Stafl
Excel/Alumni Awards 3
Recognition from i:ccrst‘fccdback from students 2

In the group discussions surrounding teaching reward and recognition
mechanisms, staff commented the University provided few incentives fbr the
improvement of teaching practices. Furthermore, although some participants
mentioned the Excel or Alumni awards for écod teaching, none had a clear idea of
how these were judged or the basis on which they were awarded. This finding
supperts those from the broader survey of academic staff in the S8ON, discussed

previously and those of Baker (1993) discussed in the context evaluation.
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Individual and Group Goals

“J
Table 6-4 {ndividual and group goals for group A participants
No Individual Goals Group Goals
Al | Begina teaching portiolio. Agree on designfeontents ol teaching

Gain an undersianding re
contemts/design of portfolios.

Design a specific portiolio for clinical
leaching,

portlolio.
Work out huw clinical teachers can make the
hest use of teaching portlolios.

A2 | Anunderstanding of how to formally Constructive feedback aboul teaching
document teaching achicvements. slrategics.
Development of a lesching portlelio. Help wilh developing the portfolio.

A3 | Tebe able 1o assemble documentary Assist each uther with developing portfolios.
cvidence 1o substantiste teaching
achicvements.

A4 | Construct my own portfolio. Share ideas about teaching strategics,
Find out more about teaching portfolins, | Learn more about teaching from others in the
Improve my CV. SON.

A5 | During the course of this project T'want | Work together on improving our tcaching, i.e.

: to begin a teaching portfolio, and look at | collaborate with athers who would like 1o
ways in which I can improve my ubservefbe observed teaching and get some
leaching skills. constructive and honest feedback on how we
leach.

A6 | Improve the way [ document my Discuss some common problems we have in
teaching for applications ete. teaching large groups and “difficult’ swdenls
Start to collect malerials (or my teaching | and et feedback on my ideas.
porifolio.

A7 | Find out more about leaching porifelios. | Get a shared understanding of whal is good

Siart & porifolic.

Find out how 10 appraise my teaching in
ways which are constructive - to
improve,

teaching and who are good Ieachers in the
SONM.

i}

The importance of individual goal setting in professional development programs

has been hightighted as a strategy for keeping participants on track and focussed

during a program, and as a means for assessing both the progress and

achievements of those involved (Hekimian, 1984; Kirkpatrick, 1994; Kydd,

Crawford, & Riches, 1997). The individual and group goals set by Project

rl
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participants of Group A and B are shown in Table 6-4 above, and Table 6-5

below, respectively.

Table 6-5 Individual and graup goals for Group B participants

No Individual Guals Group Gouls

Bl | Look at developing expertise uml having | Suppert group.
this recognised. {Developing reguires Develop sirategies to establish expertisc in the
tenching in the area, reading extensively | School,
in the topic, consulting colleagues in
other institutions)

B2 | Enhancefimprove teaching. Identify constraints of Schonl icaching loads.
Provides opportunity 1o debate current Loak at clinical texching index and under
nursing education issues. valulng of clinical teaching.

Provides opportunity te debate current Collaborate with peers in the formulation of
SON cducation practices. portfolios.

Develop a dynamic ieaching portfolio. Obtain peer support and innavations in the
Assist formulation of self reviews and formulation of portfolios.

CY.

B3 | Development ol a teaching ponfolioof | Development of a discussion group regurding
past and present teaching. teaching achicvemenls and methods of
Develop an awarencss of a process (o evalualion of teaching.
continue 1o add to teaching portlolio,

To increase knowledge about how In
record Ieaching achievements ona CV.

B4 | Focus on my clinical leaching and Provide recognition for clinical weaching.
secing how to improve and stay ‘expert” | Share ideas as a group.

i the field,
Develop better underslanding of
portfolio use in clinical teaching.
B5 | To be a good teacher. Ta support each other with teaching
., | Toimprove skills and interaction with improvement,
T | students, To demonstrate the difficultics/reality of
To be able to give/support students with | contextual issues and factors on the quality of
what they necd. teaching,

B6 | Clarification of my teaching, reflection | Unloading our frustrations!!! and helping each
via written dala. alher cope.

B7 [ Learn how to document my teaching Help each: other by sharing lips elc. for how
better. we can leach beier under difficnlt
Establish a ‘benchmark’ lor my teaching | circumstonces.
in comparison with others. '

Although the goals for group A in Table 6-4 show considerable variability with
regard to individual and group goals, most participants’ individoal goals included

the development of a portfolio, Two participants (A5, A7) indicated they wanted
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to improve their teaching, and the group gouls slse locussed on collahorative work
on leaching appraisal and improvement. One participunt (A 1) focussed on clinical

teaching in her goals for group A,

Table 6-3, above, shows the individual und group goals for the group B
participants. As with group A, participants in (his group had a range of individual
and group goals, Four of the group B participants (131, B2, B4, B5) set individual
goals for the improvement of iheir teaching. Moreover, most group B
participants set goals for the group that related to mutual support and
collaboration in teaching improvement. Two participants (B6, B7) expressed their
group goals in terms of providing assistance to others in coping with the demands

of their teaching role. Other participants (B2, B4) focussed on clinical teaching.

The transcripts from the group discussions also provided insight into the reasons
for staff participation. As mentioned above, teaching improvement was an aim
for some participants and this was also reflected in the discussion that took place
in both group sessions. For example, a purticipant in group A stated:
...apart from being able to record our reaching of students, this fthe
teaching portfolio] seems to be an excellent device for initiating and
maintaining reflective practice. If you are constantly having to think

about what you are doing and why you are doing it, and how vou are
doing it ...(A71}L

Stmilarly, in group B the following comments were made:

. self-review Is what prompted this [participation in the SDP]. .
when [ saw this advertised hecause I was in the middle of doing a peer
review... ... and it’s very hard documenting how good you are at
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teaching, or how bad you are ¥ niean, whatever. T thoupdtt this wodd
by« great way of being able 1o say, hey this is what 1 do and this ix
fiene Lo it (B61}

. What I am hoping to get ant of this {participation iy the SDP} is 1o
improve my teaching and learn from niy mistakes or what I do well
and, as wany of the peaple here, to duocument something for my
portfolio, (B31)

As suggested by lhese comments and the goals set by group members cutlined
above, the participants appeared eager to use their participation in the program to
reflect on their teaching and to hone their teaching skills. Although the
improvement of teaching was not an explicit objeclive of the SDP, the role of
portfolio preparation in teaching refleclion and development was an important

consideration.

items for Inclusion

A series of questionnaires, based on a list of portfolic items cited in Edgerion et
al. (1991), were designed to provide a better understanding of portfolio contents.
These questionnaires, detailed in chapter three, asked participants to indicate if
they thought a particular item was cssential for inclusion in a portfolio and
whether they already had that item. The information was then compiled and used
to stimulate and focus discussion on portfolio contents in the SDP session§ to
develop a profile of what portfolios in the SON might contain, Another objective
of this task was to establish the resources (fe. availabilily) within each group with
respect to particular items, The activitics bused on portfolio contents were

undertaken over five sessions, with categories on ‘information from onesell”,
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‘producis of teaching’, ‘colleague feedback', ‘studenl feedback’ and a
‘miscellancous’ category. The collaled responses to these questionnaires from the

twe SDP groups are shown in Appendix 6.1 and discussed below.,
Information from oneself

Combined responses from both groups te the guestionnaire on ‘information from
oneself” show that over half the participants considered the following ilems

essential for inclusion in a portfolio:

» reflective statement on teaching philosophy, praciices, and goals (93%);

+  participating in seminars, workshops and professional meetings intended
to improve teaching (86%};

» maintaining a record of the changes resulting from self-evaluation (78%);

»  patticipating in course or curriculuni development (78%};

= list of course titles and numbers, unit values or credits, enrolments (71%};

+ reading journals/fbocks on improving teaching and attempling Lo
implement acquired ideas {64%); and

» conducting research on one's own teaching or course (57%).

However, items considered essential for inclusion in portfolios were not
necessarily those participants already had. Noteworthy in this regard was the
reflective staternent asbout teaching, which all but one participant (93%)
considered important to include, but only one participant (79%) stated she already

possessed, Similaly, not all items identified by a majority of participants as
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essential for inclusion, for example, ‘information on availability to students’, were
items they had. The portfolio items mentioned by most group members as ones

they already had were:

«  list of course titles and numbers, unit values or credits, enrolments
(100%);

«  information on availabilily 1o students (86%);

+  participating in course or curriculum development (78%);

+  participating in seminars, workshops and professional meetings intended
to improve teuching (71%), and

» maintining a record of the changes resulting from self-evaluation (57%).

The collated responses also show that items such as, ‘description of how films,
computers or other nen-print materials were used in teaching’, ‘exchanging course
materials with a colleague [rom another institution’, or ‘editing or contribiting to
a professional journal on teaching cne’s subject’, were not considered important
for a portfolio and were also items the participants did not have. In the group
discussions on this categery of portfolio items participants stated that whilst all
items could be included, they considered some more important than others, -2nd

the items noted above were given low priority by most participants.

Products of good eaching

In session three, the groups focussed on the category of portfolio items, ‘products

of good teaching’. The responses 1o this guestionnaire show that items most likely
L
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1o be considered essentinl for inclusion in o portfolio by participanls were as
follows:

» student essays, crealive work, and project or lield-work reparts {100%);

+ students’ scores on leacher-made o standurdised tests, possibly before und

afier a course has been taken as evidence of lewrning (64%%);

» evidence of help given (o colleagues on teaching improvement (57%?);

» setting up of or running a suceessful internship program {50%); and

» documentary cvidence of help given by the lecturer 1o students in securing

employment (50%).

Notably, all participants listed the item, ‘student essays, creative work and project
or field-work reports’ as being materials they thought should be included in a
portfolio, although only five (36%) indicated they had these materials, The
discussion on this category of pertfolio items highlighted the importance placed
by the participants ot clinical teaching, This was particularly evident from the
discussion on the item, ‘Setting up of or running a successful internship program’,
during which group members involved in clinical teaching emphasised the
importance of documenting and evaluating this aspect of their work for a

portiolio.

In gereral, the collated questionnaire responses indicate that few participants

possessed materials in this category for their portfolios. Apart from examples of

student work, noted above, other categories mentioned were:
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» documenary evidence of help given by the leclurer 1o sludents in securing
employment (28%j; and

s selting up of or running i suecessful internship program (36%).

The project journal shows that during session three there was quile a detailed
discussion on issues related to portfolio items that constituted products or
outcomes of good teaching, This was also evident from the transcripts of this
session. For example, both groups discussed issues related to the use of student
work in their portfolios, shown in excerpts from group A trunscripts:

..but I don’t think we can take responsibility for a student’s good

work, although we could perhaps use exumples to show that we can
improve their work, {A63)

I think you could take some credit. There's a whole lot of issues
involved, bt if you get the student's permission and can show how the
work is related to your teaching... in the way you set up the
assignment, or before and after you've given feedback.... (A13)

Similarly, in group B this view was reflected in the transcripts as follows:

... you're saying that this is a product of good teaching,...this might
be the product of a good student, nothing to do with your teaching.
She might have done a better assignment with someone else, how
would you know? (B33)

...but you would include work samples to iflustrate your upproach to
assessment or selting assignments wouldn't you? Not just to say this is
what my students can do... if you pick the best one are you going to
puet in the worst as well... and who would get the credit for that? (B23)

As indicated by the above exchunges there were often lively debates over the pros

and cons of various items and it was evident participants problem-solved ways in
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which materiuls mipht best be presented in o portfolio,  Also evident from the
transcripts was that portfolio development was al times un intenscly personal
process ancl that divergent values and views could be accommodated within the

overall concept.

Colleague feedback

The responses to portfolio items related to feedback from peers and colleagues
show that the item: ‘statements from colleagues who have observed teaching
either as members of @ teaching team or as independent observers of a particutar
course or who leach other sections of the same course’, was endorsed by all
participants as essential to include in a portfolio. Other items in this category

participants considered important to include were:

- honours or recognition such as a distinguished award or clectionto a
committee on teaching (86%); and
» evaluation of contributions te course development and improvement

57%).

As with the previous category, fewer participants indicated they already had these
items. Six {43%) of the participants indicated they had ‘statements from
colleagues who have observed teaching either as members of a teaching team or
as independent observers of a particular course, or who teach other sections of the
same course’. Morcover, three (219) had ‘honors or recognition such as a

distingnished teacher award or election to a committee on teaching’, for their
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portfolios. [n the discussion on lhese jtems participants shared ideas und
suggestions for portfolic preparntion. For example:

I suppose for the last few years Pve had a drawer in my filing cabinet

that 've been wsing..if I pet invited 1o go on a working group or give

a talk at the TLG' 1 just photocopy it and put it in there and then when
Fam writing up wy review. it is all there. (A24)

and
You know [ was just thinking, for Aboriginal Health I uasked
[...colleague] to do three lectures in this unit as that's her area of
experiise. And you know I sent a memo off to [...Course Coordinator]
s that she wonld be aware of it but now I realise that I haven’t
acknowledged her [colleague’s numne] help in doing it. Now I'm

thinking she could have used that Jor her portfolio...inut you get so
locked into the schedule, the day to day running of things...(A64)

As suggested by these comments, group membets in the SDP were exploring new
strategies for documenting their teaching practice whilst engaged in these

activities.
Student feedback

The category of portfolio items, ‘student evaluation of teaching’, solicited lively
debate from project participants in both groups. The items that all participanis

agreed were essential (100%) and which most (86%) also had were:

+ Stadent course and teaching cvaluation data which suggest
improvements or produce an overall rating of effectivencss or

satisfaction,
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Another itern muny participants (64%) thought important to include in a portiolio

and already possessed (71%) was:

» Unstructured {and possibly unsolicited) written  evalunations by
students, including wrilten comments on exams and letters received

after a course has been compleied.

As discussed previously, most of the SDP participants used the University's
standard student evaluation of teaching forms, the Student Appraisal of Teaching
(SAT) and Student Opinion Questionnaire (SOQ), which were administered
centrally through the Teaching Learning Group {TLG)., Whilst discussing this
category of portfolio items, some of the limitations of these forms were raised,
particularly with respect to their applicability to the evaluation of clinical
teaching. Three group B participants undertook to investigate student appraisal of
clinical teaching and to report back in the next session. There wus also a
consensus amongst participants in both groups that open-ended feedback from
students, irrespective of how it was obtained, generally provided more useful

information in terms of teaching improvenwent.

During the group discussions, comments were made about the kind of problem-

solving occurring around issues associated with student feedback. For example,

What abont satisfaction with out of class contucts? One of the
examples you could use could be say, a statewent from a student...
perhaps where a teacher had run a test in chemistry for a class and

4 Teaching Learning Group - The Universily's Academic Staff Development Unit
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Sound that the grades were very low so at no additional cost to the
student they made extra sessions.. they gave of their own time outside
of normal cluss contact to tutor these students,..and that is something
we gtifte often do. you know you lave o very weak student and you
spend an hour or twe with theny and you may get thanks for putting in
thet extra tine, (A45)

Another panticipant described her experience of using student evaluations of a unit

she coordinated in these terms:

Pl just show you what 've done witli the studemt evaluation of
Nursing Stedies xxx. What I did at the beginning [of the evaluation] is
that I stated the unit objectives and then I asked the siudents if they
felt we had achieved the objectives. ... (A75)
This participant went on to describe other aspects of student perceptions of
teaching that were covered in her evaluation of this unit. Her observations

included whether the material covered in the unit acknowledged the students’

previous knowledge base. She went on to say:

So these are areas I wanted to cover because they are not areas that
can be measured by the SOQ° or SATC. Once I got the replies back
Sfrom the students I put them in a folder with other anecdotal notes
Jrom that unit. (A75)

Again, the discourse of the group sessions provided insight into the nature of the

processes involved in portfolio preparation and how this may relate to portfolio-

based teaching development in a group setting.

*‘\Q:‘:'.‘_) i

¥ Student Opinion Questionnaire,
& Stuclent Appraisal of Teaching,
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Miscellaneons itews

In session six, the participants considered the final category of porfolio items,
‘other sources’, which includes things such as ‘siatements about tcaching
achicvements™ and ‘invitalions to contribule to the leaching literature’. The
collated responscs from both groups show 1hal unlike previons calegories of
porifolio items, no ilems in this calegory were endorsed by a majority of
participunts. This is perhaps not surprising considering the nature of these
materials, and, as might be expecied, there were few items in this category that

participants already had to contribute to their portfolios.

From an analysis of the discussior surrounding portfolic items it appears evident
that group members becarme knowledgeable and discerning about portfelio
componeats, and that basing activities uround petential portfolio items served to
provide participants with a better understanding of portfolic contents and styles.
Thus, notes from the project journal indicate that basing activitics on the
calegories of items for inclusion provided u uwseful framework for the discussion
and in the preparation of a portfolio. For example, it made some participants
think about other materiais they already had for their portfolios, the nature and use
of particular items could be clarified, and participants could see from the
questionnaire feedback that each had something to contribute to the discussion.
These observations are also evident from the session transcripts, For example, a
pasticipant from group A noted:

I think it [the portfolio] will have my philosophy i it and it will have
things that I have found helpful in the past... like keeping unit outlines
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and perhaps copies of good essays.. becanse 've fiiend unless o
student sees a good example of what other studeniy do, they don't
realise how poor their own work i, Usually when they have come 1o
complain wind they're angry with you because you pave them a lousy
mark, if you just show them look, this is the standurd other students
have attained in the past, tien they are all apologeric, (A23)
Considerable enthusiasm and inlerest was also evidenl in the groups during the
process of deliberating on portfolioc materials. Findings from the cutcomes of
these activitics, as well as the project journal and session transcripts, show (hat
this strategy provided a comprchensive and productive approach lo portfolio

preparation, as well ns a better understanding of the pros and cons of particular

portfolio materials.

Characteristics of Good Teaching

As described in chapter three, participants were given open-ended questionnaires
(Appendix 3.14) that were designed to elicit ideas about attributes of good
teaching in different contexts, as well as exemplars of best teaching practice. In
these guestionnaires, participants recorded characteristics of effective teaching in
different teaching modes and contexts, including tutoring, lecturing, clinical
teaching, laboratory teaching, and thesis supervision. This was undertaken at the
conclusion of session six as 2 prelude 1o a consideration of the standurds and
criteria that may apply to the assessment of a teaching portfolio. Involvement in
this activity appeared to be influenced by intervening cvents unfolding in the
SON, described previously, which led te stalf cuts, Five members of group A and

four from group B subsequently returned completed forms,
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The combined, collated responses (o these gquestionnuires are shown in
Appendices 6.2 und 6.3, During session seven, (he responses to this questionnaire
were discussed in pairs and threes in both program groups. Euch small group was
instructed to discuss, rellect on, and record comments on cach teaching context,
before providing feedback to the combined group. The mauin points urising Irom
this activily are discusscd below, in relation 1o the different Icaching modes

addressed in the open-cnded questionnaire.

Tutorials

From the descriptors listed for good teaching in the context of tutoring, attributes
such as being knowledgeable and having approprinie interpersonal skills to
promote discussion and student participation were considered important. In the
responses to what mokes for a pood tutorial, respendents highlighted the
importance of creating an environment conducive to student discussion,
interaction and participation, and the need to use a variely of teaching strategies.
The notion of integrating, or expanding on, materials cavered in the lectures was

also mentioned in this category.

Lecfures

The attributes considered by participants to be imporlant in the context of
lecturing, included being knowledgeable, with a good command of the subject
matter, as well as an ability to impart the material with clarity and coherence.

Features considered important in relation to leclures included good organisation,
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cureful sefection of the materiul to be presented, und the uppropriate use of audio-
visual aicls. The smal! group discussions also bighlighted these attribuics, and
craphasised (he importance of planning lecture conlent (o synthesise significant
concepts and imtegrate the material with related tutorials, faboratories and elintcul

placements.

Clinical instruction

Participants emphasised attributes such as having relevant clinical expertise and
being a role model as important for instructors in clinical settings. An advocacy
role for good clinical instructors was also suggested by some of the respondents.
For good instruction to occur in clinical areas, the respondents noted aspects such
as the application and practicing of skills, as well as maximising the experiential
nature of leamning in this setting. Key concepts arising from the questionnaire
responses and the group discussion, were the proaciive naturc of clinical
supervision, where clinical instructors had to liaise with clinical staff in the
practice setting to ensure students were exposed to experiences appropriate to
their educational level. In this regard, good networking, teamwork and

interpersonal skills were considered essential.

Laboratory teaching

The next section of the questionnaire sought to determine the characteristics of
good laboratory instruction. The responses indicate that participants thought

laboratory instructors should be able to demonstrate skills to the students with a
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high degree of compelency and, in 1his contexl, emphasised experience and
knowledge as key atributes,  [mportant aspects of instruction in a laboratory
selting were considered to he the provision of fcilities Tor sludents to praclice,
clear instructions and assessment eriteria, and up to date equipmenl.  In
discussion, it was apparent that the lutter was considered imporiant in the
preparation of nursing students, in order for them to enter the workforce wilh
experience in the latest in technelogy and equipment, and to add ‘currency’ to

labaratory instruction,

Postgraduate supervision

Participants were also requested to suggest attributes of pgood postgraduate
supervisors and postgraduate supervision. Qualities such as being supportive,
experienced in research, and providing constructive feedback were considered
important aitiibutes of thesis supervisors. During the group discussions some
participants indicated they had omilted this item because they wers not invelved
in the School's postgraduate programs. However, most were themselves
postgraduate students, and from this perspective reiterated the importance of a

suppottive and stimulating learning environment.

Units of study

In this category, participants deliberated on the characteristics of good units of
study and attributes required of unit conirollers. Attributes considered important

for units of study were clear objectives, appropriate assessment criteria, and
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vertical and horizontal integration of units of study within the curriculum, The
responses also hiphlighted the imporfance of meeting the learning needs of the
students,  For unil controllers, participants emphusised the importunce of
leadership, organisational, coordination, and teamwork skills as  essential

attributes,
Other teaching contexts

Finally, participants were also provided with an ‘other’ calegory, and twe
responded to this section. One participant (A1) used this category (0 describe
characteristics of good teaching in the context of self-directed learning packages,.
whilst another (A1) listed attributes she considered important across all categories
of teaching. Feedback fraom the small group discussions also focussed on ‘generic’
attributes of good teachers and leaching, and qualities such as being
knowledgeable, enthusiastic, commilied and supportive, featured in most group

lists,

Overall, these exercises produced animated discussion and useful information on
which to basc the development of criterin against which portfolios could be
assessed. For example, from the overview of attributes of good teaching outlined
above, clear differences belween teaching modes and contexts can be ascertzined,
Moreover, the attributes identified by program participants also accorded with
those identified in the literature as characterising effective university teaching that
were discussed in chapter two (Austratian Vice-Chancellors’ Commitlee, 1993;

Boyer, 1990, Ramsden, 1992}, Although it was beyond the scope of the present
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study to apply this information 1o the assessment of portfolios, it does peint te a
method of developing criteriu that invelves those whose work is being assessed,

and which enables teaching in all its different modes and conlexts o be reviewed.

