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Abstract

Teacher development programs have been part of the English speaking higher education
landscape for over 40 years. There is now general agreement that teacher development pro-
grams have a positive impact on teachers and students, yet the extent and longevity of their
impact on the culture of the discipline and the institutions are less well researched and evi-
denced. There is clearly a need for ongoing and rigorous research on the impact of teacher
development programs that looks deeper and beyond the teachers who participate in the
programs. The focus of this paper is to draw on the English research and literature to iden-
tify the impact and effectiveness of teacher development programs and activities and propose
a framework for the systematic measurement and collection of information on the effective-
ness of these programs. It is argued that these measures and indicators need to move from
the research paradigm to the evaluation paradigm so that they can inform ongoing and future
teacher development programs and enhancement. Programs from the planning stage should
be designed to build an evidence base that will enable researchers and practitioners to ask
more complex questions on where and on whom the programs have an impact, and why
they have impact.

Keywords: teacher development programs; evaluation and monitoring; impact; measuring
effectiveness; university.

Resum. L avaluacié i l'impacte dels programes de desenvolupament de professors universizaris

Els programes de desenvolupament de mestres han format part del panorama de I'edu-
caci6 superior de parla anglesa durant més de quaranta anys. En Iactualitat existeix un
acord general sobre I'impacte positiu que tenen els programes de desenvolupament de
professors en els mestres i estudiants, perd I'abast i la durada del seu impacte en la cultu-
ra de la disciplina i les institucions estan més aviat poc documentats i evidenciats. Hi ha
una clara necessitat d’una investigacid rigorosa sobre 'impacte dels programes de desen-
volupament dels mestres que miri més profundament i més enlla dels professors que
participen en els programes. L’objectiu d’aquest treball és fer us de la investigacié i la
literatura anglesa per identificar 'impacte i 'eficacia dels programes i activitats de desen-
volupament de mestres i proposar un marc per a la mesura sistematica i la recopilacié
d’informacié sobre 'eficacia d’aquests programes. S’argumenta que aquestes mesures i
indicadors han de passar del paradigma d’investigacid al paradigma d’avaluacié perque
puguin informar els programes de desenvolupament i millora docent actuals i futurs.
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S’han de dissenyar programes en I'etapa de planificacié per construir una base d’eviden-
cia que permeti a investigadors i professionals fer preguntes més complexes sobre on i
sobre qui tenen impacte els programes, i per qué.

Paraules clau: programes de desenvolupament docent; avaluacié i seguiment; impacte;
avaluacié de Ieficacia; universitat.

Resumen. La medicidn y el impacto de los programas de desarrollo de profesores universirarios

Los programas de desarrollo de maestros han formado parte del panorama de la educacién
superior de habla inglesa durante mds de cuarenta afios. En la actualidad existe un acuerdo
general sobre el impacto positivo que tienen los programas de desarrollo de profesores en
los maestros y estudiantes; sin embargo, el alcance y la duracién de su impacto en la cultu-
ra de la disciplina y las instituciones estdén mds bien poco documentados y evidenciados.
Existe una clara necesidad de una investigacién rigurosa sobre el impacto de los programas
de desarrollo de los maestros, que se ve mds profundamente y mds alld de los profesores que
participan en los programas. El objetivo de este trabajo es hacer uso de la investigacién y
la literatura inglesa para identificar el impacto y la eficacia de los programas y actividades
de desarrollo de maestros y proponer un marco para la medicién sistemdtica y la recopila-
cién de informacién sobre la eficacia de estos programas. Se argumenta que estas medidas
e indicadores tienen que pasar del paradigma de investigacion al paradigma de evaluacién
para que puedan informar a los programas de desarrollo y mejora docente actuales y futu-
ros. Deben disefiarse programas en la etapa de planificacidn para construir una base de
evidencia que permita a investigadores y profesionales hacer preguntas mds complejas sobre
dénde y sobre quién tienen impacto los programas y por qué.