Teaching Vignettes

In another task undertaken by participants they were asked 1o record examples of
good teaching practice. These vignettes were used as the basis of a group activity
during session seven, which explored strategies for documenting teaching
practices in a porifolio. This task was a corollary to the previous activity and both
tasks aimed 1o provide a platform from which the participants could discuss the

development of standards and criteria for the assessment of portfolios in the SON.

Vignettes from gight group members (four each from group A and B) were chosen
by the researcher as representative of a range of different teaching situations to
use as ‘triggers’ for the discussion. These vignettes (see Appendix 6.3) were
transcribed and provided to parlicipant pairs, with instructions to discuss and
outling the attributes of good teaching embodied in the examples. They were also
instructed to 1ecord strategies for documenting the altributes for a portfolio. At the

conclusion of this activity participants reported back to the larger group.
The outcomes of this activity provided further insight into aspects of good

teaching practice in the SON, and demonstrated that participants could readily

identify ways of documenting the elements of good practice exemplified in the
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vigneites. This was shown by the responses generaled by the small groups, in
which 2 varicly of porfolio entries were suggested in relation 1o cach of the
exemplars provided. Furlhermore, in the ensuing discussion it was evident (hat
this was also & valuable *brainstorming’ task, in which group members could
share ideas and debate various$ issves surrounding the preparation and content of 2
portfolio, This finding supports the work of other researchers advocaling the use

of vignettes or cases for teaching development (Brudy, 1999; Shulman, 1992).

However, with regard to establishing eriteria and standards for the evaluation of
portfolios, the session was curtailed by the events noted previously. Thus, a
planned activity for the second half of the final session was to explore with the
groups the ‘minimum’ expectation and requirements for a portfolio in the SON.
However, a number of participants indicated during the final session that they
would be leaving carly, and others commented they had little interest in standards
of good teaching in light of the perceived impact of the redundancies on their
teaching practice. Consequently, although most participants stayed for the whole
session, this aspect of the program remained as unfinished business requiring

further investigation.

PARTICIPANT SATISFACTION

An open-ended questionngire (described in chapter three) was administered to
participants at the conciusion of each session. This feedback from both groups

was examined immediately after the session. The combined and collated
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responses to this feedback form are shown in Appendix 6.4, The feedback wis
used (o monilor program activilies und o muke adjusiments during  the
implementation process as uppropriale or required.  As the responses showed
considerable overlap between groups, unless noted otherwise, they were combined

to provide an overall perspective on the operation of the program.

One feature of the feedback was that the forms contained less information as the
sessions unfolded 50 that by the fourth session only a few were returned, and these
contained cursory comments. When the facilitator commented on this, o
participant quipped, “Don’t worry, if we’re not happy you’ll be the first te know!”
Nevertheless, information from the feedback forms, supplemented by notes in the
project journal, and analysis of the session transeripts, formed the basis for
determining participant satisfaction with the program. An overview of this data,

focusing on the most salient points, is presented below.

Data on the first session indicated that the aims were achieved, all planned
activities were completed, and the feedback from both groups wus generally very
positive. However, the feedback from group A reflected the face that the timing of
the session had not been optimal and the session had run overtime. This was noted
before group B's first session, and the facilitator was able to make appropriate
adjustments to the timing. The journal notes and transcripts attest to the
enthusiastic atmosphere evident in both groups and indicate that group cohesion

was developed in the carly sessions, This was no doubt aided by the fact that
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participants were familiar with each other, and many had worked (ogether over 4

number of years,

The feedback on session two emphasised the importance of group interaclion and
how this may relate to participant satisfaction. Thus, & pumber of participants
mentioned the benefits they derived from the input of group members and
suggested that they hud learnt from the contributions made by others. The
feedback indicated that members were gencrally satisfied with session two. There
were no suggestions for improvement and few unanswered questions, It was also
evident that members from both groups were engaged in discussion on the
program between sessicns. The facilitutor had encouraged this in the first session,
It was further noted in the journal that the groups were ‘productive’, that the
session contents were covered and there was sufficient time for participants to
complete the questionnaire for the next category of portfolic items. The
atmosphere amongst group members was recorded as being enthusiastic, relaxed
and very positive, In a representative comment, one member said,

I'm just finding it very exciting. I'm gening a lot more insight into

things that we do. It's clarifying a lot In my mind when I sat down

ond I thought... what things do I do to enhance my teaching? [ put

this, this, and this, down and then... you see a lot more.,. some of the

things that I've saved for no good reason, they've sat in the bottom of

the drawer, cards and different things that students have sent.. just

deeper insight into what's going on with the students and how we can

improve the process of teaching a lot more. {B22)
Overall, then, the findings from the second sessions demonstrate that the program

was ‘on track’ and that participants appeared committed and keen to prepare their

portfolios and explore some of the issues raised,
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In session three, the groups continued 1o work well together, It was evident that
the dinlogue between group members both within and between the two groups,
noted above, was conlinuing.  However, some participants mentioned that they
were not making as much progress as they would like with their portfolios,
attributing this to heavy teaching commitments and a lack of time. Nevertheless,
all participants indicated they fell cenfident on how to proceed und most suid they
had started to search for, and compile, portiolio materials. The feedback on this
session was brief, and as noled above, this was a trend that continued over the
ensuing sessions. However, the feedback indicated satisfaction with the session,
and raised some issucs regarding the size and organisation of portfolios for

- discussion at the next Session.

The transcripts from session four show some divergence between groups A and B
with respect to the discussions and activities undertaken. The group and
individual goals were reiterated at the beginuing of the session. Group B
participants agreed that they would like to focus on assisting each other in
docurr_lenting clinical 1eaching whilst members in A were happy te focus on more
general aspects of teaching. The findings also suggest that these sessions provided
the participants a supportive environment in which group members could air their

concerns, canvas ideas, and enlist support for the preparation of their portfolio.

As with the previous session, the feedback forms showed no suggestions for

improving session five. There were also few ‘outstanding’ issues remaining at the
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end of the session, Participants continued 10 appear positive and enthusiastic
about the way in which the program was unfolding, Notes in the project journad
and an examination of the transcripls confirmed this, Three group B participunts
had undertaken to explore other forms of getling student feedback on clinical
practice and they reported back on this during the session. The (ranscripl shows
this kind of initiative was uctively encouraged:

For the last couple of sessions we've falked abowt how clinical

teaching is undervalued in the School and suggesied ways this could

be overcome..this [exploring student evaluation of clinical

teaching]...seems a really good way of looking at how you could best

docunent your clinical teaching for a porifolio and how 1o get
meaningful feedback from the students. (B Facilitator 5)

The transcripts and journal indicate there was full attendance for both groups in
session five and that enthusiasm and participation of members was still high.
Most participants said they were confident about completing the assemb!ly of their
portfolios although not all were clear as to what form their portfolio might finally
take. The discussion indicated that most viewed the collection and selection of
portfolio items as onfy the beginning of portfolio development, One member said
she felt that she now knew wha! she rzeded to obtain for her pertfolio but the hard
work would involve making sense of the collected items, Towards the end of
session five the discussion began to focus on the final category of partfolio items

and the criteria and standards for the evaluation of a portfolio.

In session six the findings continued to reflect some divergence of focus between

the two groups, with clinical teaching still an emphasis for group B. Also during
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this session, there wus discussion aboul a stafl meeting where the School's
financial prablems had been highlighted and staff redundancies foreshadowed,
‘Thus, session six wis characlerised to some extent by discussion unrelated to the
program. There was some debale in both group sessions about the staff meeling
and it was evident it had ruised some anxicly amongst staff in the SON. With a
budget deficit looming, staff had been requested to “do more with lesy’, and were
advised to expect ‘down-sizing’ of staff. There was speculation and conjecture
about these recent developments and the implications for participunts and the
preparation of a portfolio.

~.we will be finding out what happens to contract Staff next week,

{AS56)

..and this has io do with teaching portfolios because if we don't get
Jobs here we should still do it. (A36)

Yes, even if you go for a job somewhere else to have a document

ready...you could take it to the interview for a start...you can say in

your application you've got a teuching portfolio. (A56)
Towards the end of session six, participants were asked to consider characteristics
of good teachers and teaching in various contexts and to think about teaching
vignettes that exemplified excelience in teaching practice, This activity generated
a lot of discussion and all participants made a start on compiling their lists.
However, not everyone completed the activity during the session. A few
participants stayed behind after the session to finish the activity, Some undertook
to provide the information before the next session. Also, as the next session was to
be the last, participants in both groups volunteered to bring a plate of food to

celebrate the program’s conclusion. In the feedback a number again highlighted
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the “suppertive’ niture of group participation, and although not all activities were

compleled (he session was still productive and lively,

This was in sharp contrast to the final session, which took place at a lumuliuous
time in the SON. Four of the fourleen participunts had received a termination of
their centract iwo duys before. Consequently, the session did not go te plan and
wis quite disorganised in both groups. Some participants left early and others
discussed issues unrelated to the project both during and after the group activities
were completed. The atmosphere in the groups was also in marked contrast to
previous sessions. Only a few feedback forms were returned and these had only
cursory remarks on them. At the request of the participants only part of these
sessions were recorded. In group A the recorder was turned off after 65 minutes
and only 55 minutes of the group B session was recorded. Some of the following
observations, therefore, come largely from detailed notes taken by the rescarcher

during the sessions and from reflections recorded aflerwards,

Although it was initially attempted to conduct the final sessions as ‘normal’ it was
apparent that this would not be appropriate, given the high level of feelings
expressed by group members. Some were angry and some distressed and
although most agreed at the beginning of the session that it should continue, the
discussion kept turning to the events of the past week. Two group A members left
after the first hour, and three group B participants left at various points in the

second hour., Of these, two whose contracts had been terminated, arranged to
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meet with the fucititator at another time, indicating they wanted some feedbuck on

their portfolio,

Under these circumstances it was dilficull for me to stay imparntal, and the
boundaries between the various roles of rescarcher, colleague, group facilitator,
and evaluator were almost impossible to maintain. The implications of this will be

discussed in further detail in the final chupter.

Finally, participants had previously been informed they would be sent
questionnaires asking them to comment on the Staff Development Program (SDF)
after the final session. This was reiterated at the beginning of session seven, as
was a request to meet individually with participants to view Lheir pertfolios at a
later time, Group members were also informed thal, as noted on the consent form

they had signed, they could withdraw from the project at any time.

Overall, then, what emerged from an analysis of the records of the SDP wus that,
for the most patt, participants were very satisfied with the sessions as evidenced
by the feedback, the transcripts and the project journal. Moreover, although the
final sessions did not run smoothly it was very evident that the groups had become
very cohesive and that group memberts were very supportive of each other. Other
findings also demonstrate participant satisfaction with the program, as evidenced
by high levels of attendance, enthusiasm, and interest over the course of the

program sessions. Further information attesting to the satisfaction of participants
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with the conduct of the SDP is provided in (he product evalunion, which

cxamined olher aspects of program oulcomes,

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Overall, the record of program cvents indicates that the Stufl Development
Program (SDP) was operationalised in accordance with the original plan, that the
program was adequately and appropriately resourced and that the groups provided
a setting conducive to the collaborative preparation of portfolios. Moreaver,
implementation of various program activities generally followed the planned
timetable., The SDP records also demonstrate that participation and involvement
of grotip members was maintained at a high level throughoul the program, as was
the completion rate of various activities. Both the transcripts and the project
journal attest to the high energy levels within the program groups during the

sessions,

As noted above, feedback on the SDP indicated that participants were by and
large very satisfied with the sessions. Observations recorded in the project journal
and perusal of the transcripts suppost this view. The findings also suggest that
there were good outcomes in terms of group cohesion and climate, fulfilling the
aim of providing a supportive and collegial group environment. Thus,
examination of this data shows that the integrity of the program process was

maintained insofar as:
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+ the portfolic concept was understood by participants as evidenced by
observations that they could readily articulate portfelio contents and

styles;

» the role of portfolios as a strategy for teaching appraisal and imprevement
was explicated through program activities which explored portfolio use in
different teaching contexts, and buill upon cxisting practices used by

participants for enhancing their teaching;

» the SDP provided a comprehensive framework of professional
development activities based on the preparation of a teaching portfolio,

i contextualised for staff in the SON;

s the sessions facilitated collegial discussior on teaching and encouraged the
use of a reflective appreach to teaching practice; and
« various models for the use of portfolies at Curtin could be ascertained

from the SDP record.

In general then, the findings show that the objectives of the program had been
achieved. However, there were also suggestions that the program could he

impreved, which are discussed below.
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Program Development

Participants in the Stafl’ Development Program (SDP) made a number of
suggestions on how the sessions could be improved, particularly in the carlier
stages of program implementation, This formative evaluation of program sessions
was invaluable 1o adjust and refine program activities and cnabled a responsive
approach 1o participants’ needs as they arose. For example, after the first session
with group A, the feedback indicaied that certain aspects of portfolio development
required clarification and this was undertaken a1 Lhe beginning of session (wo.
However, in some instances this meant o larger investment of time between
sessions than was originally planned. Thus, if group members were unable to
attend all or part of a particular session, arrangements were made to meet with
them at some other time, Whilst feasible in the context of this study, cconomics of

size and scale may preclude this kind of follow-up in other programs.

The findings also suggest (hat for some activitics more time could be allowed, In
most sessions participants stayed behind to clarify points or centinue discussion
after the session concluded. Although increasing the length of the sessions beyond
the two hours allocated was not practicable in the context of this program,
consideration for longer or more frequent sessions may be advisable in some
circumstances. On the other hand, it was also evident that if a particular portfolio
model had been prescribed, some aspects of portfolio preparation could be
expedited. That is, if participants were provided with specific guidelines for a

poitfolio style with prescribed contents, the preparation of a portfolio would be
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more straightforward.  Given the exploralory nature of the present program
design this was not deemed appropriale in Ihe present study. It could alse be
argued that the ‘richness” of the collegial discussion surrounding different
porifolio styles evident in the group sessions with the associaled bepefits for

teaching development might be diminished,

As noted above, the climule in the SON was dramatically affected by the
dismissal of ten staff members just prior to the final sessions, four of whom were
SDP participanls. Consequently, there was demonstrably less enthusiasm for
participation and pertfelio preparation in (hese sessions. This also resulted in
some unfinished business with regard to the exploration of stundards and criteria
for the evaluation of portfolios, a discussion of which was 1o form part of the final
session activities, It became apparent that events extemal to the program which
impacted on the wark environment of the participants, such as the budget cuts and
the dismissal of staff, impacted directly on the program’s functioning. The effect
on both the morale and participation of group members was evident. The

implications of this finding are discussed in the final chapter,

In coaclusion, the process evafuation findings, derived from the analysis of
feedback from project participants, the project journal and the session transcripts,
provide considerable insight inio the wse of portfolios for academic staff
development. The findings also highlighted the role of group processes in
facilitating portfolic construction. It was evident that portfolio preparation could .

provide a very effective strategy for teaching development in the context of a
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carefully planned program and with a gr(:ﬁp of enthusiastie and commitied stalf.
The findings ai{so show that the sessions provided a supportive environment where
problems and issues relaled to both formative and summative cvaluation of
teaching could be explored.  In the next chapter, these findings are further

etaborated in the product evaluation, which explores the effects and oulcomes of

the Staff Development Program.
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Chapter Seven

PRODUCT EVALUATION FINDINGS

I think that one of the bengfits of this group is that we actuaily.. have
the time to sit down and...clarify to otirselves wiat things we should
be doing or what things we are doing and what things we can do
beiter....We've been allocated rwo howrs of thne to sit down and

. aetually clarify our own efforts. Sometimes we are going so0 fast that
we can never ceich up with ourselves, and so we have this time to
share our thoughts. (SDP Participant B71, Emphasis added)

INTRODUCTION

4

The present study investigated the use of teaching portfelios for appraisal,

i

improvement and recognition of university instruction, and as a strategy for
professional development of academic staff. According to some advocates of
portfolios, approaches to teaching development based on portfolio preparation are
. an improvement over existing strategies for the enhancement of university
teaching and documenting teaching excellence. They point out that portfolios
-generally incorporate evidence from a range of different sources and may be used
in both formative and summative teaching evaluation contexts (Anderson, 1993;

Boyer, 1990; Gibbs, 1992; Murray, 1997, Seldin, Annis, & Zubizerreta, 1995),

The context evaluation established a need for improved practices for formative

and summative evaluation of teaching, and provided insight into some of the
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patential benelits and pitfalls asseciated with portfolio use. The input evalualion
‘identified (he resources required for conducling & slal'f"‘dcvclopmcm program
based on teaching portivlios, snd provided a basis for determining the program
objectives, activities and design. Findings from the process evaluation poinled o
the successiul implementation of the staff developrent program. This evaluation
also provided insight into the effectiveness of various strategies und activities to
facititate portfolio construction. The process evaluation further highlighted the
benefits of a collaborative approach to porifolio preparation and showed how
organisational change may impact on portfolic development. Together, the
context, input and process evaluation findings provided the framework for
informing the design, implementation and evaluation of the Staff Development
Program (SDP) which was central to the present study. Moreover, each evaluation
contributed data for answering the central research questions of the Teaching
Portfolio Project (TPP), which werc;
1. How useful are teaching portfolios for teaching development

purposes in a university context?

2. What are the outcomes and benefits for academic staff and
universities of a professionul development program based on
the preparation of a teaching portfolio?

In accordance with the CIPP approach, the findings of a product evaluation
provided further information about the outcomes and impact of the SDP and shed
light on the usefulness of portfolio-based teaching development and the outcomes

and impact of the TPP,
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Product Evaluation Questions

In Swfflebcam and Shinkfield's (1985) CIPP cvaluation madel, the product
evaluation addresses project outcomes and determines their werth ar merit in light
of context, input and process evaluation findings. This can be achieved by various
means, including the collection of judgemenis of outcomes from stakeholders and
by performing both qualitative and quantitalive analyses. Moreover, the
information obtained from a product evaluation may be used in decision-making,

&

for deciding to continue, terminate, modify, or refocus a change
activity, and to present a clear record of effects {intended and
* unintended, positive and negative). {Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 1985,
p. 170}
Thus, a product evaluation can inform institutional decision-muking through the

analysis of information obtained from key stakeholders and previous evaluation

phases. Accordingly, the main questions addressed in the preduct evaluation were:

« What were the effects of the Staff Development Program (SDP) on
participants?

+ What were the ouicomes of the SDP for participants with regard to
portfolio development?

+ How does the teaching emvironment impact on portfolio-based
professional develepment?

» What recommendations can be made for changes to the SDP and

further program development?
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The methods employed in this product evuluation are fully described in chapter
three. Data was obtained by the administration of an open-ended questionnaire,
interviews willi SDP participants and other key stakeholders, a journal record of
program activities, examination and clussification of participunts' teaching
portfolios, and a review of the context, input and process findings. Whilst the
product evaluation was undertaken in accordance with the CIPP approach it was
also informed by other approaches to the evaluation of professional development

programs such as those advocated by Kirkpatrick (1994).

PROGRAM EFFECTS

The previous chapter discussed the formative evaluation of thr:Slaf f Development
* Program (SDP} such as obtaining feedback on sessions. In the product evaluation,
a summative evaluation of the SDP was Ll}nclienszen‘ which included participants’
retrespective views on the SDP and their perceptions olf pregram effects (Ayers,
1989). Two weeks after the final SDP session an open-ended follow-up
questionnaire (Appendix 3.17) was sent to all participants in the SDP. This
questionnaire, which sought to elicit feedback on the program’s structure, content,
resources, and the facilitator's performance, asked the participants to comment on:
s the structure of the program (number and length of sessions, time frame, group
size, ete.);
» the discussion topics (content areas) covered;

« the resources provided (i.e. materials, time release);

» the group facilifator’s performance (ie. running of sessions, project
management, etc.);

» - their personal objectives and the extent to which they were achieved;
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» whether the program sessions provided adequite support and resources and
further supporl or resources required;

» barriers or problems paricipunts thought they may encounter in porifolio
development;

« whether these were adequately addressed in the program sessions;
« the potentiul advantapes or disadvantages in developing  teaching portfolio;
« the purposes for which (hey would like to sec porifolios used in the SON;

»  whether they would recommend the SDP to the SON Staff Development
Committee or to other geademic staff, and

» any further commenis they may huve,

Secrutiny of the responses suggested there were no apparent differences between
groups A and B. Thus, the reactions to the program from group A and B members

were combined, as discussed below,

Program Structure

In question 1(a) participants were asked to comment on the program in terms of
the structure (that is, number and length of sessions, time frame, group size etc.).
All respondents indicated that they were satisfied with the structure of the overall
program. A number also commented on the atmosphere in the sessions in their
responses. Representative comments from groups A and B participants about the

program’s structure include:

Did not have a problem with this. Group size was right so was the
time frame. [ think we needed the number of sessions we had o get
through the material. Sessions were informal and non threatening
which was good. (Group A participant')

Session length and number were fine — gave lots of opportimity for

! This questionnaire had A and B forms but did nol ilentiy individual participants
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informat nerworking and discussion. Group size also good — wouldn't
like it to be targer but were enough people to give scope for small
graup activities. The whole thing was very well vrganised. (Group A
patticipant}

Well structured, there was sufficient time to discuss und cover the

material. The group size was great, with too many people it makes
opportunities for discussion difficudr. (Group B participant)

Group was a comfortable size. The length and nunber of vessions
allowed for some valuable extra-curricufar discussions (even side
tracking « little) and meant we didn't feel rushed. Very informal,
relaxed and suppertive. (Group B participant}

The responses above confirm the feedback and observations of the process
evaluation findings outlined in chapter six. For example, most participants
indicated they enjoyed the sessions and attendance was high throughout the
program. Group size and the fortnightly meetings were similarly favourably
commented on. Also, a number of participants suggested that they would like to
continue with the sessions beyond the fermal program, and a couple indicated
they had arranged to meet informally to keep each other ‘on track’ with their

portfolios.

Pragram Content

Question I(b) focused on the content of the sessions, and sought comment on the
topics covered in the program. Typical responses on program content are outlined

below.

Very pertinent topics discussed. Provided an opportunity to gather
insight into other's teaching methods. Areas discussed made me
aware of other strategies to implement myself. (Group A participant)
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Confent was appropriate and gave me some idea as to the fype of
materials that cowld be included in a porifolio, It was very good to be
able to discuss various issues with others in the group and exchange
ideas abawt teaching strategies and ways to do things better. (Group
. A participant)

I appreciated especially the ideas of other people and copics
(handouts) of their ideas. Maybe more discussion commenting oh
what cach had done;  e.g. T especially enjoyed getting and giving
Sfeedback on porifolio.  We all benefit from this type of feedbuack.
{Group B participant)

Excellent. All areas covered wmore than adequately. (Group B
participant}

As illustrated by these responses, the participants were generally satisfied with the
session content, and many commented on the value of the discussion generated by
the activities undertaken in the context of the program. It was also evident that a
number of participants felt they had learnt new strategies for teaching from the
session discussions, in addition to learning about the preparation of a teaching
portfolio. This finding is significant in view of the propounded benefits of
portfolios with respect to teaching improvement. It also suggests the potential
benefits of collaborative approaches to portfolio development. On the other hand,
as indicated by one participant above, provision for receiving more fezdback from
colleagues could be an important consideration in future program development,
In this regard it was evident from materials received in a survey of directors of
portfolio programs in other institutions (detailed in the input evaluation) that one

institution incorporated peer censultation on portfolios in their program.
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Program Resources
(i
In the next question, 1{e), purticipants were asked 1o commenl on the resources

provided in the program. Representalive comments to this question include:

Appropriate wnd adequate resources, Somnetimes difficult to get to
sessions because of other conunitmenty (despite time release). {Group
A participant)

.. Did not have any difficulty with time release this semester but only
because I'm nor doing clinical,  Materials were relevant 1o the
develapment of a portfolio and people could use as nuich or ay little
as they needed to. (Group A participant)

Very useful! The time release made all the difference in being able to
attend. All information required to complete my own portfolio is
there. (Group B participant)

Program was well resourced - plenty of handouts and time release
was adequate. (Group B participant)

The illustrative comments above point to the importance of time release for the
participation of academic staff in professional development aclivilies. The
feedback also showed that with regard to materials, adequate and appropriate
- resources were provided throughout the program. Some participants mentioned
they had kept the materials provided during the SDP for later reference. The
adequacy of resources can be attributed to the input evaluation, which determined
the requirements for the informational, physical, financial, and human resources

required for the program.,
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Program Facilitation

Another aspect of ihe follow-up questiennaire of SDP participants sought

comment on the researcher’s performance s group facilitator,

As noted in

chapter three, these questionnaire responses were anonymous in order 1o

encourage participants to provide a frank opinjon on the SDP's funclioning,

Typical responses to question 1(d) included:

Excellent — created a relaxed and supportive apmosphere which made
the sessions very enfoyable. Pacing of material was very timely.
(Gropp A participant)

Group facilitator abways helpful and very sensitive to needs of group
members — while still keeping in mind the purpose of the sessions.
{Group A participant)

Stimulating, encouraging, accepting, challenging and knowledgeable.

- The atmosphere was conducive to sharing ideas (without threat). Very

enjoyable. (Group B participant)

Sessions were relaxed and not didactic. Sometimes the group sessions
wandered off into other agendas or non-related issues but the
facilitator usually managed to re-focus us. (Group B participant)

e

QOverall the comments on the researcher’s performance in facilitating the group

sessions were positive. These findings alse confirmed the cbservations discussed

in the previous chapter that the group climate had been enthusiastic, productive,

and pleasant for most sessions.
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Goal Attainment

The follow-up questiennaire alse uddressed the goals parlicipants had set for
themselves a1 the beginning of the Siaff Development Program (SDP), und issues
related to support they required or burriers they anticipaled o achieving these
goals. Tt will be recalled that in the first session of the SDP, participants were
aiked to determine goals for themselves and their group, as discussed in the

findings of the process evaluation.

In the first part of this question, 2(a), participant$ were asked to list the goals they
had set themselves for participation in the SDP and the extent to which they
believed these had been met. As responses to this questionnaire were anonymous,
the goals listed in this questionnaire could not be matched with the initial goals
listed in chapter six. Two of the respondents indicated that they could not recall
their initial goals (see comment from group A paricipant, below). Typical

responses to this question from group A are shown below,

1. To be aware of what exactly « teaching portfolio is, 2. How to
compile one. 3. How a teaching porifolio can be used. 4. To start
work on compiling one of my own, I've achieved 1-3 and have made a
start on 4 — but only just! (Group A participant}

Can’t remember exacily, but I achieved a lot and learnt a mieaningful
structure for the development af a teaching portfolio and new ways to
evaluate my teaching, Iihink my teaching will be better becanse of
taking part in this praject and I can use my portfolio to demonstrate
this. (Group A participant)

Representative responses from group B participants included:
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1. To discover exactly wiat maierial poes into a porifolio, 2, To learn
how to arrange my own portfolio. 3. To learn how to best wse o
portfalio Le. in applications, — All met. (Group B participant)

To evaluware what [ do and how well Tdo it and mavbe what else I need

to do, It made me start a portfolio of articles, conference papers,

outside presentations ane it's made me realise just how much we do

Jor so little credibility. It wasn't an origina objective but I do want to

get sume peer review of my teaching now. (Group B participant)
All of the participants indicated they had achieved at least some of their goals, and
most suggested that they had made u start on their portfolios. As noted in the
cotnments above, same had revised their objectives during the course of the SDP,
and there were u number of comments that implied some felt their teaching had
improved as a result of their participation, It was also clear from a number of
responses that the participants had started to think about the purposes for which

they might use their portfolios, for example, in relation to applications for

appointment.

Program Support

The next question of this evatuation, (2b}, focused on whether the support made
available during the SDP was adequate for the participants fo achieve their

objectives. Some representative responses to this question were:
L&

The TPP certainly did provide the necessary resources required and
the environment was very suppaortive. Ido not think I needed anything
more, (Group A participant)

Most definitely. It would not have been possible to achieve what ! did
without the support we recelved, both from the facilitator and other
group members. (Group A participant)
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As ahways time ways a problem, otherwise yes. (Group B participant)

Definitely, When my povgfoliv is complete § would like some feedback

on my attempt, (Group B participant)
The responses from all paticipants to this question indicaled they felt they
received sufficient suppert and resources over lhe course of (he program.  As
shown by the group B responses, those indicating they regnired further support

suggested they needed more time or wanled feedback on their partfolio,

Barriers to Portfolio Development

Participants were also requested to consider potential or actual barriers or
problems they perceived that might hamper their progress with portfolie
prepacation, in question 3(a). Eight {(57%) ssid they envisaged no problems or
barrierls te further portfolic development. Some typical responses from those who

mentioned obstacles to portfolio preparation are shown below,

I prefer a butk amount of time to organise, read, and then thirk abot
puiting a ‘portfolio together. It is 1ot something I would rush throngh -
during the semester. Once organised, I feel I could build the porifolio

" each semester. A problem I have is actually finding time to uddress/
collect student evaluation of my teaching. It is always required during
the busiest time of semester. (Group A participant)

Time mainly, just being able to get down to doing the stuff in view of
the fact that there are often other activitiesfrasks that have to be
attended to. (Group B participant)

As the responses show, time was scen us a scatce Tesource for a number of the

participants. This has also been noted in previous chapters, where lack of time
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emerged us being a significant factor arising in different guises in cach evaluation

phase,

In part 3(b) of this question, participants in the SDP were asked 1o comment on
how any barriers raised in 3(a) counld be addressed. The responses to this part of
the questionnaire suggested that paricipants viewed this issue in___,-.:erms of

motivation as shown below.

These are self motivation and time managenent jsstes. (Group A

partici pant)

If a portfolio was required for something, e.g. « job application, I'm
sure I'd manage 1o find the time to complete it. (Group A participant)

I think the time Issue was addressed in TPP sessions, now it's up to

wig. (Group B participant)
As implied by the comment from a group A participant above, same participants
indicated that if a portfolio wus required for a particular purpose, (hey could find
the time to complete it, 43 noted by the group B member, time-management for
portfolio preparation was something addressed in SDP sessions. Also, every
effort had been made in the program design to integrate portfolio development
with practices that were already in place within the SON. This, coupled with the
motivational aspects, was explored further in the next set of questions, which

Jooked at the advantages, disadvantages and purposes of portfolios.
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Advantages and Disadvantages of Portfolio Development

In guestion 4(n) participants were asked to consider the potential advantages and
disadvantages of developing a teaching portfolio for ucademic stall. In"general,

more advantages thun disadvantages were noted:

Britliant resource - record of one's career and nsepid Gddition to ¢
CV and for job applications, self review and growth through
monitoring changes in teaching, strategies, philosophy etc. One
disadvantage is that perhaps difficultiesiproblems encowntered in
career if documented could be seen negatively by a reviewer, (Group
A participant)

Can't see too many disadvantages — one has to be systemuatic and
orderly in the compiling of it and put the time into it. The advantages
are that it provides a record of teaching activities which may be
heipful when seeking promotion or applying for another job, and
contributing to the University Teaching/Learning strategic plan,
{Group A participant)

Excellent tool but the risk is they will be copious volumes that no one
will read. Great for self development and review but will need to get
the Head [of School] to understand the concept so that we can be
confident it will be fairly viewed and we won't be disudvantaged in
any way. (Group B participant)

In the current economic sitwation I think the development of o
porifolic is a must. (Group B participant)

As shown above, in a number of responses lo question 4(a), participants
mentioned the advsntages of portfolio preparation in relation to their own
development in teaching. Some also alluded to the need for others to be trained in

portfolio use, so that the portfolio could be appropriately reviewed.
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Use of Portfolios

In quéstion 4 (b), the participants were asked to consider the purposes for which
they would like to sce teaching portfolios used in the SON, The most frequent
response advocated that portfolios be used in the University's annual slaff review
and development discussions recenlly implemented at Cortin. In other responses,
_participanis focussed on how portfolios might be used in a reward system such as

promotions or teaching awards. For example:

1. To support amalftenure review. 2. Perhaps we could have a prize
for the most innovative, well presented porifolio. 3. To share with
others regarding achicvements and innovaiive ideas. (Group A
participant)

Annual review, Self development. Promotions. (Group A participant}

Use in annual review discussion. To record excellence in teaching,
 Foar promotion and tenure purposes. (Group B participant)

To document development in teaching. For promotions and job
stability. (Group B participant)
A theme apparent in most of the responses to guestion 4{b) was the notion of
using a portfolio as a strategy for self-development to enhance one’s teaching
practice, as well as for personnel purposes. This theme supports previous findings
in this study, in that the formative and summative use of a portfolio was not seen -
to be mutually exclusive by participants. That is, most participaﬁls noted more

than one use for their portfolio,
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Recommendations

The final question in the overall program evaluslion, 4(c), asked participants if
lhc; would recommend the program to the SON's Staff Development Committee
ﬁr to other academic staff. This question was in lwe parts, giving them the option
of recommending the S8DP in ils present format or, altematively, suggesting
another format. All but one of the participants noted they would recommend the
program in the form it had been conducted. One group B participant indicated
that although the format had suited her it might net suit everyone, and 4 group A

member stated:

I will definitely recommend it in its present format, although I would
also like to see a complementary program af one-on-one support
because not everyone is going te be comforiable with sharing ail of
their portfolio with every other member of staff. especially in this
competitive climate we now face, (Group A participant)

This comment raises the issue of the environment in which portfolio programs are
designed and conducted. Although (he climate within the Staff Development
Program (SDP) had been suppertive and non-competitive, it was apparent towards
the end of the program that there had been an environmental shift, and that this
was related to *he retrenchment of four participants. Under these conditions it
could be more difficult to gain support from staff for a collaborative approach to
professional development such as the one described in this study, This is
particularly the case if staff feel they are in competition for posittons. These
findings also highlighted the importance of monitoring the environmental context

in designing and implementing professional development aclivities, especially -
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where these activities muy have an impact on an individual’s carcer,

Neveriheless, responses to the program evaluation questionnaire show (here was 2
consensus umengst patticipants that the SDP had met their needs and that the
-sessions had been conducted to their satisfaction. This finding supports the
formative aspects of the process evaluation findings. In the process evaluation,
observations recorded in (he project journal, ranscripts of group sessions und
session feedback forms demonstrated that participants were generally pleased with

the SDP and felt they had benefited from their participation,

PORTFOLIO DEVELOPMENT

As outlined in chapter three, the participants in the Staff Development Program

(SDP) were interviewed belween three to five months after the return of the final

questionnaire. The purpose of these interviews was to Teview the, progress

I
participants had made with their portfolios. Anciher purpose was to determine the

impact of thz staff development program on the participants, and to ascertain their

views on various issues related to portfolio use.

The context and input evaluation findings revealed there were numerous models
of teaching portfolios in use across the higher education sector, The process
evaluation showed that participants had not been given a prescribed format for a
porlfdlio during the Staff Development Program (SDP). This gave participants in

' the SDP considerable scope to develop portfolios suited to their own needs and
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preferences.  Morcover, in the absence of any formal requirement for portfolios
for any purpose, ecither in the SON er within the University, there was also no
extrinsic incentive for participants to produce a portlolio. It was of inlerest, then,
to follow up the participants and view their portfolios to determine if they had
continued with the development of a pertfolio and te ascertain the extent of their
progress in these circumstances. The views of SDP participants on how portfolio
preparation might impact on their teaching practice were also canvassed.
As discussed in chapter three, evaluation of -the SDP sessions was guided by
Kirkpatrick’s (1994) maodel, whilst the breader project issues were addressed
within Stufflebcam’s CIPP evaluation framework. The interview schedule
included the following open-ended questions:

» What progress have yob made on your portfolio since last year?

» What factors influenced your progress?

+  How satisfied are you with the present state of your portlolio?

» For what purposes (have) will you use your portfolio?

» How has the preparation of a portfolio impacted on your leaching?

+ How has the preparation of a porifolio impacted on your career planning?

+ How should your portfolio be judged (evaluated)?
The findings discussed below are based on detailed notes taken by the researcher
at the time of interview and the classification of the interviewees' portfolios in

accordance with a system created for this study. The responses given by

participants in the follow-up interviews are discussed below,
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Progress

The interviewees indicated varying degrees of progress in portfolic development.
Most implied they considered their portfoiio *a work in progress’ and over half.
{8) indicated they would have liked 10 be further advinced. In follow-up
guestions, the rescarcher probed Lhe participants’ views of what further
qdvancemem in portfolio development meant to them. Generally the participants
said that further refinement of their portfalio and/for further reflection on portfolio

contents was required, For example, as one participant stated:

I've got the raw materials here... now I really need to sit down and
think abour what it ait means. (A3 participant)

Another participant suggested:

I haven't zf::lkttiﬂy reflected on what I have,..J think there's a fot more
1 can do w;'!rh it. (B6)

Factors Influencing Progress

Lack of time, followed by a iack of incentive were the most common factors

identified as being problematic in the completion of a portfolia. Of the five who
indicated that their portfolios were ‘complele” at the time of interview (36%), all

had had occasion to use their pertfolie, either in applying for ancther position or

. for their annual review interview. Also, it must be kept in mind that many of the

participants viewed their portfolios as an ongoing task (see above) and in this
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regard ‘completion” was clearly in the eye of the beholder. For some participunts
the state of their portiolie was mainly a question of ‘degree of completeness’. A
foilow-up question examined Lhis in terms ol participanis' satisfaction with the

present state of their portfolios.

Only six (43%) of the panicipants indicated during interview that they were
satisfied with the current state of their portfolios. This was often attributed to lack
of time and none of those interviewed said they were unciear as t¢ how to
proceed. On further questioning, those dissatisfied with their progress mentioned
certain aspects of their portfolio they felt needed strengthening. Five (36%) said
they had no feedback on their teaching from colleagues. This point often led to
discussions of peer observation and appraisal of teaching and the resources
available within the University for this to take place as well as any perceived
barriers or problems associated with peer review of teaching. As mentioned
previously, there was no formal system in place (outside of the promotions
system) for feedback from colleagues on one’s teaching. However, during the
SDP, resources for peer evaluation of teaching had been mude available, and
different approaches to peer appraisal of teaching were discussed during the
sessions. Three of those interviewed indicated they had taken advantage of these

resources to obtain peer feedback on their teaching.

Use of Portfolio

_ As noted above, some of the participants had already used their portfolios for job
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applications and annual review purpoeses. Previous [indings of the present sindy
also suggested participants viewed pertfolios as a useful tool Tor sell-development
purposes. In most instances interviewees required little prompting to highlight the
benefits of ponfolio preparation for self-development. This was also cvident i
the process evaluation where participants made a number of references 10 the use
of portfolios for self-development. In fact, of staff taking part in the program, the
majority (86%) menticned the benefits they obtained from preparation of a
portfolio, irrespective of their stage of portfclio development. In this regard, they
perceived the ‘process’ of porlfolio preparation to be mere important than the
‘product’.  Nevertheless, in addition to self-development purposes, over half
{64%) of those interviewed stated they intended to use their portfolios for annual
review purposes and two (14%) were considering using it in applications for

promotion,

Impact on Teaching Practice

Most of those interviewed could readily identify both tangible and intangible
effects of portfolio preparation on their teaching practice. A number of
participants referred to u heightened awareness of practical suggestions and ideas
they had gained from the sessions, many of which had been incorporated into their
teaching practice. For example, four mentioned a form they had started to use
(discussed in the SDP sessions) to obtain feedback on their clinica? teaching from
students. Some participants had met outside the session times to adapt this

feedback form to suit a clinical teaching context, and they had subsequently
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1

trialed it. They indicated they were using the information they obtained from this

feedback to improve their clinical teaching and the students’ learning experience.

As one interviewee noted:

I found [from using the form] that there were gaps in the students’
preparation for clinival.. owhich | could address. (B6)

Impact on Career Planning

Most (86%] participants in the Staff Development Program (SDP) had not thought
about their portfolios in the context of career planning, and the question appeared
to takeé{\'q’_ze by surprise. However, once they started to think about it, most
implieé ;n él';eir responses that they thought their portfolios would be a useful aid
for career planning and development. One, who had used her portfolio in z_t}ob
application, stated that she would have found it very difficult to prepare a
portfolio at short notice, and she was grateful for her involvement in the program.
Two interviewees, who had consciously developed a portfolio with career
planning in mind, described their portfolios 2s an integral aspect of documenting
their academic work, They envisaged updating it in much the same way as their
résumé and thought of the portfolio and résumé as complementary documents.
One noted that she had used the preparation of her portfolio aé an opportunity to
set goals in teaching which would assist in providing a better focus for her
teaching activitics. Nevertheless, it appears that for the participants in this study

the use of a portfolio for career planning was not a priority.
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Appraisal of Portfalios

Only one participant had been in u position where her portfolio had been
evaluated when applying for a position al another university. Most of the others
had not censidered this aspect of portfolio use. A number of the participants
commented that they would modify their portfolio lo suil the criteria against
which it may be judged, and pointed to the advantages of having prepared a
portfolio to facilitate this process. On further questioning it appeared that many of ..
the interviewees had kepl materials from the program (e.g. The AVCC Guidelines
for Effective University Teaching} for reference, although none had consciously
used these documents in preparing their portfolios. Some commented that
because the portfolio provided more comprehensive documentation of their
teaching achievements they would be advantaged in a competilive situation, Many
expressed the view that because portfolio use at Curtin was not established
practice, they were not confident that people viewing their penfolios {such as the
head of school) would be able to make sound judgements about it. They also
lacked confidence in their own ability to assess a teaching portfolio. As noted in
the previous chapter, portfolio appraisal was not addressed as planned in the Staff
Development Program (SDP). These responses from participants at the follow-up
interviews highlighted the need for further work on the appraisal of a portfolio

particularly if they were to be used in the summative evaluation of staff.
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Classification of Portfollos

The input evaluation canvassed a preliminary élussiﬁcalion of teuching portfolio
stytes, Categorisation was based on. coment unalysis of documents on portfolio
programs and a review of literature on the use of teaching portfolios. This
preliminary classification was subsequenily refined in light of the findings from
the process evaluation, where parficipants in the SDP discussed what they
considered to be essential components of a portfolio. It was then further refined
based on work by Tomkinson {1997), who proposed & taxonomic structure for

categorising teaching portfolios.

Table 7-1 lists the dichotomous factors identified in Tomkinson’s (1997)

classificatory scheme.
Table 7-1 Portfolio classification (Adzq;lcd from Tomkinsor, 1997)
Style Descriptive Reflective
Structure Informal Formal
Scope Narrow (teaching) Broad (professional)
Purpose Developmental (formative} Evaluative {(summative)
Confidentiality Personal (closed) Public (open)
Content Focussed Comprehensive
Timing Discrete Continuous

Tomkinson (1997) notes a number of problems in treating these factors as

dichotomies. For example, with regard to purpose:

7.
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Might a portfolio...be muli-purpose? Would a Record of Achievement
count as a porlfelio and, if so, is its purposce develepmental or
evuluative? (Tomkinson, 1997, p. 3)

Furthermore, with regard to portiolio styles Tomkinson asks:

How much reflection is needed before a portfolio becomes reflective
and not purely descriptive? Is a portfolio thal features arelysis rather
than reflection \o be categorized as descriptive rather than reflective?
(Tomkinson, 1997, p. 3)

The findings of the present study suggest thal the portfolio concept is both multi-

faceted and complex. Morcover, the need to develop a laxonomic structure for the
classification of portfolios is critical, as the portfolio concept will not progress
without clarity and a commen language amongst educational developers and
researchers, For the purpose of classifying the portfolios of SDP participants,
then, Tomkinson’s (1997) scheme was adapted to include aspects of portfolio
classification identified in the literature and the [indings from previous evaluation

stages in the present study, detailed in Table 7-2 below.
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Clusstfivation scheme of portfolio efements

CATEGORY

ELEMENT

Style: relers 1o the main features of the
constructed portfolio.

Descriplive ~ organized wrilten accoont of icaching

describing activitics, materials, etc,

Reflective — organized written account of teaching
activities with relleciion on teaching practice.

Discursive - non-organized written aceount of teaching
acljvitics, materials cic.

Collective - selected teaching materials, artifacts and
cvalualions representalive of recent teaching activities.

Archival - siructured collection of 1eaching materials
representative ol teaching career.

Non-seleetive - unstructured eollection of any/all
materials pertaining 1o teaching

Constituents: refers to whal is
comained in 2 portfolic

Nemsfarlifacts - original documeniation and samples,

Written accoun! — no materials included.

Combination - written accuunt + itemsfartifacls,

Structure: refers to the level of
organization exhibited in the portfolio

Informal - little or no structure exhibited in lext or
wmaterials,

Forrmal — highly structured text or teaching materials,

Seope: refers 1o the range of
professional activities included in a
portfolio.

Narrow {leaching) - includes only 1ext and material
relevant (o teaching.

Broad {professional) — includes text and material
coveting the [ull extent of scholarly academic activilics.

Purpose: refers 1o the uses of the
porifolic.

Developmental (Torimative) — used for professional or
sell-development purposes.

Evaluative {summative) - used for applications such as
appointmenl, promotian, dcereditation ete.

Combined —ysed lor bath formative and summitive
evaluation purposcs,

Confidenliality: refess Lo the level of
aceess to a portfolia by other people.

Personal {closed) — portfoiio documentation is for
private viewing only.

Public (open} - portfolio docunientation is available for
public scrutiny.

Mixed - aspects of portfelio documentation for both
private and public serutiny.

Content: refers o aspects and areas of
teaching practice incorporaled in the
portfolio.

Focussed- documentation confined Lo few aspects ol
teaching only.

Comprehensive — documentation drawn from all aspects

Timing: refers Lo the development
processes of portfolio preparation.

of teaching is incorporated in the portolio. _{
Discrete — portfolio developed as a one-oll document.

Intermitient/sporadic ~ aspects of the portfoliv nre
waorked on [rom time to tine.