Palabras clave: programas de desarrollo docente; evaluacién y seguimiento; impacto; medi-
cién de la eficacia; universidad.
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Introduction

Teacher development programs and activities to enhance teaching and learn-
ing have been a feature of many higher education institutions, particularly
throughout the English speaking countries, for more than 40 years. During
this time, there have been significant changes in the teaching environment in
universities. Pedagogical understanding has developed, technology has pro-
vided unprecedented opportunities of access and enrichment, academic staff
have engaged in dialogue and reflections on their teaching, and ethnic and
cultural diversity of students has demanded new understandings and skills
of academic staff. More recently, a growing awareness that university stu-
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dents of the 21* century expect different educational experiences than was
typically provided by universities 40 years ago has motivated higher education
institutions to take action to raise the quality of teaching and enhance the
student learning experience (Knapper, 2003; Hanbury et al., 2008).

The government in Australia, in common with other countries, has been
focusing on an agenda of quality, value for money and enhanced participa-
tion for higher education, resulting in persistent attention on quality assur-
ance of higher education for over two decades (Chalmers, 2007, 2008;
Ramsden, 2003; Bradley et al., 2008). This attention has not only focused
on policy and practice at the sector and institutional level, but also on teach-
ing practices, the gulf between research and teaching quality in universities
and the changing background and expectations of students (Clark et al.,
2002; Norton et al., 2013). In response, many Australian universities now
require academic staff new to teaching to undertake an initial teacher prep-
aration program in the first years of their appointment and encourage their
staff to regularly participate in professional development related to teaching
through offering an extensive range of programs. Similarly, universities in
countries such as Sweden, Norway, United Kingdom, Malaysia and Sri
Lanka have made pedagogical training of university teachers compulsory as
one step towards assuring the quality of teaching (Gibbs & Coffey, 2004;
Rox& & Mairtensson, 2008; Parsons et al., 2012). With greater attention
being paid to the quality of teaching in universities more broadly, and in
individual performance reviews and promotion more specifically, there are
clear expectations that teaching staff will increasingly be required to provide
evidence of the quality of their teaching and of ongoing participation in
teacher development programs. This in turn leads to questions on the effec-
tiveness of professional development programs and calls for educational
development centres to demonstrate that their programs are not only linked
with their university’s strategic initiatives, but that they have resulted in
improved teaching practices and student learning experiences and outcomes
(Brew, 2007).

This paper reports on an Australian project which developed an evaluation
tool for teacher development programs. The central argument is that without
a rigorously developed and relevant evaluation instrument, the effectiveness
of teacher development programs will continue to be assessed through limited
tools such as participant satisfaction surveys which do not provide evidence
of the immediate and long-term impact of the programs on teaching, learning
and the institutional culture related to teaching and learning. Ensuring rigour
required a substantial review of the literature reporting studies which have
attempted to measure the impact and effectiveness of programs in terms of
teachers and teaching, student approaches to learning and institutional culture.
Ensuring relevance required a thorough understanding of the programs to be
evaluated. This was achieved through an audit of teacher development activ-
ities in the institutions for whom the assessment instrument was designed.
The project was designed around an action research-based methodology con-



56 Educar 2015, vol. 51/1 Denise Chalmers; Di Gardiner

cerned with practical problem solving, expanding knowledge, enhancing the
competencies of participants and delivering findings which are able to be
applied immediately to the real world (Clarke, 2005).

1. Impact and effectiveness of teacher development programs

Until recently, the impact and outcomes of teacher development programs on
enhancing teaching, student satisfaction and learning or the institutional cli-
mate that rewards and recognises teaching had been largely under researched
(Devlin, 2008).