Continuous — portflolio is an angoing mainlenance lask,

Stage: refers 1o whether or not the
pottfelio is viewed as a finished
product.

Complete - portfolio documeniation is eomplete at a
particular point in time.

Incomplete — portloiio needs further work 1o bring to
completion,
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The classification scheme detailed in Table 7-2 has brief explanalory notes of the
clements comprising the scheme. These clements were used Lo classily Lhe
portfolios of SDP participants. Despite the comprehensive niture of the Table 7-2

taxonomy, judgements of the pertfolios on some dimensions were nol always

clear-cut. If in doubt the rescurchier corlerred with the interviewee. I there was

still doubt the researcher ook the stance that the portfolio’s owner should have the

final say. The outcomes of this analysis, in Tuble 7-3, shows how the participants’

portfolios were classified using the scheme summarised in Table 7-2.

Table 7-3 Taxonomy of participants’ teaching portfolios

Portfolios

Number i

Element

Descriptive
Style - Reflective
Lollective
. Biscursive
_Archival
Non-selzctive

]
ol
!c\|-h

Constituents : ltems/artifacts

 Namative -
. Combinatian —narrative + ilems/arlifcts

Y ui«.: o!mi—-

Scoge i Namow {teaching)

Kk

i Broad (prolessional)

' Developmental (formative}
: Evaluative {summative)

i Combinecd

Purpose

Confidentiality i Personal (closed)

| Public (open)
Mized

elwlavw|oni— o ie-

Content | Focussed

Comprehensive

Timing Discrete
| Intermitteotfsporadic
Continuous

Stage Complele
Incomplele

Structure Informal
Formal

Wl |t —-=u:|.ra th
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The evaluation of participants® portiolios, detailed in Table 7-3, took place Ihree
to {lve months ulter the conclusion of the Stafl Development Program {(SDP).
From the adupled chassification system  pieture of u "typical' portfolio developed
by the SDP participants emerged. Brieily, this was a collection of teaching jlems
and artefaets, narrow in scope, developmental jn purpose and open for public
scrwtiny. Moreover, Lhe portfolio contents tended to be focussed, developed
spordically und incomplete at the time of viewing. Given the small numbers
involved in this study, no firm conclusions can be drawn. Furthermore, jt was
evident the 26 elements that comprise this classification scheme were not
mutually exclusive. In some cases portfolio elements may better be represented as
a continuum, for example, the stage of portfolio completion, Nevertheless, the
scheme does represent an improvemnent aver other portfolio dassification systems,

in that it forms the basis of a comprehensive taxonomy.

Further analysis of the contents of participants’ portfolios found that all of them
incorporated student feedback. This tended to include both quantitative
(standardised student evaluations of teaching) and qualitative (open-ended
guestionnaires), as well as reviews of units taught and teaching activities. Most
portfolios included teaching materials, such as unit cuilines, examples of set
assignments, and tutorial aclivities developed by the staff member. A few
included feedback from peers, colleagues or the head of school. Many of those
interviewed recopnised ‘gaps’ in their portfolio documentation, and the discussion
in these interviews often centred on how additional portfolio materials could be

obtained,
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In summary then, all staff involved in the Stalf Development Program (SDP) lnd
developed some forme of portfolie, although the stage of preparedness varied
depending on lhe purticipant’s personul circumstances. As mentioned previously,
only six ol the fotrteen participants were satisfied with their portfolio at the time
it was viewed, and many attributed their limited progress with portfolio
development to a lack of time. Overall, howcever, all acknowledged that they hul
derived benefit from their paricipation in the SDP und the preparation of a

porttfolio.

In relation to Kirkpatrick's (1994) four-ievel model of evaluation, the following

effects of the SDP on participants were demonstrited.

« Reaction ~ establishes how participants felt about the program. The findings
show that those taking part in the Stafl Development Program (SDP) felt they
had derived benefit from their involvement and had enjoyed Ihe experience.
All expressed satisfaction with the program activities and commented
favouzably on the procedural design and the facilitator’s performance, These
findings are validated by those reported in the process evaluation, which also

found that participants expressed satisfaction in session feedback forms.

»  Leamning - determines if stated objectives have been achieved and learning
has taken place. The findings show that all participants felt they had achieved
at least some of their personal objectives through their participation in the

SDP. In regard to leamning, it was shown that all involved in the program

284



PRODUCT EVALUATION FINDINGS

knew low to prepare o portfolio, understood the categorics of portfolio
conient, and appeared Lo understand the various purposes for which portfolios

could be developed,

» Behaviour - focuses on effeclive transfer of development and (raining
activities to the work environment. [t was demonstrated that all participants
exhibited same level of behavioural change with regard 1o collecting materials
for their portfolios, collating these materials, and undertaking other activities
related to portfolio preparation. Also, thut transfer from the SDP to the work
environment had taken place, was demonstrated by the fact that between three
to five months after the completion of the program, all were still involved in

some form of portfolio development, albejt sporadically in some cases.

+ Results - establishes how a program has impueted on the organisation. This
level of evaluation was not specifically addressed. Nevertheless, a conclusion
that may be drawn from the program ouicomes is that the school in which the
stidy was set now had a ‘critical mass’ of ten staff with expertise in the use of
teaching portfolios. If portfolios were to be introduced at Curtin, these staff
would be a potential resource for further program development, Morcover, the
dissernination of the findings of the present study in verbal and written reports

also had the potential te impact at the institutional level.

The impact and outcomes of the program, described above, show that the

portfolio-based staff development activities, undertaken in the present study, led
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to u range of benefits lor the participants and the Schoo! of Nursing, Furthermore
some of the lindings from this evaluation highlight how organisational factors in
which a program is conducted may impict on program oulcomes. These issues are
discussed below in relation to findings from the context, process, and input

evaluations.

TEACHING ENVIRONMENT

This study aimed to explore the role of teaching porifolios in the appraisal,
improvement and recognition of university teaching, and in the professional
development of academic staff, The outcomes of the Teaching Poitfolio Project
(TPP) detailed so far in this thesis huve shed light on the issues involved in the
role portfolios may play in teaching development. The TPP, involving as it did
four distinct evaluations, elucidated some of the issues in detail. Thus it became
apparent during the course of the TPP that the institutional environment in which
a program i$ developed may affect the outcomes. In periods of organisational
change, such as those forming the backdrop to this study, the effects of the
changes may have far-reaching implications. Moreover, an understanding of the
factors that impact on portfolio-based professional development has relevance for

others considering such an approach.

Valuing University Teaching

It has been well documented that universities in recent decades have tended to
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value and rcwaili-d research uctivities over teaching, as evidenced for example, by
appointment and promotion decisions (Anwyl, Balla, & Mclones, 1991; Aulich
Committee, 1990; Baker, [993; Boyer, [990; Ramsden, Margetson, Martin, &
Clark, 1995). Findings from the conlext and inpul evaluations show thal (his was
also the case al Curtin University. The findings show that participants in the Stuff
Development Program (SDP) perceived litile in the way of recognilion or reward
for good teaching, either from within their School or from the University. The

session wranscripts supported this view, For cxample:

... It is not easy because you are duing yonr full-time teaching load,

you are trying to study pari-time, you are trying to go to the librury
regularly, plus your are trying to publish. All that without getting any
recognition, {A54)

Clearly, academic work differs across disciplines, as does the emphasis on areas
of teaching that academic staff perceive valued at a schoel or departmental level.
In the School of Nursing (SON), n perceived lack of recognition for clinical
teaching was evident in the transcripts of the group sessions of the SDP. For

example, a participant in the SDP stated;

And if you are clinically experienced and go out there, your teaching
is much richer. The foct that you can use anecdotes that are recent,
that are appropriate, and it makeys your teaching much more credible.
And I don't know why it is devalued. (B52)

Moreover, some participants expressed enthusiasm for using their portfolio as a
means of gaining recognition for clinical teaching. This is indicated by a

comment from one SDP participant in describing an entry for het portfolio:
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I fwas thinking about} clinical teaching and the fact that there was no
value for it and there's no recopnition for it and there’s no
measurentent for how well we do ... Pve got an example... . (362}

However, decisions made during the period this study was in progress by the
Schools management regarding the re-organisation of clinicul teaching within the
SON, demoralised participunts who were involved in clinical teaching. For
example, lhe Schools management commillce had <ecided that financial
considerations precluded using academic stall for clinical teaching and this

information was disseminated to staff as a fait accompli.

Participants in the SDP, who felt strongly that academic staff in the School should
be involved in teaching both the clinical and theoretical components of the course,
were angry that this decision had been taken. They also became somewhat
discouraged in their attempts to document clinical teaching in a portfolio. This
highlights the need for academic staff involvement in a consultative process, both
in terms of decision-making processes when considering changes to teaching, and
also in portfolio development. That is, if academic staff are aware of a School’s
teaching and learning goals, their portfolios may be directed towards, und could
reflect these goals, and some of the frustration experienced by the participants in

the SDP could be avoided.

Budgetary Constraints

Moses (1995) noted that "Most acadernic staff still do not relate to concepts like

performance indicators, quality assurance, total quality management, iniernational
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standards, stukeholder, customer or client, inpul and cutput” (p.11). In this study,
staff were aware of the changing terminology in universitics but did nol always

endorse thwe concepts it encapsulated. For instunce,

What widd afl these cuts and with the HECS feex going up, aid maybe
Jull fee-paving postgraduaie students.... the consamer ix going to be a
different conswmer. They've going to expect ity and we're going
to be short-staffed and put under a lot more pressure because of those
cuis, but the customer is going to expect more. (B52)

[Others shared the concerns raised by this participant, They expressed concern that
these changes would hmpact negatively on the quality of leaching. As one

participant said,

I suspect that what will actually happen thorgh is that to meet their
demands we will compromise the quality....and they (the students)
will be satisfied because theyve got the piece af paper but they won't
have the quality or the integrity of the program. (B42)

Participants in the Staff Development Program (SDP) were very aware of the
financial constraints on their leaching. They could see (he need for changes both
in the way they taught and in the way teaching loads were allocated.
Nevertheless, it was also evident that there was considerable apprehension about
these changes, and some guestions as 1o how these constraints may impact on
teaching practice and documentation in a portfolio. This finding points to the need
for teaching to be contextualised in & portfolio in such a way that the reader or
reviewer of the portfolio can understand the consiraints that may impact on the

teacher's work.
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Academic Work Patterns
a0
The :/ibﬂvc concerns, expressed whilst diseussing (he constraints on budgets which
fotlowed the announcement of Federal Government funding cuts to universities,
were also echoed in discussions on the way in which work was allocaled within

the School, For instance:

But 1 find it very unsettting when P teaching across six units, and
yoit've got three meetings to po to, one for each {semester] and then a
subject meeting......and you haven'’t got a clue abont any other part of
the curricnlum, fand] from semester o semester with people
changing, you don't know who is teaching whar. I haven't got a clue.
(B&1)
Changes to work allocations had resulted in slaff being assigned to teach in units
of study outsids their area of expertisce. Of note here is 2 ‘tongue in cheek'
comment by O'Neill (1995) in a paper on the changing terminology in the higher
education sector; "Here we are, working our butts off to introduce multi-skilling
and broad-banding, as much in the intcrests of staff as to make the institutions
uéglean and mean - that's what corporations are all abour™ (O'Neill, 1995, p. 48).
i

"However, participants in the SDP did not perceive the notion of muliiskilling with

humour. Consider, for example:

....... the way we perceived it was... it siarted to come around the
corridors, multiskilling, multiskilling.... there was never a meeting ro
say we're changing our direction and we're not going to become
experts, we're all going to become multiskilled. {A23)

There had been a lack of consultation in the change in academic work patterns in

the Schoel from staff teaching in areas of expertise to becoming 'generalists’, and
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this resulted in staflf becoming confused and frustrated. The commenlts below

reflect these feelings:

S I've gone fram an expert to nudtiskiliing aned then Pm told that §am
ducking and diving 1o avoid fteaching] in my area of expertise. (B62)

[reaching across six units].. ¢ makes crap of quality teaching,... makes

a nonsense of trying to teach in an area that you feel comfortable

with, for] in an area that you have knowledge abont....it is just 50

difficidr. (B72)
Whilst this issue may not directly influence portfolio development it is apparent
that in documenting teaching, the expertise and subject knowledge of the teacher
is an integral part of evidence which attests to the teacher’s competence. Thus, if

required to teach outside one’s subject area, teaching quality may be compromised

and this may be reflected in a weacher’s appraisal.

Academic Work Loads

Similar probiems and reactions appear te have resulted from increasing class size
in the SON. Following directives from the University administration to ‘do more
with less’ one of the responses frem the School was 1o increase the number of
students per tutorial group, Again, the reaction from staff reflects how they

believe this impacts on their teaching:

Tutorial groups have also increased in size. (B32)

We used to have 12 students, then we went to 15 and...you wonid
always end up with 16 or 1§ and now it's 22 to 23 [and] it will go to
25, (B42)
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wWhen you have three or four tite {turorial} proups and 120 [in o
lectire].. yoni can't individualise your teaching. (A73)
Whilst an increase in the number of students per tulorial group might make sound
econamic sense, the manner in which this impacts on the quality of teaching, or
the relationship belween students and stall or departments, has yet to be
determined. For participants in the Staff Development Program (SDP), concern

was expressed in this way:

It’s no wonder that the students begin 1o feel that we ure a non-caring
sehool, that they're anonymous when they're here. (B12)

The participants pointed out that not only was the staff-student relationship
effected by the increase in class size, but these changes also impacted on their

workload from additional marking and administration requirements.

But how can you remember all their namnes? I tell them in the very
beginning I cannot remember all your names. I've got six groups.

(B62)

I know, I'm ithe same. [ counted them up last semester, I was
responsible for 189 students, their pieces of work and everything...l
didn’t think I'd be able to mark all this stuff, each had three pieces of
work...this is an awful way to be....(B12)

It could be argued that academic staff should just reacdjust to changing academic
work patterns and workload, Howevey, judging from the comments above some
staff were clearly still coming to terms with the impact of the changes. It was
evident that having to redefine their teaching methods and the manner in which

they related to students was perceived by SDP participants as a more impersonal
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and oncrous way to leach.

Others in the sector have also geappled with these issues. For example, Coaldrake
(1995), in responding to the Government's reform agenda, suggested that the
tradittonal way of (hinking about the management of leaching in universities may

have to change. He noles:

Inevitably larger classes, for example, might not necessarily result in
formula-driven increases of new staff positions, or new lecture
theatres or additional laboratory space. On the other hand we are
increasingly likely to be funding development projects which focus on
how the quality of the learning environment can be maintained and
enhanced given the entirely altered teaching modes, different staff
needs and transformed space requirement continually emerging.
(Coaldrake, 1995, p. 39)
The findings from the four evalustions undertaken in the Teaching Portfolio
Project (TPP) suggest that portfolio-based programs may provide a forum for
academic staff to explore some of the issues swrounding the maintenance and

enhancement of teaching quality in a collegial and constructive environment.

Role of Portfolic Programs

The outcomes of the TPP show that the Staff Development Program (SD{i—;)} was
seen 1o be one way in which academic staff could assist and support each other to
adapt 10 a changeable teaching environment, As the comment below suggests,
there was a perception that in sharing experiences and ideas in the context of the

SDP, the participants could leam how to re-adjust and possibly make changes to

2093



PRODUCT EVALUATION FINDINGS

their teaching practice,

Poo think i ix important to document though, kow you deal with
challenges and constraints because that’s how a lot of things ave
improved. Iomight work und you can learn from each other, .0 wonld
be Interesied 1o know how does xxxxx deal with teaching in six
semesters, §don't think [ condd do thar. (832)

Despite the probiems and challenges highlighled in the project findings as detailed

in previous chapters, there was still considerable enthusiasm amongst group

merabers to teach well und 10 document and reflect on their teaching.

[ think that one of the benefits of this group is that we actuatly.. have

the time 10 sit down and...clarify to ourselves what things we should

be doing or what things we are doing and what things we can do

better..We've been allocated twe hours of time to sit down and

actuaily clarify our own efforts. Sometimes we are going so fast that

we can never catch up with ourselves, and so we have this time to

share our thoughts. (B71)
This statement also alludes to others findings which showed that time {or a lack
thereof) may be a key factor in determining the success or otherwise of portfolic
programs. It was evident that the fact that staff had received lime release 10
participate in the SDP was instrumental both in obtaining and maintaining their
participation. It was also apparent that stafl development and appraisal activitics

must be tailored to suit the needs of academic staff and be supported by

mechanisms such as titne release fo have successful outcomes.

As the reforms in the higher education sector continue to iake effect, academic

staff in Australian universities will be required to adapt and adjust to the changed

environment in which they teach. It would appear, however, (hat university
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administrators and managers will also need 1o adupl.  For cxample, the
observations above suggest they should be mindful of how decistons taken, which
impact on the teaching envirenment, may in tum effect the morale of staff and the

quality of teaching in their institutions,

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The situation in the school in which this project was undertaken, as described in
this thesig, may not reflect the experiences or views of staff in other schools or
other universities. As Becher (1989) has noted, it is a fact of academic lifz that
universities tend to be departmental instilutions. Moreover, Dopson and McNay
(1996} point out that universitics are not primarily corporate enterprises, but tend
to be organisations with different departmental cuitures, where the criteria for
success are also likely to differ within the institution. Clearly, some aspects of the
teaching environment, such as clinical teaching, will not be relevant to other
departments or schools. However, issucs related to workloads and recognition
and reward for teaching do concur with findings from larger studies (eg, Ramsden
et al,, 1993), and in this respect the views expressed by SDP participants may well
strike a chord with academic staff in other teaching contexts. As Ramsden and his
colleagues have stated,

institutional policies, practices, leadership and management in the area

of teaching should be organised to produce a climate in which

academic staff feel that their contribution to teaching is valued.
{Ramsden et al., 1995, p. 99)
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The findings from the project deseribed in this thesis highlight aspeets of the
teaching environment that may need to be reviewed. Rimsden et al. (1995) go on
to say that empliisis needs to be placed on sirategies thit enbunce staff moerale and
inerease their feeling ol control over their work, Findings from the present study
demonstrate that, in this regard, staff development progrums based on portfolie

preparalion is & useful strutegy.

It is evideni from the present research that creating an environment conducive to
quality teaching can be particulady chalienging in times of chunge. A number of
factors, relating to work patierns, work load and clements of control and
consultation, may need to be considered when decisions are made which will
effect the processes of teaching and learning in universitics. However, portfolio
programs, if adequately resourced and well planned, may prove a powerful
mechanism for creating a dialogue on teaching quality within universities. Such
programs can also provide a focus for formative and summative teaching appraisal
and development, and give staff a sense of empowerment as they consider their

accomplishments in teaching.

In conclusion, then, an analysis of findings from the four evaluations that formed
the basis of this study reveals that these should not be viewed as being mutually
exclusive but as integral parts of an iterative and overlapping whole. When
viewed from this perspective the ‘bigger picture’ starts to emerge. What emanates
from this overview is an insight inte the interactions between the participants, the

staff development program and the teaching environment, and a better
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understanding of some of the issues involved in the recognition, appraisal und

improvement of university lcaching,

Thus, the [indings [rom this case study of the Teaching Porfolio Project

demonstrate thals

« professional development programs based on portfolios are 4 powerful un;!
useful stratepy for reflective practice and teachin g development;

« portfolio preparation may be integrated with existing institutienal practices for
the formative and summative evaluation of university teaching;

+ academic staff cun derive considerable satisfaction, support and benefit from

participation in portfolio-based professional development;

» the portfolio concept is robust and adaptable to a variety of teaching and
learning contexts;

» the elements of a teaching portfolio may be classified to promote a better and
shared understanding of portfolio styles and contents in higher education;

- portfolio programs can promote collegial discussion on leaching within
upiversity departments and provide insight into organisational factors that
impact on teaching quality;

« the use of portfolios as a strategy for the appraisal and improvement of
university teaching shows considerable promise; and,

« portfolie preparation can provide inherent rewards for academic staff as they

document and refiect on thelr teaching activities and achievements.

Throughout the context, input, process and product findings described in this and
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previous chaplers, some implications of these findings have been noted, us have
some limitations of the imethodologies used in this sludy. These will be discussed
in further detail in the next ehapler along with conclusions and suggestions for

further rescarch.

i

S
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Chapter Eight

DISCUSSION

Equipped with hindsight and the benefit of experience, we've learned
a good deal about teaching porifolior. (Scldin, 1997, p. 25)

INTRODUCTION

The present study of the Teaching Portfolio Project (TPP) involved the planning,
design, implementation and evaluation of a portfelio-based Staff Development
Program (SDP) in the School of Numsing (SON) at Curtin University of
Technology., Use of the CIPP evaluation model, entailing context, input, process,
and product evaluations, enabled a systematic and comprehensive cxploration of
issues related to portfolio use and portfolio-based professional development
programs. For the stakeholders, this case study has shed substantial light on the
central questions of the investigation, namely, how useful portfolios are for the
appraisal, improvement and recognition of university teaching and in the

professional development of academic staff,

Few developments in higher education have spread.as quickly as the use of

porifolios for instructional improvement and appraisal of teaching. According {o
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Seldin (1997), the porfulio concept has surpassed (he peint of theoretical
potential. He notes that portfolios are;
being adopted or pitet-tesied in various forms by a rapidly
increasing number of American institutions. Although reliable
numbers are hard to come by, il is estimated that us many us 1,000
colleges and universities in the United States are now using or
experimenting with portfolios. That is a stunning jump from the
approximately ten institutions thought to be using portfolios in .
1990. (Seldin, 1997, p. 2) i
A number of universities in Aunstralia have followed this North American trend
and have introduced portfolio programs for various purposes over the pust few
years.  Curtin University Council approved a university-wide professional
portfolio policy for academic staff in November 1999, Moreover, as discussed
below, the present study played a role in the development of this palicy.
However, although the implementution of porfolio programs has occurred at a

rapid rate, research on the use of portfolios has not kept abreast of these

developments. The present study, therefore, is both innovative and timely.

This final chapter is organised in five scctions. First, findings arising from the
evaluation of the Teaching Portfolio Product (TPP) and outcomes of the Staff
Development Program (SDP) are reviewed., Secondly, the findings are
contextualised in light of recent developments in portfolio use at Curtin
University of Technology and across the higher education sector. Thirdly, & meta-
evaluation of the study design is undertaken and limitations of the methodology
are considered. Fourthly, the implications of the findings at individual,

departmental and institutional levels for univessity teaching development
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programs are discussed in light of the study’s central research guestion. Finally,

the chapter concludes with directions for further research on the portioalio concept,

OVERVIEW OF STUDY FINDINGS

The present study comprised four discrele cvaluations - contexi, input, process
and product - each of which explored various aspects of portfolic use and
informed the progressive development of the SDP. Taken together, the findings
provide a comprehensive and unique perspective on the role of portfolios in the
development of university teaching. Moreover, the findings give substance to a
number of claims by advocates of portfolio use as a strategy for teaching appraisal
and improvement (Boileau, 1993; Centra, 1993; Edgerton et al., 1991 Seldin &
Aannis, 1981). The results of cach evaluation are summarised below, followed by
the implications of these findings at the level 6f the individual, the depariment, the

institution and the higher education sector.