However, several recently published articles, reports and edited books
have brought together the many small research and larger studies which pro-
vide a solid basis on which a number of very clear claims about the impact
and effectiveness of teacher development programs can be made (e.g. Amund-
sen & Wilson, 2012; Chalmers et al., 2012; Parsons et al., 2012; Simon &
Pleschova, 2013; Stes et al., 2010)

There are several models that have been proposed to review the effects and
impact of teacher development programs (Kirkpatrick, 1998; Chism & Szabo,
1997; Guskey, 2002; Stes et al., 2010). Guskey’s (2002) five-level model of
teacher development largely reflects those used to review effects and identify
where the impacts of development have taken place. The first level of Guskey’s
model is the teachers’ reactions to the development program. The second level
is identifying if there has been any conceptual change in teachers’ thinking,
their knowledge of teaching, their attitudes and motivations. Stes et al. (2010)
further elaborated Guskey’s level 2 to include: impacts on teacher attitudes
(changes in attitudes towards teaching and learning); impacts on teaching
conceptions (changes in ways of thinking about teaching and learning);
impacts on teaching knowledge (acquisition of new or enhanced concepts,
procedures and principles); and impacts on teaching skills (acquisition of
thinking/problem solving, psychomotor and social skills). The third level is
identifying if there are changes in the organisational culture, practices and
support. The fourth level is identifying if there have been any behavioural
changes in the way teachers use the newly acquired knowledge, skills and
techniques in their teaching practices. Other models re-arrange level 3 and 4,
so that the participant effects can be grouped together (Stes et al., 2007). The
fifth level is identifying if there are changes in student learning. Other elabo-
rations for this fifth level have emphasised changes in student engagement,
perception, study approaches and responses to the teaching, rather than stu-
dent learning, as it is difficult to attribute changes in student learning out-
comes as a result of teacher development programs (e.g. Gibbs & Coftey,
2004; Stes & Van Petegem, 2013).

Each of these five levels will be reviewed to highlight the evidence that is
available on the impact and effectiveness of teacher development programs.
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1.1. Teachers’ reactions to the development program

The ‘happy sheet’ that reports participant satisfaction at the end of the work-
shop or program remains the most common form of evaluation for the major-
ity of teacher development programs (Ako Aotearoa, 2010). While some
researchers have argued that this level should not be included or should not
include satisfaction ratings (Weimer & Lenze, 1998), others argue that it is a
legitimate effect to report (Kreber & Brook, 2001; Kirkpatrick, 1998), par-
ticularly as it mirrors the use of student satisfaction ratings by teachers as a
proxy indicator of quality teaching. Studies consistently show that teacher
development programs are typically well received, with the participants report-
ing overall satisfaction with the programs they have attended (Rust, 1998;
Postareff et al., 2007), with evidence of positive changes in attitudes towards
teaching development programs (Steinert et al., 2006). Unsurprisingly, teach-
er development programs that are voluntary tend to be rated more highly than
compulsory programs (Chng & Swee Kit, 2013).

1.2. Conceptual changes in teachers’ thinking

Several studies have been carried out on the impact of teacher development
programs on teacher attitudes - changes in attitudes towards teaching and
learning (Hanbury et al., 2008), teaching conceptions - changes in ways of
thinking about teaching and learning (Ho et al., 2001; Postaraff et al., 2007;
Akerlind, 2007; Prebble et al., 2004; Prosser et al., 2006); teaching knowledge
- acquisition of new or enhanced concepts, procedures and principles (Aker-
lind, 2007; Postareff & Lindblom-Ylinne, 2008) and teaching skills - acquisi-
tion of thinking/problem solving, psychomotor and social skills.

While the majority of these studies have identified positive changes in
teacher attitudes and beliefs, there is complexity linked to the characteristics
and beliefs that the individuals bring to the training context. The initial con-
ceptions and beliefs teachers hold about teaching may influence potential learn-
ing from teacher development programs. For example, teacher development
programs may be considered irrelevant if teachers hold beliefs that teachers are
born, not made (Norton et al., 2013; Knapper, 2013). Similarly, the discipli-
nary culture, and low confidence and self-efficacy can hinder changes in con-
ceptions and beliefs about teaching (Postareff & Lindblom-Ylinne, 2008).