Context Evaluation Findings

The context evaluation identified needs, barriers, possibilities and resources,
examined relevant literature and documentation, and involved interviews with key
academic staff and a survey of staff in the SON. The context evaluation findings
indicated that across the sector, and at Curtin, academic staff were dissatisfied
with existing processes and procedures for teaching appraisal and improvemeid

(Baker, 1993; Boileau, 1993; Boyle, 1994). Also, despite concerns about the low
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status of teaching in universities und the lack of recognition or reward for good
teaching, there were indications thal attempts to redress the imbalanee between
rewards for teuching and rescarch were guthering momentum (Boyer, 1990

Neumann, 1994; Ramsden, el al., 1995),

This finding accords with other studies on teaching appraisal and improvement
practices in higher education and other sectors (Anwyl et al,, 1991; Ashcroft,
1995, Cashin, 1990; Centra, 1982; Ingvarson & Chadbourne, 1994; Mullins &
Cannon, 1992; Murray, 1997, Ramsden el al., 1995; Wright, 1995). A content
analysis of relevant University and SON documentation revealed that Curtin was
alsa moving towards improving rewards for teaching and that various initiatives
to raise teaching performance within the University were planned. However the
strategies were largely ad hoe in nature and poorly coordinated. This stood in
contrast to a number of other institutions where the need for improved teaching
development practices was being addressed through the implementation of
portfolio-based programs (Anderson, 1993; Centra, 1993; Edgerton et al., 1991;

Seldin & Annis, 1991).

A need for professional develepment activitics to assist with portfolio preparation
was also demonstrated, due predominantly to the novelty and an accompanying
lack of understanding of the portfolio concepl. This concurs with previous
findings. For example, Braskamp and Ory (1994) noted that whilst the portfolie
concept 15 still novel and somewhat fluid it will be important for portfolio

contents and styles to be explored and explicated within the coatext of
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departments or institutions seeking 10 introduce portfolio programs. The contexi
evatuation also found that the main barriers to program participation were heavy
workloads, a leck of understanding of pertfolios, und litile incentive. This concurs
with Robinson {1993) who found that if the needs of academic staff with regard to
workloads and acudemic rewards were nol taken into account in implementing &

portfolio program, it was unlikely to be successful.

The context evaluation thus demonstrated a case for the implementation of a
portfalio-based professional development program and revealed the potential of
the portfolie concept to reselve a number of problems associated with university
teaching. It alse pointed to potential obstacles to implementing the proposed

program and identified necessary resources.

Input Evaluation Findings

. Thp iﬁput evaluation focussed on obtaining the resources necessary to undertake
the SDP and determining the most appropriate strategies for conducting the
program. Sources of data included intesrviews with key personnel, a survey of

| directors of other porifolic programs, an application for funding, and a survey of
prospective participants. This evaluation showed that in other institutions where
similar programs were undertaken strategies for assisting staff with portfolio
constrlri.tction ranged from individuat consultations to intensive five day institutes

with large groups of academic staff (Anderson et al. (1993), Furthermore, it
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found considerable vasiation in requirements with respect (¢ portfolio style and

format and for the assessment of portfolios,

The survey showed that most prospective SDP participants preferred two hourly
sessions and working in medium sized groups. This finding was affirmed by
interviews with key personnel in the SON (who emphasised a collegial approach)
and an inventory of available resources. Thus, within the constraint of funding
from the University and other sources, the SDP design involved two groups of
seven academic staff mecting fortnightly for seven two hourly sessions. The
survey of prospective participants also revealed that most wanted to learn more
about teaching portfelios, to document their teaching strengths, and to explore
issues related to the reward and recognition of teaching. These findings influenced
the program content and design and are in accord with collegial group-based

approaches advocated by Wright (1995) and Zuber-Skerritt (1992a).

Thus, in light of the diversity of portfolio formats across the sector, the range of
competing appreaches to portfolio-based staff development, and the innovation of
the portfolio concept, it was determined that a non-prescriptive approach to
porifolio preparation would be the most appropriate for the SDP. The progllam
was therefore designed 1o introduce participants 1o a range of portfolio styles and
formats and fo encourage them to develop portfolios according to their own
preference. The program design contained other features arising frem the input
and context evaluations, For example, it enabled portfolio preparation to build on,

and integrate with, existing strategies for teaching appraisal and improvement. It
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- also used a collegial and cellabormtive approach to portfulio development and

addressed the assessment of teaching portfolios,

Precess Evaluation Findings

The process evaluation monitored the implementation of the SDF by means of
feedback questionnaires, recordings of the program sessions, und observations in a
project journal. Various questionnaires completed by the participants during the
program provided insight into some aspects of portfolio construction. Also, the
transeripts of the group ses;sions. coupled with the journal notes, showed the
nature of group interactions and processes involved in portfolio preparation. The
findings of the process evaluation demonstrated that, on the whole, the SDP went
according to plan and that the participants were very satisfied with the conduct of
the program. Thus, it could be concluded the SDP had been effectively

implemented.

A medel of preferred portfolio contents emerged from the process evaluation, as
did an insight into some of the factors that may influence the processes invelved
in portfolic preparation. The process evaluation findings also revealed the benefits
of group-based portfolio preparation for teaching improvement and some of the
rewards inherent in documenting teaching practices. Staff taking part in the
program favoured a comprehensive porifolio document that included information
from their students and peers as well as information about the learning cutcomes

of their students. The findings show how faciors external to the SDP, such as the
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retrenchment of four participants, influenced the sessions and how participants felt
Federat; Government funding constraints were impacling on class sizes and

teaching quality.

An tnalysis of the session transcripts und the praject journal showed that the SDP
provided a suppertive climate in which participants felt safe 1o exchange ideas and
exptess their concerns and frustration about the way teaching was managed in the
SON. This analysis also demonstrated that the program participants could learn
from, and assist each other, in a collaborative approach to teaching development.
The process evaluation data also showed that the staff taking part in the SDP
formed networks and collaborative connections that extended beyond the confines
of the program proper. For example, a sub-group formed to develop a tool for the
evaluation of clinical teaching and considerable exchange of ideas batween and
amongst group members over and above SDP sessions was evidenl. This sub-
group also made connections and consulted with academic staff in the SON who
wete not involved in the TPP thus extending the impact of the SDP. Also, both the
transcripts and observational data indicated considerable extra-curricular
portfolio-related activities within and between the two program groups. This
collegial networking was another important outcome of the program which was

unanticipated. The implications of this are discussed further below.
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Product Evaluation Findings

- : : '

e product evaluution soughl o measure the attainment und outcorjies of the
program through these avenues: follow-up guestionnaires and interviews with
participanis, an examination of participants’ teaching portfolios and a review of
data from previous evalustions in this study. The product ecvaluation
demonstrated that staff ioking part were satisfied with the overall program and
that most had achieved the goals they set for themselves. All participants felt they
Ihud derived benefit from their participation in terms of instructional improvement
and a sense of achievement. Thus, whilst there were no tangible rewards offered
for participation in the program, the participants indicated they had achieved their

goals and derived intrinsic rewards from taking part in the SDP.

The classification scheme developed in the product evaluation proved a useful
tool for categerising the portfolies prepared by program paricipants. All
participants had an identifiable portfolio between three to five months after the
firal SDP session although only some were satisfied with the state of
preparedness of their portfolio at the time of viewing. This method of
categlclJrising portfolios has implications for portfolio use in higher education
because, as noted in previous chapters, there is an ongoing debate over the
definition of a partfolio, and v:iying styles and formats of partfolios are in use. If
portfelios are to have currency and portability across lhe_jt__sector a clear taxonomy
of portfolies will assist in this process. Other findings from the product evaluation

demonstrate the utility of the CIPP model in terms of informing the program’s

307



DISCUSSION

desig” and implementation. A furiher conclusion was that a professional
devetoprient progriun based on portfolio preparation co_uld provide an effective
and useful framework for teuching development purp;sé{;:”.- * Finally, the product
cviluation showed that the ponfolio concepl has considerable merit as a
mechanism  for documenting leaching and learning in the formative and

summative evaluation of leaching. f

RECENT DEVELOPMENTS

The CIPF model of progra;: evaluation is designed as an iterative and ongoing
approach that allows context, input, process or product evaluations to be deployed
as deemed appropriate by the cvaluator. Whilst it is beyond the scope of the
present study to undertake a further CIPP evaluation cyele, it is pertinent to
highlight some recent developments at Curtin and across the sector o
contextualise the present discourse about the use of teaching portfolios, The above
overview of findings from the evaluation of the Teaching Portfolio Project (TPP)
demonsteates that in addition to what has been learnt about portfolio-based

professional development, “equipped with hindsight and the benefit of experience,

we’ve learned a good deal about teaching portfolios” (Seldin, 1997, p. 25).

The outcomes and impact of the TPP at Curtin has becn significant. In July 1997
after the completion of the Staff Development Program (SDP), [ was seconded to
the Teaching Leaming Group (TLG) at Curtin. At that time the TLG had

responsibility for academic staff development programs. My secondment was as
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project officer in the “Teaching Portfolios as an Integral Part of Quality Teaching’
project. In this role [ wrote discussion papers and reports for varioss commitlees
including the University's Teaching Learning Commitiee und the Promaotion
Policy Review Group (Kulski, 1999; Kulski, Radloff & Glover, 1999). [ was thus
in & position to disseminate TPP [indings to key stakcholders across the
Unijversity and to build on the understunding and experience gained from
undertaking this research (Kulski, 1997a; Kulski, 1997h; Kulski, 1998; Kulski &

" Radloff, 1999),

Consequently, if a context evaluation were to be undertaken at Curtin at the
present time there would be several changes evident with regard to practices for
the devefopment of teaching. The most apparent change is one ulluded to
previously, that is, the approval by Curtin Council of a professional portfolio
policy in November 1999 (Curtin University of Technology, 1999). This policy
was implemented to encourage academic staff to document the scope and guality
of teaching and research for various summative and formative evaluation
purposes. Its stated aim is to facilitate continuous improvement and reflective
practice in staff. The policy was developed on the basis of discussion papers and
reports that arose from findings arising from both the TPP and the project
‘Teaching Portfolios as an Integral Part of Quality Teaching’ which explored
portfolio use across the University (Kulski, 1998; Kulski, Radloff & Glover,

1959),

L
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A further recent development al Curtin is the implernentation of a porifolio-hased
program for the reward and rccugnillim] of good teaching, the ‘Innovaljve
Teaching Practice Award® program. llnplé:ifcnlcd for the first time in (999, this is
the first University wide program dedicated 10 leaching excellence at Curtin.
Although the impact of these policies and programs on academic staff hus not
been ascertained, they represent an institutional response to some of the issues
identified in the context evaluation of the present study, Moreover, these program
and policy developments at Curtin may to some extent be viewed a5 project

outcomes, albeit unplanned and unanticipated when the TPP was injtiated.

In the meantime, as indicated above, there have also been developments i_n
portfolio use across the higher education sector (Blackmore, Gibbs & Shrives,
[999; Seldin, 1997; Svinicki & Menges, 1996). Thus, many universities have
responded te the need 1o provide enhanced practices for teaching development in
their institutions. A majority of these programs are portfolio-based, as indicated
by the figures quoted in Seldin (1997), above. The pottfolic concept has indeed
gone beyond the realms of ‘theoretical possibility’ and has become a burgeoning
area of academic interest and investigation (Hogan, 1998; Menges & Weimer,

1996; Murray, 1997, Ramsden, 1998; Trower, 1997).

COMMENTARY ON STUDY METHODOLOGY

Judging the quality of evaluation research, or evaluating an evaluation, is

sometimes referred to as meta-evaluation (Worthen & Sanders, 1987; Lancy,
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1993), The development of a set of standards for undertuking evaluation studies
has contributed to o uselul conveplual framework for evaluation and assists in
judging the quality of evaluation research (Joinl Committee on Slundards for
Educational Evaluation, 1981; Stufflebeam & Shinklield, 1995). These standards
were developed in response to concerns about the quality of evaluation studics,
and a lack of agreed-on crileria by which to improve evaluations. They were also
developed to provide a basis for the self-regulation and increased prolussionalism
of edecational evaluators (Schumacher & McMilian, 1993). The Joint Commiltee
developed four criteria that & good evaluation study must satisfy, namely, utility,
accuracy, feasibility, and propriety and cach criterion has an associated set of
specific standards (Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaiuation,
1981). Each of these criteria can also be used to review the Teaching Portfolio
Project (TPP) documented in this thesis, Such a review need not be exhaustive
but it can inform a critique of the most pertinent aspects of the context, input,
process and product evaluations that formed the framework for the methodology

of the present study.

The first criterion tefers to utility standards that are intended fo ensure an
evaluation will serve the practical information needs of stakeholders, Utility
standards include the scope and selection of information, the credibility of the
evaluator, the timeliness of reporting, and the impact of the ¢valuation. As noted
in the previous section the disserttination of study reports and papers played a role
in policy development at Curtin and in this regard had significant impact. Also,

the fact that I was subsequently seconded to a central position to further the
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portfolio initigtive at Curlin allests to my credibility and the acceptance of the
study findings, The wiility of the information obtained in the four CIPP
evaluations cun be judged against (he successful implementation of the stafl
development program, the allainment of SDP objeclives, and the achievement by

panticipants of tndividual and program goals,

The Joint Conmittee’s feasibility standards are designed to ensure an evaluation
is realistic, diplomatic, circumspect, and economical by addressing the practical,
political and resource aspects of evaluation research. In the present study, this
means judging findings and program outcomes against the instilutional investrnent
of funding for the time release of program participants and administrative support,
Relevant herg, is the fact that Curtin gained a ‘crilical mass’ of academic staff
within the School of Nursing with expertise in portfolio preparation, a madel of
school-based portfolio development that was subsequently adapled for other areas,
and an improved understanding of the portfolio concept amongst the various
stakeholders. The oulcomes of this study were cost-effective and of practical use,

both of which attested to the program’s feasibility,

The propriety standards of evaluation research refer to legal, ethical and welfare
issues for those involved in, or affected by, the research. Of particular relevance to
the present study, were matlers pertaining te conflict of interest, disclosure,
balanced reporting and human intzractions. Chapter three of this thesis discussed
a potential for conflicts of interest in my various roles and responsibilities of

researcher, facilitator, evaluator, and as a colleague of program participants. These

312



CHSCUSSION

conflicts were dealt with openly and honestly; all those tuking part in the Teaching
Portfolio Project were lully informed as 10 the purpose of the research and my
various roles in il Moreover, the study had received approval from Edith Cowan
University's Committee for the Conduct of Ethieal Research prior to ils
commencement. To ensure that the report was balunced | endeavoured to

trisngulate the collection of data where appropriale, a5 described in chapter three.

The fourth set of standards, those of accuracy, are intended to ensure that the
evaluation reveals adequate information about 2 program to determiﬁc its worth or
merit. These standards include the validity and reliability of instruments and data
gathering procedures, Lhe analysis of information obtained and the justification of
any conclusions drawn. As described in chapter three, a range of guestionnaires
and interview protocols were developed over the course of the present study, The
quality and scope of information obtained through these methods can be
ascertained from the findings of each evaluation. Furthermore, detailed notes and
transcripts of interviews and group sessions served to ensure the accuracy of the
information gathered as did a systematic approach to the analysis of this data,
Finally, the conclusions drawn in this report have been fully explicated, thus

enabling the intended audience to assess their objectivity and justification.

Stufflebeam (1991) has emphasised that the purpose of evaluation is not only to
prove but also to improve. As such, the CIPP approach to evaluation, as applied in
this study, provided a useful framework for gathering information pertinent to the

planning, design, implemcrtation and evaluation of the Staff Development
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Program (SDP). The CIPP model proved to be both Nexible and adaptable in
meeting the informationul needs of stakcholders und wus comprehensive and
holistic in scope, The strength of the CIPP evalumion model s that it js able to
exercise both a formalive and summative role; it can be used to goide decision-
making ps well as the supply of information for accountability purposes (Nevo,
1986; Popham; 1993). However, (his sirength can also be construed as a potential
weakness. For example, House (1980) argues that munagement-oriented
evaluation npproaches may give program administrators an unfair advantage and
may make the evaluator the ‘hired-gun’ of management. He asks, “Does this not
make the evaluation potentially unfair and even undemocratic?” (House, 1980, p.
231) These concerns have little relevance in the conlext of the present study as
the evaluation was not comtnissioned by Curtin adminisiration and I was not in a
position to directly influence institutional decision-making.  Furthermore,
Stufflebeam (1983) has emphasised the ulility of the CIPP model to inform
decision-making at all levels of administralion and across all types of settings, and
from large multi-site programs to smaller projects such as the Teaching Porlivlio

Project.

LIMITATIONS OF THE FINDINGS

Chapter three noted a number of inherent limitations associated with the
methodology of the present study, Although qualitative case study designs are
particularly appropriate for the evaluation of new programs, caution mwsl be

exercised in exirapolating beyond the findings (Charles, 1995; Sturman, 1597,
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Strauss & Corb'm,_ 1990) and it 15 generally not possible 1o claim peneralisubility
to other program contexts (Denzin & Lincoln, 1994). On the olher hand, *case
study methodelogy can achieve its own form of precision™ (Sturman, 1997, p. 65),
and @ number of strategies have been sugpesied for achicving credibility in case
study designs, Strategies emnployed in the present study {detuiled in chupter three)
include the use of a project journal (o record and frack study aclivities, the use of
triangulation of data sources and a full explanatien of proceduses used for the

collection of data {Denzin & Lincoln, 1994; Strauss, 1987, Wiersma, 1991).

IMPLICATIONS OF THE FINDINGS

The preceding chapters of this thesis have shown that in sitvations where staff
perceive teaching is not highly valued, and where there arc increasing pressures of
work, a podfolio-based staff develoepment program can be implemented
successfully if such a program is adequately resourced and carefully planned. The
implications of the findings arising from the present study are considered below in

relation to the use of portfolios for different purposes.

Professional Development of Academic Staff

The Teaching Portfolio Project (TPP) provided scope for an examination of
practices for teaching appraisal and improvement and portfolio-based professicnal
development at Curtin and other universities. The appreach adopted in the Staff

Development Program (SDP) emerged from this analysis. The SDP promoted the

J15



DISCUSSION

collegiul sharing of ideas and strutegies [or cffective leaching (hrough pgroup
activities based on portfolio styles and conlenl, and principles of good teaching
practice. Others concerned wilh teaching development in higher education have
proposed a similur approach (Donald, 1997; Dotolo, 1999; Feldman & Paulsen,
1999; Wright & O’ Neil, 1994), Also, by involving twe groups of academic staff
working collectively on their portfolios, the program design provided an
environment in which staff could feel “ownership’ of the process of porifolio
preparation, advocated by Scldin, (1997) and others {(see for cxample, Cerbin,

1994; Cox, 1995; Lucas, 1994),

Mutray (1997) has noted that staff involvement is an important factor for the
suceessful implementation of innovation or change within a department. The
findings of the present study show that the sharing of expenise wilhin the SDP
groups fostered a collegial environment that the participants perceived as
supportive and empowering. As shown in the process evalvation findings, group
members set individual as well as group goals for their participation in the
program. This encouraged them to focus on both their own and the groups’ needs
and to foster a consultative and collaborative approach (Katz & Henry, 1993;

Zubizarretta, 1997).

The fact that I approached the facilitation of the study groups as an informed
'resource’ rather than an ‘expert’ reduced potential pressures associated with the
facilitation of program activities and may serve as a model for other ‘non-expert’

staff (Millis, 1995; Moses, 1988). Moreover, as a colleague of the participants and
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un ‘insider’, T had u good understanding of the Schoel’s culture and the issues
surrounding portfotio use in the School. This meant that issues and concerns couid
be openly discussed and debated, without the need for background information
and explanation | thal would be requircd by someone without this inside
knowledge. There are implications here lor other institutions and depariments
interested in implementing u portfolio propram (Blackmore, Gibbs & Shrives,
1999; Brew, [995). As many universities have insufficient personnel in staff
development units, this siudy shows that successful programs may be devolved
within institutions using departmental staff as a primary resource. The findings
further show that professional development programs based on the preparation of
a teaching portfolio provide an effective framework for teaching development

(Dotolo, 1999; Gibbs, 1995a; Halpern and Associates, 1994).

Teaching Improvement

Seldin and Annis (1991} have emphasised that the use of portfolies for personnel
decisions occurs only occasionally and their primary purpose is to improve

teaching performance. They argue that,

...1t is the very process of creating the collection of documents and
materials that comprise the portfolio that the professor is nudged to:
1) mull over personal teaching strategies; 2) rearrange miiorities; 3)
rethink teaching strategies; 4} plan for the future. Properly
developed, the portfolio can be a valuable aid in professional
development activities. (Seldin & Annis, 1991, p. 4)
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This study was not designed (o delermine the impact of portfolio preparation on
the quality of teaching per se, nor was there u proposul to use portfolios for
teaching improvement at Curtin when the present siudy began.  Nevertheless,
cvidence collected during the course of this study shows that group based
portfolio programs foster instructional improvement in iwo ways. Firstly, through
facilitating a collegial discussion on teaching the findings of the SDP show the
benefits of peer collaboration in portfolio preparation, confirming reports from
other institutions (Centra, 1993; Paulsen & Feldman, 1993; Svinicki & Menges;
1996; Wright, 1985). During the group sessions, SDP participants made frequent

comments suggesting that the discussion promoted the c¢xchange of teaching
strategies and ideas between group members. This finding was subsequently
reinforced by the responses to the follow-up questionnaires and interviews where
most participants could peint to examples of how they felt their teaching had

improved.

The second way in which teaching practice is enhanced is through portfolio
preparation. The process clearly promotes reflection on teaching practice and
student learning ouicomes, and the product {the portfolio itself) can point to areas
of teaching strengths and weakness (Millis, 1995; Neumann, 1994; Petersen-
Periman et al., 1999; Seng & Seng, 1996). Although many of the staff entering
the SDP may have considered themselves as reflective practitioners in terms of
their nursing practice, they appeared not to have systematically applied this to
their teaching practice, In light of the findings of the present study, university

administrators seeking to encourage reflective teaching practice in their
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institutions will find porifolio programs useful. Furthermore, it may well be that
portfelio construction encourages staff 10 (hink ubout teaching in ways not
afforded by other teuching improvement praclices {(Ramsden & Martin, 1996;
Seldin, 1997; Wright, 1995}, For example, the process fucilitates a systematic and
comprehensive exumination and analysis of all aspects of the teaching-learning
nexus. Moreover, where portfolio prepuration is embedded in a discipline-based
dialogue on effective teaching, the process appears to be particularly powerful.
Although support from teaching ‘experts’ is constdered important:

Epistemologies differ across disciplines, and so do fundamental

ideas about teaching. It is important for colleagues within the same

discipline to grapple with issues of what constitutes effective
teaching in their figld. (Cerbin, 1994, p. 102)

Appraisal of Teaching
It will be recalled from previous chapters that the appraisal of.university teaching

involves a number of vexatious issues such as the development of standards and

criteria by which teaching is 1o be judged (Asheroft, 1995; Boileau, 1993; Cashin,

'1990), According to Ramsden (1992) many academic staff continue to believe

that teaching quality cannot be accurately gauged. He argues that the prevailing
dogma in the sector include notions that there is too much variance in teaching

across different subject areas and that teaching quality is subject to the vagaries of

_fallible and subjective judgements by unqualified colleagues and to differences in

student ability amongst other things.
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Partfolios are thought to offer i more comprehensive and equitahle approach to
teaching appraisal und therefore have the potentizl to overcame some of (he
problems assaciated with the evaluation of teaching (Edgerton et al., 1991; Boyer,
1990; Gibbs, 1995b). However, the use of portlolios for teaching appraisal has its
own problems (Anderson, 1993; Murray, 1997). The findings of the present study
(see context and input cvaluations findings) show that most institutions that had
implemented portfolic based assessment of teaching practices had not developed
appropriate procedures for judging the portfolio. Richlin {1993} points out that,

When we read reports from portfolio users and experts in Canada

and the United States, we find that they stop short of making

explicit any criteria for evaluating portfolios for teaching

excellence. In most cases, it is not that there is NO evaluation

system, but that the existing system is withont agreed-upon and

stated criteria for judgement. Witheut such agreed-upon and

explicit criteria, we believe thar fuculty members are at risk should

they submit their portfolios for evaluation for any reason. (Richlin,

1995; p. 162)
The present study provides further insight into the complexities involved in using
perttfolios for teaching appraisal and how portfolio content and style may be
adapted to document contexl-speciﬁé-'"(i"br example, lectures, tutorials, laboratory
- classes or clinical practice) and discipfine-based teaching practices (Neumann,
1994; Cox, 1995). For example, although all participants in the SDP were
involved in teaching nursing students each had different areas of expertise and
different roles and responsibilities in teaching. It was apparent from the product
evaluation that each participant had developed a portfolio that reflected their own

particular teaching context and discipline content area (e.g. midwifery, child

health, etc.), Moreover, these findings suggest that for teaching appraisal purposes
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the portfolio provides a more comprehensive insight inte teaching praciice than

afforded by more traditionul approaches,

Due ta circumstances described in chapter six, the SDP groups did not complete
an activity designed to elicit their views on how portfolios should be assessed.
However, their responses Lo related tasks such as identifying attributes of good
teaching in different contexts, and determining how best to document teaching
practices on the basis of self-generated exemplars of best practice, suggest that
staff involved in portfolio preparation may well be the best judge of another’s
portfolio. This concurs with views expressed by others. For example, Smith
{1995) states, “No matter what form of teaching portfelio is used, the issue of
evaluating the pertfolio is central. In addition to preparing teaching portfolios,

faculty must assume responsibility for assessing them™ (Smith, 1995, p. 92).

The findings reported in this thesis further demonstrate that academ.i:c staff can
differentiate and arficulate characteristics of good teaching across different
teaching contexts. Moreaver, the participants, being predominantly nurses, were
particularly keen to discuss and devise new strategies to appraise their clinical
teaching. Many felt important attributes of good clinical teaching were not well
captured in the standardised teaching evaluations used in the University. In this
regard, those with responsibility for the appraisal of teaching within universities
may consider a ‘botiom-up’ approack, where discipline-based groups of academic
staff take responsibifity for developing their own criteria for the appraisal of their

teaching (Bess, 1997; Ramsden, 1998; Weimer, 1990),
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Another issue related to the evaluation of portfolios, is that of peer appraisal of
university teaching (Hutehings, 1996; Keig & Waggoner, 1994; Shulman, 1995).
It has previously been discussed in this thesis, that academic staff by and Jarge do
not feel confident to appraise another's teaching, oflen because they have no
formal teaching qualification (Hutchings, 1996; Weimer, 1993} However, il
portfolio use is to become accepted practice in higher education, then problems
associated with the peer appraisal of teaching must be addressed, both in terms of
portfolic contents and the assessment of the portfolio (Anderson, 1993; Murray,

1997).

With regard to porifolio contents, a number of institutions surveved in the course
of this study require the inclusion of peer appraisals in a portfolio, either by way
of classroom visits er from assessment of instructional materials. During the
course of the Staff Development Program (SDP) in the School of Nursing (SON)
it became apparent that very few staff had any materials in this category, although
almost all thought it was essential te include. Amongst the resources provided in
the SDP were examples of peer appraisal formats, and it was evident from an
examination of participants” portfolios in the follow-up interviews that some had
obtained feedback from peers 1o include in their portfolios. An implication here
for administrators is that staff are likely to avail themselves of opportunities to
appraise a colleague's teaching if this practice is encouraged and Ffacilitated,
However, peer appraisal should be implemented with caution and accompanied by

appropriate professional development activities to ensure that the appraisals are
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meaningful (Cerbin, 1994; Dockery, Lamb, & Rhinchart, 1994; Murruy, 1997).
Mareover, as noled carlier, a great deal of research and numerous articles have
reported on student evalustion of leaching (Lally & Myhill, 1994; Wright, 1995).
If peer appraisal of leaching is to become an integral purt of an academic teaching

portfolio, commensurate research in this area will also need to take place.

Teaching Recognition and Reward

.The' findings from this study provide further insight into the nature of the
interaction between teaching portfolios and the recognition and reward of
university teaching. For SDP participants, portfolio construction was not
contingent on any reward or recognition. However, it became apparent that most
participants derived soie form of intangible or intrinsic reward in the process of
preparing their ponfoli(.n. This was evident through comments they made both in

the course of the staff development program and in the follow-up interviews.

Other findings from the Teaching Portfolio Project (TPP} also point to the role of
porlfolios'i.{?s a strategy for teaching reward and recognition. For example, whilst
teaching is clearly undervalued in some universities and staff perceive
institutional rewards going towards research efforts, some of the institutions
surveyed in this study ftave tied portfolios to teaching excellence awards. At an
institutional level, then, portfolios may well serve a dual purpose (Edgerton et al,,
. 1991). They may promote instructional improvement as well as providing

exemplars.of teaching excellence. Outcomes from the TPP support this view.
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Other Implications

Teaching remiins i somewhat individual und private uctivity for muny university
staff, unlike research which often requires a colluborwtive effort (Boyer, 1990;
Rumsden, 1998}, Even in leam teaching situations there is often limited discussion
of teaching strategies or collaborative approsches to the design of curricula
(Cerbin, 1994; Dockery et al., 1994, Murray, [997). The present study
demonstrates that when provided with an vccasion to discuss their teaching, staff
relish the opportunity to share their ideas. The findings also demonsirate a number
of ways in which this approach may be productive for teaching development
purposes. For example, in discussing methods for teaching appraisal, staff were
exposed to a range of methods and were able to consider the pros and cons of
different cvaluation strategies. Similacly, in considering excmplars of best
practice, participants could apply these to their own teaching conlexr,
Furthermore, the findings [rom this study suggest how “portfolios facilitate the
development of a broader view of scholarship, such as that envisioned by Boyer”

(Ramsden ct al., 1995).

Ramsden (1998) suggests that in order to develop a more professional and
scholarly approach to teaching in departments, departmental heads should start by
determining whal good teaching means to their staff. The present study found that
staff could readily identify attributes of effective teaching in different contexts, as
well as develop exemplars of good teaching practice. The SDP was shown to

encourage a non-threatening and productive approach for staff (o determine their
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own benchmarks for effective leuching, It was ulso shown to eslublish und
facilite a discourse on 1caching thal extended beyond Lhe stafl development

group discussions,

RECTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

The findings of the present study peint to the roje portfolios may play in teaching
improvement and appraisal and in providing increased recognition and reward for
university teaching. However, it is apparent that much remains 1o be done, For

example, Coaldrake & Stedman (1999) recently suggested that:

Most academics remain coavinced that research record is what

really counts in promotion decisions, and despite some changes thal

have been made in recent years in the assessment and

documentation of teaching performance, and the promotion eof

some staff for their teaching excellence, (his perception is likely to

be Jargely valid. (p.24)
It s rather sobering to consider that the above statenient made in September 1999,
as 1his study was drawing to a close, could have just as easily been made, and in
fact echo, similar observations made during the 1970s (Centra, 1979; Knapper, .
1978, Knapper, McFarlane, & Scanlon, 1972; Shore, 1975), the 1980s (Gibbs,
1988; Knapper, 1981; Loder, Clayton, Murray, Cox, & Scheficld, 1989; Moses,
1988; Scidin, 1980), and the early 1990s (as detailed in previous chapters).

Whilst it is likely that academic staff perceptions may lag behind shifts in

institutional culture, it would appear that any benefits of portfolio-bused
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upproaches fiave, as yet, not impacted on those at the chalk-face, Moreover, the
reasons given for Lhis state of affairs also bave a familiar ring:

Parl of the problem is that it is difficult 1o arrive at objective

measurcs of good teaching.  Rescarch quality can be assessed

through peer review, or by using compelitive prant success as a

proxy, since most such grants are allocated on the basis of peer

review of research. However despite some admirable local efforts,

peer review of teaching remains patchy and lelt largely (o the

motivation of the individual, Student ratings of leaching are useful,

hewever they are often self-selected by the leacher, and in any case

represent only a partial conlribulion to the assessment of teaching

quality. (Couldrake & Stedman, 1999, p. 24)
It could perhaps be argued that in bringing up the old chestnut of peer review of
teaching, Coaldrake and Stedman (1999) have not kept abreast of developments in
the sector as described in the present study, Nevertheless, whilst some progress
has been made, it has been ‘patchy’ and tends to consist of ‘local efforts’, Thus, as
we enter the new millennium a contex( evaluation addressing the same questions
investigated in this thesis may find that in many institutions and university

departments, administrators and academic staff are still grappling with many of

the issues identified above.

The use of portfolios and porifolio-based teaching development should not be
regarded as the only route to resolving these issues. Indeed, it would be
undesirable to approach the problem from such a narrow perspective, For
wholesale changes to occur within institutions and across the sector, a range of
different strategies involving both top-down and bottom-up initiatives should be
progressed, However, the present study demonsirates that portfolio approaches

may provide a useful framework for these initiatives and can underpin a range of
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teaching development sirategies al the individual, depatmental and institutional
level.  Gn the other hand, this study also identified some of ihe obstacles or
barriers lhat mmay impede these initiatives. For ¢gample, incressing student
numbers and ever inereusing workloads reguire instilutions to determine their own
priorities in the allocalion of funding for teaching development initiatives, and

institutional agendas should be set accordingly.

In this repard the Federal Government could be expecled to play a role. The
Minister’s Report for the [999 10 2000 Triennium (Kemp, 1999, p. 2) places
‘promoting the status of university teaching’ high on the Commonwezlth
Government's agenda, As noted in this report, the Government established a $20
million progtam of teaching and staff development grants over a three-year period
between 1997 to 1999 to promote quality und excellence in university tcaching.
The report states that:
The Committee for University Teaching and Staff Development
was established in July 1996 to oversee this programme, It aims to
promele good teaching, learning and assessment practices in
universities, to encourage and foster innovation in higher education
teaching and 1o provide professional development opportunities for
academic and administrative staff. The purpose of the programme
is to jncrease the capacity of higher education instilutions and the
sector a5 2 whole to develop innovative approaches to teaching and
learning. (Kemp, 1899, p. 51)
Whilst these assertions may have provided some hope for those committed 10
promoting the status and quality of university teaching, the fact is that the

Committee for University Teaching and Stafl Development (CUTSD) was axed at

the end of 1999. This suggests that the Government's commitment to teaching
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development does not maich its own rhetorfe. With CUTSD reinvented as (he
Australiun University Teaching Committee with a much smaller budget, it would

appear thitt any momentum gained in the sector is in danger of being Jost.

It would alse be remiss to overlook the capacity ef information technology (IT) to
transform the traditionul approaches to teaching und learning in universilies.
Coaldrake & Stedman (1999, p. 7) observe that, “Increasingly ... technology is
underpinning and supporting innovation in teaching and learning,” They go on to
say that there is considerable variation amongslt university staff in skills and
attitudes towards technology and that the use of technology to enhance teaching
will dramatically change the nature of academic work and teaching practices in
universities, They further state tha,

Resource-based teaching involves significant preparation and shifts

the focus of academic time from designated face-to-face conlact

hours 10 more distributed patterns of activities. These can include

responding to emails or hosting on-line discussions outside usual

work hours. Many academics will have to confront the reality (hat

the task of the academic teacher, traditionally encapsulated in the

designation of ‘lecturer’, is shifting from the (ransmission of

information towards the management and facilitation of student

leasning, (Coaldrake & Stedman, 1999, p. 7)
It seems evident that in the ‘brave new world” of the twenty-first century, teaching
in universities will undergo revolutionary changes (Coaldrake & Stedman, 1599;
Herrmann & Kulski, in press). These changes will require an accompanying
tansformation in practices and strategies for appraisal, improvement and

recogniticn of university teaching, and the professional development of academic

staff. Whether a portfolio-based approach to instructicnal development will be
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sulficiently robust 10 accommodate these chunges remains to be seen. However, in
some respects at least, the porifolio movement is keeping abreast with the
technological wave sweeping the scetor. Thus, accounts of electronic portfolios
and an electronically wugmented eaching portiolio (EATP) are beginning lo

emerge in the literature {Licberman & Rucler, 1997),

The findings described in this thesis sugpgest that the portfolie concept is
sufficiently flexible, encompassing and adaptable to keep pace with the forecast
changes in university teaching practices predicled by Coaldrake and Stedman
(1999), For example, a number of participants in this study had components of
their portfolio stored electronically. Furthermore, although the TPP was
concemed primarily with more traditional approuches to teaching, if a need had
emerged to document, for example, teaching on the World Wide Web, the

program would have reflected and accommodated this.

In conclusion, in censidering directions for further rescarch on portfolio use in
higher education, it is pertinent to retum to McKeachie's questions (cited in
Seldin & Annis, 1991, p. ix) discussed in chapter two of this thesis. It remains to
be seen if greater weight is given to teaching in institutions where partfolios are
used and whether decisions based on a portfolio are more reliable and valid than
those made using other methods of assessment. These arc clearly important
aspects of portfolio use that require further investigation. McKeachie also asks
which elements of the portfolio contribute most to their value? The findings of

the present study suggest that for teaching improvement purposes the process of
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preparing the porllolio is an important factor. However, further research into
different upproaches 1o portfolio development and portfolio styles and their
impact on teaching improvement may help to elucidate the key elements involved.,
Finally, as there are a number of institutions thal have been using penfolios for
some years we¢ arc now in a position to explore further the costs and gains of

porifolio usc in higher educalion,

CLOSING COMMENTS

When I embarked on this investigation, the use of teaching portfolios in higher
education was not widespread and the sector was undergoing a period of
considerable upheaval. At the present time, portfolio use is becoming ‘standard
practice’ in many universities, Trends identified at the outset of the study, such as
calls for quality., accountability and professionalism of universily teaching
continue to gather momentum. Other factors influencing university teaching, for
example, reduced budgets, increusing student numbers, increasing workloads and
the use of information and communication lechnologies in teaching, also continue
to impact on the sector. In turn, these issues impact on (he preparation and use of

teaching portfalios.

What becomes evident from the evaluation of the Teaching Portfolio Project is
that the portfolio concept needs to be *unpacked’ into the processes involved in
portfolio preparation, and the outcomes or products of this preparation. The

present study demonstrates that as a process, portfolio preparation provides a
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useful framework lor teaching development and can be a powerlul and engaging
tool for academic staff 1o document their teuching and concomitant student
learning. The findings further demonstrate that the process of portfelio preparation
can lead to instructional improvement and facilitate reflective praclice in leaching.
They also show that group-based portfolio preparation can provide insight and
solutions to some of the issues confronting academic staff that may impact on the

quality of their teaching,

With regard to the cutcomes of portfolio-based professional development, the
findings of the present study show that program participants could set their own
agenda for teaching development and the evaluation of their teaching practice.
Thus, staff in the program could describe effective teaching across a number of
different teaching contexts and identify strategies to document their teaching to
exemplify best practice. However, further research will be required to ascertain
whether portfolio-based appraisal of teaching leads to better decision-making, and
whether the use of portfolios leads to rewards for university teaching that are
commensurate with those for rescarch. As mere institutions move towards the use
of portfolios for formative and summative evaluation purposes, further research
will provide a clearer picture of how this will change institutional cultures and

existing practices for the appraisal and improvement of university teaching.

As noted above, Curtin University has also recently moved towards the use of

professional portfolios for documenting the work of academic staff. With
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MSCUSSION

hindsight we can say this promises to be an improvement over existing practice,
although, this same hindsight tells us there is more we heed o know.,
Understanding the culture of the organization and how chunge can
be effectively introduced s necessary if the concept of leaching
porifolios is to be successfully introduced. (Murray, 1997, p. 78)
The present study hus demonsirated how portfolios may be introduced
successfully in the conlexl of one schoal al Curtin University of Technology, and
has peinted the way to the effective implementation of portfelies across the
University, This study has also demonstrates that the portfolio concept may be
adapted to suit other institutional cultures and contexis if carefully planned and

implemented.

Finally, judging by the increasing number of universities implementing portfolio
programs it would appear there has been considerable progress. However, the
findings of the present study also show there is still a long way to ge. Further
tesearch on portfolio based approaches is required in order 10 address the
complexities involved in improving the practices for the appraisal, improvement
and reward of university teaching and to determine if the portfolio concept lives

up to its considerable promise.
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Appendix 3.2

CURTIN UNIVERSITY OF TECHNOLOGY
School of Nursing
TEACHING PORTFOLIO PROJECT
Questionnaire and Application Form

Applications are sought from SoN ncademic staff for participotion fn o Teaching
Portfollo Project ta commence [n second semester 1996, Depending on the number
of applicants, and the format of the profect group(s), particlpants wlll recefve up to
two hours tenching credit per week. Representatives from nll areas of the school's
teaching activities, and o1 all experiencefievels, are encouraged to apply.

TFeaching portfolios may be formulated in dlferent ways, but are essentially n
documentary record of an Indlvidual’s teaching actvitles. Teaching portfotios
provide academic staflf with the opportunity lo demanstrate and document {heir
teaching skills, Oversens, and to some extenl In Austratiz, teaching porifolios are
increasingly belng used for the appraisal or Improvement of teaching, and In some
cases for both these purposes,

The project's objectives arc to explore the role of teaching portfolics in the
professional development of academic staff and the evaluntion and Improvement of
teaching quality in (he SoN. The profect will provide & unique oppartunity for the
SoN to develop the means to recognise ond documient the camplexdtly of gur
teaching, in n way which is discipline-based nnd context-specHic.

Working collaboratively, participants will be assisted in the construction of their
" own teaching portlolies, and 55 n group, will explore how teaching in the school
may best be portrayed, nnd the criteria by which porifolies may be judged. It
should be noted that your views would be appreclated whether or not you intend
participating In the project groups, and the project coordinator (Tina Kulski) will
consnlt widely with staff throughout the project.  'The culcomes of this project will
incJude 2 ‘model’ of best pracilce for porifolle use at Curtin,

The group(s) will be facilltated and the project will be evalusted by Tina Kulski as
part of her doctoral research In the Department af Educational Policy and
Administrative Studies at Edith Cowan University. Accordingly, participation [n
the Project will be onr 0 voluntary basis, no Individual will be identifled in any
reporis on the project, and any datn collected in the cowrse of the project will
remain confidentlal.

The information provided on the form will assist vs to form group(s) based on
ayallability and Interests. The applicaion forms and questionnalres should be
returned to ‘Tina Kulski, by 3rd May, 1996, who will ndvise the Chair, Staff
Development Committee of appliconts’ names and pvailabllliy, In the event that we
have more applicants than we can accomimodate, the Staff Development Comm!ttee
will develop eritesia for participation.
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o
Appendix 3.2 (Conl.)

TEACHING PORTFOLIO PROJECT
Questlonnaire/A pphication Form

1. Name
2. Contact Tdephone No, email
3, Position Teaching Experienota . moimimmn YOATS

4, Teaching Respond bilities (Circle those which apply 1o you)
Undergrnduate  Postgraduate  Unbt Contralier  Lectures  Tutorals  Clinical
Extemal Studics Continving Education Postgraduate Supervision

Othey - (If you are not Intending t¢ enro for the Project
please go directly to Questions 9- 12)

5. Avallabillty for Project Participation (Circle all available days and times)
Monday AM  Monday PM  Tuesday AM  Tuesday PM - Wednesday AM
Wednesday PM  Thursday AM - Thursday PM Feidny AM  Friday PM

6. Preferences for Porticipation

Individeal  Small Growp(3-5) Larger Gronp(6-8) No Preference

7. Preferences for Frequency nnd Session Length

1 Hour Weekly 2 Hours Weekly 2 Hours Bi-weekly 3 Hours Bi-weekly
No Preference

8. Personal Reasons for Project Participation (Cirele all reasons that apply to you)

Leaming more about Developing my Doctmenting my

tesching portfolios teaching skills teaching strengths

Sharing my idens Legrning new ways Exploring how the SolN

about teaching 1o evaluate bty may recognise & reward
: tesching - quality teaching

Other.
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Appendix 3.2 (Cont.)

Please comment on the following: {(use sdditionyl space on back of form if required)

9. Your thoughts about the value placed en teaching {n the SoN

i

] -10. 'nle methuds you cnrrently use lo e\niunldducument your lenchlug skills "’
' 1! :

1. The opportunitics/methods cnrreatly avallable for enhancing your teaching skills

i llnrriers or disincentives to apmesal nnd i_rnpram‘ncn! of teaching In the SoN

B ':'I'hmk you rur your eo-opemlion and participation. Il' you nre an npplimnl rur the
. : pra]ect ﬁlrlller de(all.l will be supplied shortly.
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Appendix 33

Thursday, 4 Apdl 1996

W are presenlly planning a project for academic slaff in our schoo! 1o assist them wilth the
develapment of leaching portfolios. Teaching purltafios bave nol previoysly been used In this
uriversity, and ars nol widely used in Ausiralian highar educalion. | am therefore seeking
Informalian trom stait In other universities, to doterming how bost lo implement our projoct.

Itisin this regard thal | seek your assistance, as you were idenlified in Edgerion, A, et al. The
Teaching Porticlio, as a resource on portislios for your collegefuniversity. | would be very grateful
if you would comment o lhe fullowing aspects of portiolio use in your inshitution:

1 Farwhat purpose areteaching portfolios usedin your departmantingtiiution le
promotionftenurs, appointment, awards, ptc?

1a |5 perfcho use voluntary or mandatory?

2  What forme of assistance antdfor resources are provided far your statf to construct
their portfollos is formaVinfarmal courses, programs eic?

2a Deatalls of assisiance - langlh of programs; are programs Individually or group based -
inlerdiseiplinany or not? &lc

3 What criterla/atanderds heve been doveloped In your Institution for the
appraisalfevaluation of teaching poritolios?

3a  Are these enteria/standards deparimental, discipline, or inslitutionally based?