In a large multi-national study of formal teacher training programs, Gibbs
and Coffey (2004) found that teachers became more student-centred after a
sustained training process. Similar conclusions were reached by Postareff,
Lindblom-Ylinne, and Nevgi (2007), finding that intensive pedagogical train-
ing is needed before positive changes to approaches to teaching may be expect-
ed to emerge.

Research has shown that all teachers hold personal conceptions of teaching
which are the result of their own experiences, both as students and teachers
(Samuelowicz & Bain, 2001). Their conceptions range from those who hold
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a teacher-focused and content-oriented transmission model of teaching
(Entwistle & Walker, 2000), to those who place the student at the centre of
decisions related to teaching and learning and see teaching as synonymous
with the facilitation of student learning and conceptual understanding (Kem-
ber & Kwan, 2000).

A number of studies have investigated the impact of teacher development
programs on conceptions of teaching (Van Rossum & Schenk, 1984; Trigwell
& Prosser, 1997). Some studies have claimed to change participants’ concep-
tions of teaching by increasing their awareness of the existence of other con-
ceptions which are more conducive to student learning (Samuelowicz & Bain,
2001) while others have used action research (Kember & Kwan, 2000). Con-
ceptions of teaching were changed in a study by Ho, Watkins and Kelly
(2001) through involving participants in a four-stage process of self-awareness,
confrontation, exposure to alternative conceptions and finally, commitment
to new understandings.

Other studies have examined the way in which teachers develop their
conceptions of teaching through experience (Akerlind, 2007), strategic alert-
ness (Trigwell & Prosser, 1997) or over time as they move to more sophisti-
cated conceptions in a ‘nested hierarchy’ (Entwistle & Walker, 2000). Teach-
er development programs which focused on conceptual change were found to
be effective in shifting teachers’ beliefs from teacher-centred to student-focused
(Ginns et al., 2008), which offers the potential to shift teacher behaviour and
student learning.

1.3. Behavioural changes in the way teachers use the knowledge, skills
and techniques they have learned in their teaching practices

There is a large body of work concerned with the influence of teachers” peda-
gogical beliefs on their teaching practices. It was previously assumed that
teachers’ conceptions of teaching would be reflected in their teaching prac-
tices. For example, teachers who held teacher-centred conceptions would
employ more didactic teaching practices and teachers who held student-
centred conceptions would utilise active learning strategies with their stu-
dents. However, Samuelowicz and Bain (2001) identified a gap between
teacher’s stated beliefs and actual teaching practices. More recently, Stes and
Van Petegem (2011) confirmed that early career teachers who changed their
thinking towards being more student centred, did not automatically make
changes in their teaching practice in line with their changed thinking. The
importance of this gap is significant as it has been found that teachers’ belie-
fs and approaches to teaching have a direct impact upon student learning
approaches (Prosser & Trigwell, 1999).

It was also assumed that with practice and increasing experience, teachers
would move progressively from a teacher-centred conception towards a more
student-centred conception. Norton et al. (2013) found that experience
appeared to make little or no difference to the beliefs or conceptions held by
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university teachers. This finding was confirmed in a review by Richardson
(2005) who found very little evidence that teachers’ conceptions of teaching
developed with increasing teaching experience, or as a result of formal training,
Owens (2012), however, found experience was a factor for teachers developing
a more student-focused approach, with teachers who had more than six years’
experience likely to take a student-centred approach to their teaching. A
stronger relationship in developing more student-centred practice with expe-
rience was found if combined with a teaching qualification and ongoing spe-
cific teacher development.

The picture is not as bleak as the above studies paint. Ho, Watkins, and
Kelly (2001) showed that a change towards more sophisticated forms of teach-
ing is possible if conceptions of teaching are addressed at the beginning of
formal training. This has been confirmed in subsequent studies where teach-
ers who changed their conceptions demonstrated gains in their teaching prac-
tices compared to teachers who did not make conceptual changes (Steinert et
al., 20006). As changes in teaching practices cannot be assumed, teachers in
training programs need to be provided practical guidance and support on ways
to implement the different aspects of student-centred teaching into their daily
teaching practices if they are to adopt practices that better match their changed
conceptions. Owen’s research confirms the importance of combining general
pedagogical training with practical guidance and examples. Owens found that
when specific training in the use of online learning environments was pro-
vided to university teachers who held teaching qualifications, they were sig-
nificantly more likely to use these environments in an effective way to engage
students. In contrast, teachers who had participated in general teacher training
programs and/or held student focused beliefs, but did not receive specific
training in the use of online environment, did not use the technology effec-
tively to engage their students (Owens, 2012).

A number of studies have concluded that teachers with teaching qualifica-
tions receive higher student ratings than those who do not have such qualifi-
cations (Rust, 2000; Breda et al., 2003; Cilliers & Herman, 2010; Weurlan-
deer & Stenfors-Hayes, 2008). The higher ratings have been related to
improved teaching practices. Donnelly (20006) reported that the three main
effects on teacher behaviour following participation in an academic develop-
ment program were the development of new instructional strategies, the
implementation of new teaching approaches, and the change in beliefs about
teaching and learning theories (p. 214). Similarly it has been reported that
following participation in teacher development programs, academics display
greater confidence in using new techniques (Hanbury et al., 2008), a better
understanding of the student perspective (Knight, 2006) and are more likely
to engage in the scholarship of teaching and learning (Healey, 2000).

Studies on the effectiveness of discipline-specific versus generic teacher
preparation programs in changing teacher behaviour have concluded that
generic teacher preparation programs have less influence on teacher behaviour
than those which are discipline specific. When considered in light of the find-
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ings that teachers in the ‘hard disciplines’ (physics, chemistry and mathemat-
ics) adopt more teacher focused approaches, while those in the ‘soft disciplines’
(history, art, philosophy) are more student focused (Lindblom-Ylanne et al.,
20006), there is a need to consider the appropriateness of offering generic
programs if a change in teacher behaviour is the desired outcome.

While it can be concluded that there is evidence that teacher development
programs can lead to reports of teachers feeling more confident and less
stressed about teaching, especially large classes, of having expanded repertoires
of teaching strategies, and being more student-centred in their approaches to
teaching, Kinchin (2005) cautions that the changes in practices may be quite
superficial if they are not further encouraged and supported.

1.4. Changes in organisational culture, practices and support

The importance of the organisational culture, practices and support was rec-
ognised by Guskey as a critical input indicator, arguing that the “lack of organ-
isational support can sabotage any professional development effort, even when
the individual aspects of professional development are done right” (2002,
p- 48). Its usefulness as an outcome indicator of impact of teacher development
programs has been less recognised (Kreber & Brook, 2001; Trowler & Bamber,
2005). There is limited research which shows the impact of teacher training
programs on organisational policy, culture, practices and support. This may be
more of a consequence of the focus and purpose of the training program being
largely targeted at the teachers and students. However, a number of teacher
development programs are clearly organisationally orientated, designed to intro-
duce new staff into the policies, processes and academic culture of the institu-
tion and to develop specific skills in line with institutional priorities. A growing
number of universities encourage or require participation in teaching certificate
courses viewing it as an investment in future staff and quality assurance (Chal-
mers et al., 2012; Butcher & Stoncel, 2012).

For many studies, organisational impact was not a direct focus of inves-
tigation. For example, Stes et al. (2007) identified that participants in a one-
year teacher development course reported that they had become more
involved in their department committees, in teaching and teaching policy,
and remained active in the two years following the conclusion of the course.
For these participants, a key facilitating factor for increased and/or ongoing
innovations and organisational engagement was the positive reaction of col-
leagues and students to a teaching innovation, particularly if it involved work-
ing with colleagues who had also participated in the training course. Key
negative factors identified as impediments to introducing student-focused
teaching practices included large classes, pressures to research and publish,
and lack of practical and policy support. The most frequently cited factor
that participants felt most constrained the impact of the teacher development
program was lack of consensus and collaboration with colleagues (Stes & Van
Petegem, 2011).
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A positive relationship between engaging in the scholarship of teaching,
including graduate certificate courses that focused on scholarship of teach-
ing, and positive student’ course experience was identified by Brew (2007),
who found a correlation between higher student satisfaction and higher
department engagement in the University’s Scholarship Index.