4 What s your personal vlew of the success/benefits, sdvantagesidieadveniagos of the
portfolio gragram In your ingtitution? )

48 Relerence lo relevant publications, confu__nce praceedings, ele

A'ny other informallon or matefials regarding teaching perfolio use in your instilution would be
appraciated.
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Appendix 3.4

" CURTIN UNIVERSITY OPTECIINGLOGY

SCHOOL. OF NUISING

TEACHING PORTFOLIO PROJECT

PROGRAMME

WEEK ONE

WEEK TWO

"WEEK TIIREE

WEEK FOUR
WEEK FIVE

WEEK SIX

. WEEK SEVEN

Introduction and overview of teaching porifolios
Contents of eaching porfolios

Uses of leaching potifolios

Teaching conlexis in the School of Nursing
issucs related to portfolio construction

Portfolio construction-teaching porifolic contents:
Informution from oncsell

Portfolia construction-teaching portfolia contents:
Products el'teaching

Portfolia construction- 1eaching ponfolio contents:
[nformaltion from othess - colleague feedback

Portfolio construction- ieaching portfolio contents:
Iformaltion from others - stedent feedback

Portfolio construction-lcaching portfolio contents:
Miscellancous
Criteria and standards for evaluation of purifolios

Criteriz and standarels for evalualion of patfnlios
Dircctions for further portfolic development
Recommendations for use of teaching ponlolio
Conclusions
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Appendix 3.5

CURTIN UNIVERSITY QF TRCHNOLOGY
SCHOOL OF NURSING =

-

7, .
(R

TEACHING PORTFOLIO) PROJECT

INTRODUCTORY INFORMATION

Welcome to the Teaching Porifolio Project.
=
‘The objeclives of this profeci are to explore the rale of teaching porifolios
In:

= the evaluation und improvement of teaching quality
- the professiona) development of academic stalf

Wiiblr these objectives there s considerable scope for us to investignte how
teaching portfolios may be used in the School of Nuraing, and how the process of
constructing a portfolio impatts on seademic staff. The Project may nlso expand
the dialogue on teaching in the School in aflowlng us to debate lswues which we
believe are impartant in delermining the quality of teaching and learning,

The workshops have heen dexigned to allow for individuals and suhbgroups to
focus on specific aspects of tcachlng which they wish to enhance, nporaise or
document. In this respect the programme included in this e is preliminary and
may be subject to change if participunts want to spead more fime on particular
topics.

The sctivitics of the workshop will include o range of individun! and group insks
and dixcussion toplies. 1 have gathered an extensive ranpe of resources and
materials lrom other universitics and colleges which have portfolio programmes,
as well ax 8 comprehensive rerding liat of relevant fexts, and these materials will
be made available te participants ay they are required.

In the meantlme [ have Included @ copy of the FAUSA publicadon *fow 1o
compife @ Teaching Porifolio® and refer you to a chapter hy Peter Scldin ot. al.
Using the Teaching Pertfolle to lmprove Instruction’. from ‘Teaching
Tmprovement Practices: Suceessful strategies for higher edneation’, Wright, W.A.
and Associates, 1995, Anker, Bostan, MA as pre-reading,

Kook forward to working with you on the project.
Tina Kulski
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CURTIN UNIVERSITY OF TECHINGILGOY
SCIIQUL OF NURSING

-

P

TEACHING PORTFOLIO PROJECT "

INFORMEDR CONSENT FORM

This project forms part of my doctoral research in the Education Faculty at Edith
Cownn University, majoring in Educational Policy and Administrative Studies.

The aim of the siudy is to explere the role of teaching pontfolios in the appraisat and
improvement of university teaching, nml the professional development of neademie
staft,

Data for the rescarch will be collectedd as follows

1. Tepe-recorded proup sessions

2. Tape-recorded interviews

3. Written responses generated in group and individual activities,

‘This cansent form relotes lo your participation in the roup sessions, During the group
sessions we will discuss the use of teaching portfolios and how they may relate 1o
practices in the School for the recognition, rewarding, cahancement and oppraisal of
our tenching,

Trasscriptions of the recordings and any written materials collected during the course
of the group sessions, will use codes w maintain the anonymity of the participants,
nnd all data will be kept in locked filing cabineis to which only 1 will have access. No
individuals will be identified in any subsequent articles or reparts arising fram this
sludy.

The study has the potential 1o provide us with a better understanding of practices in
universities, which aim to cnbance or appraise our teaching,

I have read the information above and have received satislactory nnswers to all
questions I have asked. Iagree to pepticipate, realising that I may withdraw at
any time. | agree that the rescarch data gothered for the study may be
published, provided that 1 am not identificd.

Signature (Particlpant) Date,

Sigonature {M.M. Kulski} Date,
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- CURTIN UNIVERSITY OF TECHINOLOGY
T BCHOOL OF NURSING

TEACHING PORTFOLIO PROJECT

- WORKSHOP DATES

- October 30

The groups sessiona are from 1;00-3:00pm in 405:214 as outlined below:

GROUP A GROUP B
Atigust 7 i August 8
. August 21 - . August 22
September 4 B Scptember 5
.Sep"'lcmberls _ K _ September 19
October 2 _ B .f. o Octaber 3
Octaoher 16 - _ Octoter 17

October 31
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Appendix 3.8

1.5 Settiug Gonls

Individual Goals:

(please indicate in peneral ferms what you hope to achieve during thie course of the

project)

\
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Appendix .9

1.4 Possiblc Items for Inclusion in Teaching Portfolios (Adapled from Ed gerton, R., Hutchings, P and
Quinlan K. The Tenching Portiolio: Capluring the Scholarship in Teaching, 1991)

Fiease indicate below, of the lollowing items listed, the items you Fecl are essentind to include
in & portfolin, and those you already have ut hand or will need to obtain, (Place x in relevant

square)

Material from Onesell

Essential

Mot
Esscntial

Already
Have

Will
need

List of course tilles and numbers, unit values or credits,
cnrolments

List of course materials prepared for studenis

Information on availability Lo siudents

Report on identification of student diffictlties and
encouragemen ol student participation in cougses

Description of how films, computers or other nonprint
materials were used in leoching

Steps 1aken to emphasize the interreialedness and
relevance of dilferent kinds of learning

Maintaining a record of thie changes resulting frem self-
cvalualion

Reading journals an improving teaching and attempling
to irnplement acquired ideas,

Reviewing new teaching materials for possible
application

Exchanging course malerials with a coileague from
anolher inslitution

Conducting rescarch on one’s own teaching or course

Becoming involved in an associalion or society concerned
with the improvement of tcaching and [caraing

Allempling instructional innovations and evalualing
their effectiveness

Using general support services such as the TLG {Teaching

Learning Group) in improving ane's leaching
Participating in seminars, workshops and professional
mgetings intended to hmprove teaching

Participaling in course or curriculimn develapment

Pursuing a line of research that contribules directly 1o
1 hi Y

Preparing a textbook, workbook or ather instructionai
mauterial

Ediling or coniribuling to & professional jeurnal on
teaching one’s subcct

Other (Please specify)
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Appendix 3,10

2.4 Possible Fems for Inelusion in Teaching Portfolios (Adapied rom Edgenon, R., Hulchings, P and
* Quinlan K. ‘The Teaching Portfolio: Capturing the Scholarship in Teaching. 1991)

Please indicate below, of the following items listed, the items you feel are essential to include
in a portfolio, und those you aiready have al hund ar will need to obtain, (Place x in relevant

square)

THE PRODUCTS OF GOOD TEACHING

Esstntial

Mot
Essential

Already
Have

Need o

ohtain

Siudents' scares on leacher-made or standardised tests,
possibly before and afier a course has been taken as
cvidence of lcarning

Student laboratory workbooks and other kinds of
workbooks or lops (journals)

Student essays, creative work, and praject or ficld-
work reports.

Publications by students on coutse-telaled work.

A record of students who select and suceeed in advanced
courses of study in the ficld.

«| A record of students who ¢lect onother course with the

some leclurer

Evidence of cffective supervision of Hanors, Masier™s
or Ph.D. theses.

Setling up or running a successiul interoship program.

Documentary evidence of the effect of courses an
sludent carcer choice,

Bocumentary evidence of help given by the lectuer
10 students in securing employment

Evidence of help given to colleagues on leaching
improvement

Other (Specify)

<+ Other

Other
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APPENDICES

6.4 Possible Ttems for Inclusion in Teaching Portfolios (Adapted from Edgertan, R., Hutchings, P and
Quinlan K. The Teaching Porifelio: Capturing the Scholarship in Teaching. 1991)

Please indicate below, of the following items listed, the items you feel are essential to include
in a portfolio, and those you already have at hand or will need to abtain, {Place x in relevant

square}

INFORMATION FROM OTHERS:
- COLLEAGUE FEEDBACK

Essential

Not
Essential

Already
Have

Nred to
obtain

Statements from colleagues who have observed teaching
cither as members of a teaching team or as independent
observers of a particular course, or who teach other
sections of the same course

Wrilten comments from thase who teach courses for
which a particular course js a pre-requisite

Evaluation of contributions to course development and
improvement

Statements Irom colleagues from olhier instilutions on
such matlers as how well students have been prepared
o for praduate siudies

Honers or recognition such as a distinguished eacher
award or eleclien 1o i commitiee on teaching

Requests for advice or acknowledgment of advice

1, received by a commiltee on 1eaching or similar
b body.
Other
Other
I Other
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64 Possible Items for Inclusion in Teaching Portfolios (Adepted from Edgerton, R., Hutchings, P and
Quinlan K. The Teaching Porifolie: Capturing the Scholarship in Teaching, 1991}

Please indicate below, of the following itetns listed, the items you frel are essential to include
in a portfolio, and those you already have at hand or will need to obtain. (Place x in relevant

square}

INFORMATION FROM OTHERS:
- STUDENT FEEDBACK

Essential

Not
Essential

Already
Have

Need to
vbhtain

Student course and (caching cvaluation data which
suggest improvements or produce an overall rating of
cffectiveness or satisfaction

Writlen comments fron & studenl commitlee to
evaluate courses and provide leadback

Unstructured {and possibly unselicited) writlen evalvalions
includitg writtcn comments on exams and letters reccived
afier o course has been completed

Documented reponis of satisfaction with out-al-class
conlacts

Interview data collected from sidents after complelion
of a course,

Honours received from students, such as being elected
"teacher of the year"

Other

Other

Other
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6.4 Pnssib.le Items for Inclusion in Teaching Portfolios (Adapled from Edgerion, R., Hulchings, P and
Quinlan K. The Teaching Portfolio: Capturing the Scholarship in Teaching. 1991)

Plense indicate below, of the lollowing items listed, the items you Feel are essential to include
in a partfolio, and those you already have at hand or will need to obtain. (Place x in relevant

square)
INFORMATION FROM OTHERS: Essential Not Already | Needto
- MISCELLANEQUS Essential Have obtgin

Statecmenis about leaching achievemenls from
administrators at one's own institution or from other
instilxtions

Alumai ratings or other graduate feedback

Comments from parents of stuilents

Reports from employers of students (eg. in a work-study
or “cooperative” program

Invitations to teach from outside agencics

Invitalion to conlribute to the teaching literature B B

Other

Other
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‘CHARACTERISITICS OF GOOD TEACHERS AND TEACHING

- TUTORIAL:

FABORATORY’H\'ISTRUCTOR:[ SR R

Please list below the characteristics/attributes of goad teachers and teaching in
relation to the instructional setting.

LECTURER: J
_ LECTURE:
CLINICAL INSTRUCTOR:

CLINICAL INSTRUCTION:

TUTOR:

ey

g
y

PRI
sl
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Appendix 3.14 {Cont.)

LABORATORY INSTRUCTION:
SUPERVISOR:
SUPERVISION:

_ UNITS OF STUDY:
UNIT CONTROLLER:

OTHER;

Pléase describe below exemplars of good teaching practice from one or more of
the teaching contexts above. The vignettes may deseribe your own or another's
teaching that you have observed or experienced. Use the back of this form or
further page:;.‘, as required,
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SESSION FEEDBACK

I would appreciate your fecdback on this session and will use the suggestions to
improve the next scssion,

From: this session I gained: .

!

Questions that remain unanswered include:

e

 “The _s'éssidn;cquld be improved by:

"

...r'_:ln the next session I would like: : B

Ll '_ Thank you for your feedback.

aro
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~ teaching portfolio project -

" Sih'November. 1996, {.E

Dear,

Now that the sessions for the stafl development program have come o an end, I would fike (o take
this oppartunity to thank you for your written responses, and your contribution (o the group
discussions, during the past fourteen weeks. The information gathered over the course of the
project will help to elucidate the role of teaching part{olios in the improvement and appraisal of
university teaching and in stalf development of teaching.

I will be reporting the findings ol the project in various ways over the next few months, including
in a report to the School of Nursing Stafl’ Development Committee. In this regard a P roject
Evaluation Form will be seni to you shortly, so that this fecdback can be used by the Commitiee in
the planning of any future slalf developmenl initiatives in this arca. In the meantime if you require
more information or wish to discuss any aspect of the project lurther, T would be pleased 1o
arrange a time for this.

Once again thank you for your parlicipation, il has been a pleasure 1o work with you m.1. this
praject.

Kind regards,

- Tina Kulski _
- Project Coordinator -

cunrtin
o e
THIS PROJECT WAS FUNDED BY CURTIN UNIVERSITY OF TECHNOLOGY,

' TEACHING LEARNING GROUPR, QUALITY FUNDS 1695-1996,
STAFF DEVELOPMENT GRANT .

n
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AVPENDICTES
Appendix 3.18
SoN B
f@ p
’ © ' TEACHING PORTFOLIO
PROGRAM EVALUATION FORM (B)
 Name.. ' _' O o Optional)
L Please comment on the program in terms of: ' Lo
A0 .Th_e structure (i.e. number and length of sessions, time frame, group size
etc) ' ' : o
B
’ L .:. . .
1{iiy The discﬁssion topics (content aregs) covered ”_
Th.e. _resources. provided (i.e. materials; time release)
" 1(iv) The group faclhtators performance (ie. runmng of sessions; pro_|ect

' management etc)

373
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Appendix 3.18 (Cent.}
2a Pleuse list below the objectives you set for yourself at the beginning of the

program and the extent to which these were achieved or were not
achieved?

oo

2b. D1d the SDP sessions provide adequate support/resources for you to

supporit/resources you require/d.

BN

. 3a. 3 What are the bamerslproblcms you have or lhmk ‘you may cncounter 1n

- 'developmg a teachmg portfoho"

. 3b I; -3'Were these issues adequately addressed in the SDP sessions? Pleasa '

Ll comment on further issues. that need to be addressed.

374

achieve -your objectives? Please comment briefly on further '
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Appendix 3.18 (Cont.)

4a What do you think are the polential ad'vanlagcsfdisudvuntuges. for
academic staff in developing teaching portfelios

‘4b For what purposes would you like to see teaching portfolios used in the
" School?

.

"5 Would you recommend this program 1o the School's Staff Development
Committee or to other academic staff? : L

©5() Asis(ie. using a similar format to this project?)

.S(ii) " In some other format? (S pecify changes you would like to see)

6 - Any other comments?

 Thank you for your assistance.
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4

AVAILABILITY FOR PROJECT PARTICIPATION

PART. [ MON | MON [ TUE | TUE | WED | WED | THU | THU | FRT | FRI
NO. | AM | PM | AM | PM_ | AM |PM [ AM | PM | AM | PM

Al X X X X

A2 X | X X

A3 X X X

Ad X X X X X

AS X | x ! (X -
A6 x | X [ x T xT

A7 X X TTx S
Bl rx X X

B2 X R X X T
B3 X 2 X T x i
B4 X Tx T
Bs X X X | X X

B6 X X X X

B7 X X X

No.

Part. 3 0 5 5 5 9 7 3 6 2

Avail
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PREFERENCES FOR SIZE OF GROUP MEMBERSHIP

Participant Individaal | Small Group | Larger Group No

. (3-5) {6-8) Preference
Al | X
A2 | X
A} | X
Ad_ | X
AT X X
a6 | — X X
A7 — X
Bi X X e
B2 X X
B3 X
B4 X X

___B5 | X
Bo X X
B7 X

Preference 2 4 6 8
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] -

“ PREFERENCES FOR TIME COMMITMENT TO SDP

rl’arlicipant 1 Hour | 2 Hours 2 Hours 3 Hours No Preference
No. Weekly | Weekly | Fortnightly | Fortnightly
Al X X
A2 X
A3 X
Ad X X
AS X :
A6 X
A7 X

Bl X i ) i

B2 X
Bl
B4
B5
B6
B7 X

AR

T

Preference 4 3 7 | 2
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Ttems for inclusion in portfolios — Materials from onescll
Portfolio Items Number and % participants
Malcrinl from Oneself Essential % [ Alrendy { %
Have

Reflective statemenl on leaching philosophy, practices, and 13 93 1 7
aonls
List of course rites and numbers, unit values or credits, 10 71 14 100
enrolmenls
List of caurse materiads prepared for students 6 43 3 21
Information on availability 1o siudenis 7 50 12 ‘86
Report on identification of student difficul fies and 7 50 1 7
encouragement of sludenl participation in courses
Description of how films, computers or other non print 3 2 2 14
malgrials were used in leaching
Steps taken 1o emphasize the interrelatedness and relevance 6 43 4 28
of different Kinds of learning '
Maintaining a record of the changes resulting from sell- I 78 8 57
evalualion
Reading journalsfbooks on improving teaching and 9 64 7 50
altempting to implement acquired ideas.
Reviewing new teaching malerials for possible application Iy h 5 36
Exchanging course materials with a colleague from another 2 14 o 0
insljtution
Conducting rescarch on onc's own teaching or course 8 57 2 14
Becoming involved in an association or society concerned 4 28 3 21
with the improvement of teaching and learning
Attempting instructional innovaticns and evaluating their 6 43 5 36
effectiveness
Using general support services such as the TLG (Teaching 5 36 3 21
Leamning Group) for improving one’s leaching
Participating in seminars, workshops and professional 12 86 10 71
mectings intended to improve (eaching
Parlicipaling in course or curricnlum development I 8 11 73
Pursuing a line of rescarch that contributes directly 1o 6 43 2 14
leaching
Preparing a texibook, workbook or elher instracticnal 6 43 ] 43
material '
Editing or contributing to a professional journal on 1 7 0 i}
teaching one’s subject
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Appendix 6.1 (Cont.)

{tems for inclusion in portfolins — The products of poad teaching

Purtfolio Tlems

Number and % Parlicipants

PRODUCTS OF GOOD TEACHING Essential % | Have | %
Students' scores on (eacher-made or standardised tests,
possibly before and afier a course has been laken as g 64 0 0
evidenee ol learning
Student iaboratory workbooks and other kimds of 3 21 2 14
waorkbooks or logs (jourmnals) ]
Shlent essays, creative work, and project or field-work 14 100 5 a6
TCpOILs.
Publications by sludents on course-related work. 4 28 I 7
A record of sludents who select and sueceed in advanced 3 21 0 0
courses of sudy in the field,
A record of students who clect anather course with the 2 4 §# 0 0
same lecturet
Evidence of effective supervision of Hanors, Master’s or 5 16 0 0
Ph.D. theses.
Setting up or manning a successful internship program. 7 50 3 36
Documeniary evidence ol the effect of courses on sudent | 7 0 0
career choice, :
Documeniary evidence of help given by the lecturer 1o 7 50 4 28
studenls in securing ecmployment
Evidence of help given 1o celleagues on 1eaching & 51 0 ¢
improvement

. 1
i"'"\.
LTI
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* Tems for .incluslun in portfolios — Colleague feedback

AFPENDICES

Appendix 6.1 {(Cont.)

Information From Others - Colleague Feedback

Lissentfal | % Already o
Have

Statements lram collengues who have observed 1eaching
cither as members of & teaching leam or as independent 14 IEY] 6 43
abservers of a particudar course, or who teach other
sections of the sune course
Wrilten: commments [ron? those whe leach courses for 2 14 | 7
which o particular course is a pre-reqguisite
Evaluation of contributions (o course development and 8§ 57 2 14
improvement
Staterments from eolleagues from other institulions on
such matiers as how well students have been prepared ! 7 0 0
for graduate studies

Honors or recognition such as a distinguished weacher

award or election 1o 3 commiltee on teaching 12 80 3 21
Requests for adyice of acknowledgement of advice

rzceived by a commiltee on teaching or similar 6 43 | 7
bady,
Possible Items for Inclusion in Teaching Portfolios — Student Evaluations
Information From Others: - Student Feedback Essential % | Alrcady | %

Hove

Student course and teaching evaluation data which
suggest improvemenls or preduce an overall rating of 14 100 12 86
effectiveness or satisfaclion

Written comments from a student commitice 10 & 43 G 4]
cvaluate courses and provide feedback

Unstructured (and possibly unsoliciled} wrillen evaluations

by students, including wrilten comments on exams and 9 64 10 71
letters received after a course has been compleled

Documented reports of satislaction with oul-of-class 3 21 0 0
conlacts

Inlerview data collected from studenis after completion 5 36 i 21
af a course.

Honours received Trom students, such as being elected o 0 1 7
“teacher of the year”

a8t
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Possible Items for Inclusion in Teaching Portfelios - Other sources.,

APPENDICES

Appendix 6.1 (Cont.)

Information From Others: - Other sources Essential % | Already | %
Huve

Statements about 12aching achievements (rom

administralors al one's own institulion or from other 3 21 n 1]

instilulions.

Alumni ratings or ulher graduate feedback 4 28 0 0

Comments from parenis of students ] 0 | 7

Reports {rom employcers of students (eg. in a work-study 3 21 0 G

or “cooperative” program

Invilalions ta teach from outside agencics l 7 2 14

Invitation to contribule to the teaching {ilerature 0 g 1 7
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Al

A3

A4

A6

A7

B2

: Churu.ctcrislics of ﬁuud leeturers and leeturing

Characterlstics of a good leeturer:

Loud vaice.

Ability to explain clearly,

Relate information to practicad situations
and real dife silvations,

Knowicdgeable.
Relating theory to practice.

Knowledge of subject,

Clear presenlation,

Goi-d cnunciation.

Good use of any leaching aids elc.
Examples of nppropriate material for leve]

of learner.

Able lo answer questions clearly/simply.
Awareness of arcas that may be difficull to

Erasp,

Same as for wior, cxcept discussion may
not be appropriate.

Knowledgeable,
Excelleat command ol subjcet.
Research skills.

Dynamic.

Shares personal expericnces and examples
to iflustrale.

Uses language appropriately.

Organised. S

Uses AV cquipment effectively
Knowlcdgenble aboul lopic.

Creative in presentation siyle,

Talks 10 entire group.

APPENDICES

Appendix 6.2

What makes u good lecture:

Good audin-visual aids.
Appropriale questioning.
Summury of fectura at the end.
Catchy introduction,

Creative presentalion.

Topic made relevant to siudents.

Making il interesting, relevant enough so
that students will wanl 1o attend.