Institutional differences were found in attitudes to teacher development
programs where participants in the more recently established universities
in the UK, which tended to be more teaching than research focused, perceived
the teacher development programs more positively than participants in the
research-focused, older universities (Prosser et al., 2006). This variation of
participant response related to different university contexts alerts evaluators
of the need to design their evaluation within their local institutional context
and to be cautious when interpreting comparative data (Bamber, 2008).

Accounting for the organisational impact of teacher development programs
is important, but it is just as important to consider the impact organisational
climate or culture has on teacher development programs (Cilliers & Herman,
2010; Hanbury et al., 2008; Toth & McKey, 2010; Weimer, 2007). The
institutional culture or climate is associated with the notion of ‘learning archi-
tecture’ (Dill, 1999) or the policies and procedures within universities for
accountability and improvement which might include processes for systematic
review and benchmarking, and for dissemination of good practice in teaching
and learning. Complementing this is the concept of ‘enhancement culture’
which supports the transfer of learning from teacher development programs
and further innovation and experimentation. Trowler and Bamber (2005)
explored the intersection of institutional policy and capacity and culture and
highlight the gulf which exists between effecting change in individual teacher
behaviour and achieving more widespread institutional change. Others (Gibbs
& Coftey, 2004; Ginns et al., 2008; Southwell & Morgan, 2010; Cilliers &
Herman, 2010) investigated barriers to the transfer of learning from teacher
development programs, such as a lack of faculty/department support, lack of
funding and resources, lack of interest from colleagues and resistance to
change. A supportive organisational environment, on the other hand, is char-
acterised by ample opportunities for professional development, recognition
and reward of teaching achievements, funding to support initiatives aimed at
improving teaching and an ‘enabling environment’ in which senior managers
not only participate in communities of practice, but value professional devel-
opment activities (Cilliers & Herman, 2010, p. 7).

1.5. Changes in student learning, engagement, perceptions, study approaches

Guskey’s fifth level of evaluation and impact involves identifying if there are
changes in student learning. Other elaborations for this fifth level have empha-
sised changes in student engagement, perception, study approaches and
responses to the teaching rather than student learning, as it is difficult to
actribute changes in student learning outcomes as a result of teacher develop-
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ment programs (e.g. Gibbs & Coffey, 2004; Stes & Van Petegem, 2013).
While Guskey (2002) argues that student learning outcomes can and should
be identified and attributed to educational development, his model is situ-
ated in schools where teachers and students interact regularly over an extend-
ed period of time. However, in universities, students have limited direct
engagement with their different teachers, and many different teachers and
tutors may be contributing to the teaching of the one subject. Of these many
teachers, perhaps only one teacher may have participated in a teaching devel-
opment program. In this context, attributing student learning, or lack of
learning, to participation in a teacher development program is problematic.

So while it could be argued that all teacher development programs have
the underlying, if not explicit, goal of improving student learning and cer-
tainly the teacher development programs are frequently described as intending
to facilitate improvement in the quality of teaching and learning (Eggins &
Macdonald, 2003); nevertheless, the literature on the relationship between
teacher development programs and student learning is not only scant, but at
times confusing or contradictory. For example, some studies have concluded
that there is little evidence regarding the impact of teacher development on
teaching practice and even less evidence of impact on student learning
(Weimer & Lenze, 1998). Others suggest a positive, albeit indirect, relation-
ship (Gibbs & Coffey, 2004; Hanbury et al., 2008). Teacher development
programs can influence student learning by assisting teachers to adopt teach-
ing approaches which encourage deep learning and teachers, through encour-
aging a high level of student engagement in class have had a positive effect on
student learning (Carini et al., 20006).

In summary, while the question on identifying the impact of teacher devel-
opment programs seems to be a relatively straightforward one, there is consid-
erable debate about how to determine the impact of teacher development pro-
grams or combinations of different teacher development programs and the
indicators that can be used. Questions arise on what aspects to consider, what
and how to measure them and how conclusive assertions of impact can be
made. Furthermore, any consideration of the impact of teacher development
programs can only be meaningful when contextualised against the size and type
of institution, the resources available, the intended outcomes of the programs,
and the organisational climate in which the teacher development programs take
place. These all add to the complexity of the task of measuring effectiveness.
For these reasons, single, limited term teacher development activities and
programs are likely to have a less measurable impact on teachers, students or
organisational culture, though these are typically the focus of research inves-
tigations of effectiveness and impact of teacher development.

It is argued that in order to identify and measure impact and effectiveness,
the full range of teacher development programs and activities should be con-
sidered in aggregate, as well as separately, to determine their impact and effec-
tiveness. Furthermore, it is argued that the evaluation tool should be informed
by the evidence in the literature related to the aspects of these diverse programs
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that can be measured; namely changes in teacher beliefs, knowledge and
behaviour; student approaches to learning; and the institutional culture which
supports teaching and learning.

2. Identifying indicators of impact and effectiveness systematically
for diverse teacher development programs

A number of reports have documented the range and intended outcomes of
various types of teacher development programs in Australia and overseas (Ste-
fani, 2011; Ako Aotearoa, 2010; Hicks et al., 2010; Ling, 2009; Viskovic,
2009; Dearn et al., 2002; Kreber & Brook, 2001; Gibbs et al., 2000). These
reports demonstrate that teacher development programs vary in scope, con-
tent, delivery mode, intended outcomes and audience. They can be formal or
informal, short or extended, planned or unplanned. Teacher development
activities may be centrally designed and delivered, be more decentralised
including faculty/school or discipline activities, be offered through profes-
sional associations or occur through collaborative, peer or partnership arrange-
ments or communities of practice.

Shorter courses and workshops tend to have a single intention such as
providing orientation, disseminating information or instructing in particular
skills. Short training courses tend to present discrete, skills-based topics. Long-
er, intensive, more formal programs tend to focus on building understanding
and capacity in terms of pedagogical approaches appropriate to learners in
higher education. Programs can be located in disciplines or departments, while
others are designed to be interdisciplinary (Butcher & Stonecel, 2012; Don-
nelly, 2006). Many programs are designed to increase participation and engage-
ment in communities of practice, mentoring, reflective practice and action
learning, thus highlighting the significance of context for effectiveness of
development programs (Warhurst, 2006; Peseta & Manathunga, 2007;
Spronken-Smith & Harland, 2009; Ortlieb et al., 2010).

This diversity of programs and context described in the reports was con-
firmed in an audit of teacher development programs and activities provided
by thirty-nine Australian universities (Chalmers et al, 2012), which identi-
fied that the range and types of programs varied considerably from formally
accredited programs such as Graduate Certificates in Tertiary Teaching and
Foundations of University Learning and Teaching programs for academics
new to teaching, to less formal programs with incidental workshops run
through a central unit or within faculties or departments. These might also
include formal or informal peer review of teaching, and processes and prac-
tices that encourage both self-reflection and university wide networks and
communities of practice. The programs, in their varied forms, are provided
face-to-face, off-shore and on-line.

Such diversity of range, outcomes and context of teacher development
programs presents a significant challenge to developing an evaluation tool
which will facilitate universities and centres to identify the effectiveness and
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impact of their programs, is adaptable to different contexts and activities, and
does not compromise the depth and breadth of the range and diversity of
the programs.