On lime,

Adequate amount of material for time
allowed.

Objectives presenied.

Relevant material.

Using a variely of tesources to keep
students interested.

Sheuld only present 3 or four major points.
Ensure students are aware of whal the
impariant aspects arc,

Updated knowledpe,
Ability to project information at leve] of
learning.

Organised.

Clear and concise.

Uses AV aids.

Stimulates thought and lurther discussion,
Clear objectives.

Conscious of learner needs i.e. attention
span, keeping to time frame,
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Characteristics of good Iecturers and lecluring (Cont.)

B4

Bs

B6

Knowledge of tupic,

Authoritative.

Clear speaker.

Well prepared with teaching aids {OHP,
video, whileboard}.

Keep students atiention

Important t& remain in tune with level of
student.

A persan who has a degree of expertise in
the subject being presented.
A knowledge of how to 1each,

Structured, organised, logical relevant.
Begins where sludents are at.

Presents new material, latast research, new
ideas.

Delivers in a way thal students can readily
follow.

Up te date knowledge.

[nleresting.

Beginning, middie, end.

Varicty ol teaching aids.

Variety of pace.

Occasional break with closs pariicipation,

activity (buxz session).

Writlen objectives Tor leclure,

Set within limited paramelers,

Addresses 4-5 objectives.

Wel) structured, elear, concise.

Few overheads.

Same time for class interaclion/ questions.
Accompanying reference list

Clear transmission of content malgrial.
Pravides content in struclured way for
follow-up in tutorials.

Give exira reading,

Sequential,
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Charucteristics of good clinicai lnstructors and instruction

N(__)..

Al

Al

Ad

Ab

Al

B2

Characieristics of n good clinical
instructor

Sharing clinical expericnce and elinica!
skills

Good communication skitls

Role model

Clinical skills

Ability 10 show, expiain give rotionale for
practice

Ability to bui'd on strengths and
avereome weaknesses

Putling theory into practice

Compelent in theory and psychomator
skills

Demonsirates procedures clearly in a way
students can follow

Gives feedback en studenl perfarmance in
¢linical area

Is a wle model

Nta

Good communicalor

Supportive role

Resourceful

Positive interaction

Excellent and up (o date clinical practice
skills

Approachable

Sensitive to student needs

Provides construclive fecdback (i.e.
positive aspecls - needs itprovement)
Assists studenl to fecl comflortable
Shares personal experience (2.g. nol
afraid to let on not perfeet)

Whaot mokes good clinical instruction;

Uilise all teaching opportunilics
Teach problem sotving
Awareness of students’ needs

Skills developing
Building on compelence

Seck oul appropriate expericnce lor level of
student

Encourage students lo lake full advaniage of
the cxperience

Prcbricf ond debrief as required

NIA

Awarcness of learning opportunities for
students

Supportive environment

Stimuloating environment

Participation of all members of group
Aims, abjectives clear B
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Cliat:a:;tcr{siics of good clinfeal Snstructors vnd insiruction (Cond.)

B4

BS

Bé

Problem solver

Public relations expert

Be familiar with arca

Plan aclivities with studenis

Set ‘rules’ {i.e, call me when you give
injection}

Rale mudel

Be readily available in ward
Ready o give opporlunities Lo learn

A current practilioner in the related ficld
A person who has a wealth of experience
in the area being taughl

Feedback

Siudent advocate.

Encourager, supporier

Ability to defuse tension

Liaison person between staff and student,
Keen eye for appartunities for studenls
and teaching opportunilies

Ability to draw creative ideas from
students.

Organizes elinieal expericnces to qulll.m.
student learning needs .

Organizes experience 10 make bestuse of
time . : i«
Allows for discussion time -

Swdents should e well prepared and have a
working knowledge of skills

Applying the skills in a real ily situation
should be a compatible experience .
Interaclion with client should be priority nct
psychomotor skills

Challenging
Consclidaling theary i
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Characteristies of pood lutors and tutoring

Na,

Al

Ad

A6

A7

B2

B4

Churacteristics of a gond Tuator:

Amiable.
Knowledge of subject.
Direct swdents G proldem solve,

Knuwledge of group skills.
Wiltingness Lo listen.
Ability to create interest.

Knowledgeable,

Provides adequate opporwnity for
student involvement.

Cleaor thinking.

Stimulates discussion.

Chatlenges material presented,
Encourages students to parlicipate,
think and analyze.

Knowledgeable.
Responsive.
Able to generate discussion.

Enthusiagtic and interested in material

being taupht.

Effective communicator,
Well prepared,

Good debaling skills.

Able 1o promole discussion,

Controls participants who tend to Lake

over,

Cxocs not speak oo much.

Sets rules, guidelines, objectives.
Keeps to ime lrame,

Assists to keep proup on track,

Knowledge of topic,
Enthusiastic.
Interpersonal skills 1o encourage

student participation {100% of studenis)

Cullural seositivity.

AFPENDICES

Appendix 6.2 (Cont.)

YWhat makes & good Tutorinl/Seminurcs

Gejual attention o ull studems,
Intreduction, hody & conclusisn.
Trigger questicns.

Topie relevamt and interesting.
Varicty of ieaching methodologies.
Using student experiences.

Usuaily student directed.

Give plenty of scope for students 1o discuss
lopics.

Everybody to participale.

All views expressed withoul students leeling
threatened.

Create environment for this to nceur,

Administer tutorial and provide material to
aliow for greater depth of undersianding of
material covered in lectures.

Well prepared.

Well rescarched lopics,

Knowledge of subject.

Using a variely of tcaching strategics,

Participation of all members of group.
Alms, objectives clear,

Stuclent preparation — seating so ali can see gach
olher and be comfortable (in circle).

as7



APPENDICES

Appendix 6.2 {Cont.)

Characteristics of geod tuters and tutoring (Cont.)

B

Bé

Person wha has tnken time 1o be bricled
by unit controller as to expectations of
tutarial.

Knowledgeable in lield ol study.

Well preparcd,

Aware of different 1eaching sirategics.

Knowlcdgeable.

Ahility 1o develop rappart with students
50 they el comfortable in sharing
ideas and approaching you.

An encourager of studenls,

Provides a challenge for students.
Ability to get the group working
cohesively and supporting onc another.
Warmth,

Envirominent where learning is fostered.,

Opinions to be put Turward withoul lear of

losing face,
Sale wrea o challenge and he challenged.

Open sesston for discussion ol ideas,
Arguing.

Dehating.

Exploring.

aga



No,

Al

Al

Ad

Ab

A7

B2

B4

B

B6

Lahoratory instructor

Sume a5 tutor and able w demansire
skills,

Good time management skills.
Good cotmmunicatar.
Utilizes variety of leaching activities.

Thurough preparation.
Makes lab activities ipteresting and
informative,

Understand lab objectives.
Makes objeclives clear for studenis

Preparcdness.
Knowledge about principles and skills.
Approachable

Relaxed
Makes studeats leel at ease
Competent ot demonstraling skills

High knowledge of topic.
Well prepared with structure (bul
flexible) formal.

Able to facilitate consotidation of theory

and practical.
Demonstrates skills at high level.

Experienced clinician who has slayed in

touch with their ficld,
Someone who keeps up to dale on Jatest
research,,

APPENDICES

Appendix 6.2 (Cont.)

Churacteristics of good laboratory instructors and instruction

Labaratory instroetion:

Same us wiorials and desipned o wach ‘hy
duing’ i.e. practical.

Provides opporiunity to practice - preferably
sell-paced - skills
*State of the art’ equipment..

Well eyuipped with adequale resources (e.g.
wash basins, (oilews, beds, Hichairs).

Ensure equipment Tor lub is present and in
pood working order \

As real to lile as possible.
Well resourced,
Room for required practise,

Have assessment criteria available.
Sel up so all students can be involved rather
thaz standing and walching.

Purpose of session clear.

Environment comfertable,

Have aids ¢.g. videos available 1o allow
stugdents 1o revicw arcas that are unclear,

Appropriate and up 10 dawe resources.

Need computerized instruclions or manuals
available for use al all times,

Have labs open so students can practise

Test both skills and theory.

Non threatening so students feel they can
have a go.

389



APPENDICES

Appendix 6.2 (Cont.)

Characterlstics of pood supervisors and supervision

Nuo,
Al

Al

Ad

Ab

AT

B2

B4

B5

Bé

Supervisors
N/A

Creative, logical thinker, knowledge of
specilic areas of researchiopic ol thesis,
setling boundaries, time managemenl,

N/A

Knowledgeable on research methods
Able 10 establish rapport with studem
Able 1o be crilical in an nbjective yet
diplomatic: way.

Knowledpe of research methods
Available, commilied resourceful ,
supportive.

Sees thesis work as important and
valuable - kneps appointments - provides
constructive feedback and suggestions,

Supportiva, constructive, role model.
Provides information in relation Lo
administrative reguirements.

Knowledgeable about tapic.

Experienced researcher. Provides moral
support and conslructive feedback..

Superyision

NAA

Provision of cleur and sufficient feedback -
Iinsure student understands comments
NiA.

Procedures well arganized. Provides good

opporwnitics for supervisors and students 1o
inleracl,

Supportive environment, Facilitates
interaction wilh other postgraduate swdents.

Procedures clear and well organized.

Consistent cammentsffeedback lrom
SUpErvisors.

Good time management - Supervisors
available when required - Feedback
tnechgnisms in place.

Ciear and supportive procedures is place,
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Characteristics of geod units of study and unit controflers

No.

Al

Ad

AB

AT

B2

B4

B5

B6

Units

Cinnprehensive unit outline available,
Coherent ohjectives. Integrated vertically
and horizantally with other units in
curriculum.

Outline should be clear - no loopheules -
provide dates, nssessment erileria ele. and
all orher material as per unit outling
policy.

Guidelines clear - well wrinen unit
oullines - content of unit related in some
way.

Good integration with other unils in the
syllabus.

Clear learning objeciives which relae

well with other units.

Requircments for meeting objectives and
assessmenl criteria detailed. Student

‘eentred learning approaches.

Objectives clearly siated and cover the
competencies required of nurses,

Clear learning objectives. Conforms io
university policies. Consisient with
curriculum documents,

Must provide sufficicnt details in
objectives for students.

Unit Condrollers

Leadership aund management skills, Overall
knowledge of semester ohjectives. Facililation
and mediatisn skills. Communication skills,
Asserliveness,

Attend 10 alt administrative matlers pertinent
to course - linison with studentsfsallf ouside
agencies, Consider student requirements,

Trauble shooler. Adviser to preceptors.
Sounding board for students whe have a need
1o talk aboul what happens en clinieal.

Good organiser.

Leadership skills. Time availability for
students. Well prepared. Supportive role to
olher staff.

Demonstrates leadership skills. Able to 7o
achieve consistency in teaching, Teamwork
skills.

Co-ordinates s1afTin unit i.e. tutors deing
what was intended. Available for students and
slall, Facilitales meetings as necessary.

Prepared, organised, responsihle,

Teamwork, Leadership, Good arganiser,

Organisation atud leadership skills.

W)
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Charncteristics of good teachlng ‘other’

Charzcteristics of good teaching ‘other?

Al For all of the aboye - strong knowledge ase - group and individual skills - effeclive
cominuaication - methudalagy relevant 1o the topie, sttdent{s) and situation

Ab Self-directed tearning packages - clearly scl out - user Iriendiy - assists studenis to mect
objeetives - nssignments and assessments reasenahle and assists in meeting chjsciives
Coordinator of self directed programs - availahle for consuliation with students - acts an
student feedback - supports students - counsels students having problems - mativates
students - keeps students up to dute

ag2
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Vignettes - Good Teaching In Dlfferent Contexts

Exainple 1: Group A: While on clinical practice | have a group ol six students. Itis their
first day tn the aperating room. Inthe past (wo weeks they have Bad workshops and
Taboratories relating to operating reom skills - all notin the natural seiing, In utiliziag a
teaching strategy known as the scaffolding technitue T plan the day to incorparate a “mock
surgical procedure”. The use of the teehnigue is tmpornant because the studens’ knowledge
and skills are all drawa together and practised in a comlortable, controlled environment
befors they embrace real practice. The “noek procedure” is @ paticnt undergoing an
appendectomy. The students practice anesthetics assistinee, posilioning of the patient (@
student), setting up for the surgery, draping the patient, and conduciing the surgery in a
deseriptive manner, Following this they complete the process 1o the point of sending the
patient 1o Recovery Ruom. The students then reflect un the skills praclised, interactions
and behaviour within their roles, The scallolding is then removed and students are ready 1o
undertake practice in the real world. Students have commenied in many cvaluations that
this teaching strategy has been impressionabte to them in terms of learning. The transition
1o real practice has been made very easy as they move through new skills.

Example 2: Group A: A lecturer in my undergraduale years comes to mind as an example efa
good teacher. He was actively involved in research in the arca in which he taught. As a result he
had intimate knowledyge atd understanding of the materinl presenied, and because of this and his
enthusiastn for the topic, made it interesting and informative for students. "The anecdotes and jokes
presented during the leclure maintained interest and involvement.

Example 3: Group A: Mr G. was asked to provide a teaching session {o a group of
Semester | students. As he was @ mental heakth nurse, and had been requested to present in
about 20 minutes, a session based on a “model” - he began almost immediately by
introducing a light. enjoyable stmosphere 1o the session. He sewally presented the mode!
by way of a role-play - in which various students were asked to participate as mather. father
and their children. Furnilure was rearranged o simulate a clinie seiting and the actors
briefed on their roles. Afier a short prebricfing about the particular model the role-play
commenced and after 10 minules it was stopped, Further explanation debriefing followed
and Mr. G placed an the board cardboard strips in various colours en which were
highlighted imponant concepls depicted in the role-play and which were implicit in the
model. The students seemed to enjoy this - they learnt, they Jaughed, they participated.
Various stralegics were used - cg. role-play, explanation, wacher made aids, a diagram of
the model - gtc. - very appropriate to level of student. It seemed a peerless way of getling
infermation across.

Example 4: Greup A: During a course on tapid appraisal techniques - teacher gave the
theory and some examples to illusirate each point of the topic - methodology, uses,
rationales, benefits, fimitations. To pul theory into practice the group chose a topic (French
atomic testing was happening at that time). Applying the principles, the group decided
what the topic meant/ what they necded/ wanted 1o know/ how they would collect
information and what they might be able Indo with it - all 10 meet the predetermined goals
they had agreed upon, Many in the group had different idcas and the wacher became
facilitator to consider the pros and cons of cach. She had great knowledge of the
methodology and guided us towards discovering new ideos and methods. She also showed
her practical experience as we planned how to opermionalise our ideas. We went and did i
and on return collatedfsorted our findings into some type of thematic order - again she
moved among us guiding not telling, and supporting,
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We presented vur findings and then she led us w the next step af whit 1o do with the
appraisal - how 1o evalaate it Cinterms of autcone and process) what to do with 1he resales
anel thea she brought us all back o our otiginal aim ind the deory and we discussed how
well we had schieved cur aim and how we had demenstrated differences from the theary,
She alse bad good netes, relerences, way of building the wapie fon o white board)

Example 5: Group 13: ‘The incidenl oceurresd 1we semesters ago, when the first bateh of
the new curriculum students were in semester six. [ was asked 1o teach in the pew Nursing
Rescarch 326 uni ind 1o conduct the futarials for o group of sixteen students, These
students were terrified of nursing rescarch. They were required, as part of their assignment
to conduct a small project. and present the results of the project at the end of semester to the
full class. All the lecturers who taught in the unit Were going W mnark this final
presentation.  Unfortunately 1was not able to attend this presentation because ol my
clinical teaching commitments, [ was amazed, overjoyed and very touched when the
students dedicaled heir presentation to me, They had a special overhead prepared with my
name on it. Not enly did the swudents gei the highest marks for the presentation, and the
content of it, but a few of the leclurers wld me later how well they had done,

Example 6: Group B: Laberatory teaching of fundamental skills. Students are 1zught
using gyided discovery method of teaching and using principle based application of theory,
Encouraged to practise skills in groups 1o reach a level where a skill is performed almost
naturally. At end of unit selected skills are examined using various principles which have
been collated in assessment criteria. eg, principles of comforl, asepsis, biomechanics,
communication and safety. When students come into a elinical situation where the skill
was applicd, the feedback [rom the ward stafT frequenily involved surprise at how well the
students demonstraed competency in their work, particularly in refation o their novice

stalys,

Example 7 Group B: Evaluuten of learning and mecting set objrelives, This experience
relates o the time when the writer was an undergraduale nurse. The lutor in this lcarning
experience was a pood listener and acted not only on speken messages but unspoken as
well. During the final cvaluation of the clinical experience the wutor sal down with the
writer and student peer to evaluate the writer's performance. Feedback was provided by this
inslructor, student pee, and the wriler. Aficr discussion and pegotiation, agrecment was
veached in relation 1o the final mark. The wior demonstrated excellence in teaching in the
evalualjon of the student (writer) hecause of her open mindednes and T guess you could say
‘trigngulation’ of the evaluation,

Example 8: Group B: Lecture in foundution unit in skills, Lecturer provided students with

back ground information re food. Lecture was on Nutrilicnal Status, Faod as enerpy, food as fuel,
food as social activily (eating) as well as financial (paying for it) and ransportation (to buy). But
before this, what was grown and nawrally grown and imported. Gave great background (in 10
minutes) re the topic. Included research inle food values and it was very relevant Lo these
particular students, Therefore very broad intro to give basic building bricks on which to teach (and
[earn) re nutrition. Varicty was wsed OHP, video and handouls. Some questions were asked of
audience and the: |cclure was very interaclive, keeping students alert and inerested.
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Session One Fecdback:

From this session I gained:
1l
»  insight inlnfinlhrm.lliunuhnul!undl_rstundin;, off waching portdolios. (x 12)
«  the realisalion that preparing i eaching portlodie provides the potential for rellective practice
and censequently the potential for improving teaching. u
»  valuable information frem the members of the group.
¢ anoverview of what is involved in teaching portfolios
»  abeter understanding of problems other people in the SON face
s insipht inlo complexity of documenting (eaching,

Questions that remain unanswered include:

»  how to construct & leaching portfolio. (x2)

«  how to substanliate achievemenis in postgraduate Leaching.

o what aspects of clinical teaching one can include in a teaching porifolio

The session conld he improved by:

«  making it longerfincreasing time/having more Lime te discuss some of the issues that were
raised (Gp. A x 3

In the next session I would like:

s tocompare noles with the group and discuss the development of the portfolio lurther, (Gp.
A)

«  todiscuss documentation of post graduate teaching quality. {Gp. A)

+  exchange ideas on linical teaching portfolios (Gp. B)

» claboration on the construction of teaching portlolies. (Gp. B)
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Session Two Feedbhack:

From this session I pained:

an idea where other group members are

information and discussion aboul diffiewl issues

how 16 apply for promution

interaction with the groupfexchange of ideas

new strategics (o try oul

«  input from the group regarding their experiences

«  betier insight into what others vonsider important to be included in a portfolio

+  valuable discussion on philosophy and exchange of ideas on what would be included in ©
philosophy

+  plenty of ideas on various aspects ol teachings

+ discussion ol varicus issues which provided cxamples and suggestions of whal information

could go inte a teaching portlolio and how o ebtain this information

. * v

Questions that remain unanswered include:

«  how le delermine what my own goals for teaching are

= what leve] of delail is required for own objectives/philosophical approach
* no guestions/blank x ¢

The session could be improved by:

«  no suggestions/blank x 14

In the next sessian I would like:

+  writing philosophy, goals and 1eaching strategies x 2

+  continue to work on developing the pertfolio x 5

»  continue with sharing of ideas/information x 4
* 1o conlinue to discover more about teaching/learning
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Sesston Three Feedback:

From this session 1 gnined:

similarities in “where 1 was at” with other group memhers
clearer understanding of partiolio coneept

on idea of the difficultics that many people here work under
some innovative ideas from swdents on leaching practice

Questions that remain unanswered include:

how Lo organise my porifolic
the purpose of porifalios in the conlex| of the current siluation in this Schoo)
what is esscutialfnot essential to he included in a portfolio

while the material is extremely nseful {porifolios) I wonder whether it would really be read
by a pancl of interviewers prior to interview for 2 new position — it would Lake time o
circulate — I couldn't see it being pholocopied

The sesston conld he improved by:
*  having more time
In the next session [ would like:

ideas/brainstorming re organising portfolio
® discussion of portfolio size
*  more of the same!
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Session Four Feedback:

From this session [ gained:

*  More information an porifolios
* tIoformation on things 1 need (o oblain for my porfelio
*  Some ideas on how to get feedback leom my collcagues on my eaching

Questions that remain unanswered include:

*  None that T can think of
®*  Howlcan find the time to complete my porifalic!

The session could he improved by:
*  More ime for discussion
In the next session [ would like:

*  More of the same
*  Conlintie our discussions
*  Further sharing of ideas

398



APFENDICES

Appendix 6.4 {Cont.)

Session Vive Feedback:
Fram this session 1 gained:

[deas about gelting useful feedback from siudents

Some innovative ideis re cvaleation from students on teaching practice
Suggestions for clinical teaching and student involvement in the feedback process
Inspiration ta keep on with my portlolio

Questions that remain unanswered include:

¢ While the material is extremety useful (portiolio) 1 wander whether it would really be read hy
4 panel of interviewers prior 10 interview for a new position. [t would take time to circulate, {
couldnt sce it being photocopied.

®*  How do you evaluale subject information ~ input into student utorials i.e. Evidence of
promoling posilive oulcomes.

The session could be lmproved by:

®*  NfA - No suggestions for improvement were made,

In the next session I would like:

¢ Continue with similar discussion
®*  Tolook at student evaluation of clinical teaching forms.
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From this session 1 gained:

*  Anappreciadon of the complexity involved in portfolios
*  Ways/methods of cvaluating clinicnl weaching (Gp. Bx3)
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®  This session was preat hecouse it made me feel that ihere are others in the SON wha icel the

samme way [ do about what is going on.
®*  Anopportunily lo get some things off my chest!

Questions that remain unanswered include:

®  HowI{ind lime 1o fit cverything in!

*  How Ican use my portfolio - especially as there isn'l any requirement 1o do one.

The session cauld be improved by:
*  N/A - No suggestions for impravement were macde.
In the next session I would like:

* Ta continue discussion
*  To get some [zecback from others on my porifolio.

Session Seven Feedback:

From this session I gained:

Appreciation of complexities involved in evaluation of portlolios,
Some further ideas lor my portfolio.

®=  Tea and sympathy — thanks!

* Enjoyed the vignelles

*  Beller understanding of good teaching praclices.
®*  Support

»

L]

Questions that remain unanswered include:

¢ How I will use my porifolio.
*  Whether compleling my portfolio will be worthwhile,

The session could be improved by:

« NA

400



	The teaching portfolio project: An evaluative case study of a portfolio-based approach to the development of university teaching
	Recommended Citation

	text.pdf.1418796726.titlepage.pdf.MZgaj
	The Teaching Portfolio Project : An Evaluative Case Study Of A Portfolio-based Approach To The Development Of University Teaching