2.1. Different outcomes for teacher development programs

Drawing from the literature and audit of Australian university teacher devel-
opment programs, the intended outcomes could be broadly categorised as
teacher focused, learner focused or institutionally focused, although the rela-
tive emphasis varies between formal and informal programs. Formal programs
had a strong focus on outcomes related to pedagogy in higher education with
the underlying intention of changing teachers’ conceptions of teaching,
extending teacher knowledge and understandings about teaching and learning,
and developing teaching behaviours and skills with the implicit goal of improv-
ing student learning experiences.

The majority of the informal programs had a single outcomes focus such
as specific teaching skills or behaviours and had less emphasis on changing
teachers’ conceptions of teaching and understandings of pedagogy. This is not
surprising given that the informal programs are of a much shorter duration.
This presented the further challenge of identifying indicators which would be
relevant to all institutions and the full range of their programs.

2.2. Types of quality indicators

Four types of quality indicators are commonly used in higher education:
Input, Process, Output and Outcome. These can be more broadly catego-
rised as Quantitative and Qualitative indicators. Quantitative indicators are
based on numerical assessments of performance and are typified by Input and
Output indicators. Qualitative indicators use non-numerical assessments of
performance and include Process and Outcome indicators (Borden & Bottrill,
1994). See Chalmers (2008) for a review of quality indicators for teaching and

learning. In summary,

— Input indicators refer to the human, physical and financial resources dedi-
cated to particular programs;

— Qutput indicators refer to the results or outcomes of the programs which
are measurable such as the number of program participants;

— Process indicators reveal how programs are delivered within the particular
context referring to policies and practices related to learning and teaching,
performance management and professional development of staff, quality of
curriculum and the assessment of student learning, and quality of facilities,
services and technology;

— Qutcome indicators focus on the quality of provision, satisfaction levels and
the value added from learning experiences.
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Together, these types of indicators direct attention to both the effectiveness
of the practices and processes involved, and the changes or effects which occur
as a result of these practices and processes. Furthermore, they acknowledge
that not all changes will be evident within the same time frame with some
occurring in the short term and others only evident in the long term.

Despite the recent emphasis by governments and universities on output
and outcome indicators, there is general agreement that the complementary
use of input and process indicators is appropriate and useful for generating
information related to teaching and learning in higher education. There is also
recognition that the information generated needs to be interpreted and con-
textualised with data provided from a variety of sources since all types of
indicators have some limitations. Collectively, the full range of indicators can
provide a comprehensive picture of the quality of teaching and learning activ-
ities. For these reasons, indicators drawn from all of these four types were
identified as necessary to include in the teacher development effectiveness
framework.

3. A framework for identifying effectiveness and impact
of teacher development programs

A national strategic priority project was commissioned by the Office of Learn-
ing and Teaching in Australia in 2011 to develop a framework that would
allow universities and Centres of Teaching and Learning to systematically
identify the effectiveness and impact of teacher development programs (Chal-
mers et al., 2012).

The Teacher Development Effectiveness Framework is an evaluation
framework designed to assist academic and educational developers to gath-
er evidence of the effectiveness of their teaching and learning programs for
academics in higher education. It is based on the notion that an intervention
such as a teacher development program will result in change in knowledge
and practice appropriate to the teaching-learning context. In evaluating the
success of such teaching development programs, two aspects require atten-
tion: the effectiveness of the practices and processes involved, and the chang-
es or impact which occur/s as a result of these practices and processes. Evi-
dence of effectiveness requires looking beyond the delivery of the program
to policies, institutional culture, teacher knowledge and practice, student
learning behaviour and to data which demonstrates sustained and sustain-
able improvement.

The conceptualisation and development of the Effectiveness Framework
was underpinned by four key principles:

1. Relevance: The Framework should be relevant to the range of type and
purpose of teaching preparation programs;
2. Rigour: The Framework should be founded on a theoretical and evidence-

based model;
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3. Context: The Framework should take account of contextual factors,
including learning architectures and enhancement cultures; and

4. Reliability: The Framework should be trialled in a range of universities.
The structure and content of the Framework is shown in Figure 1.

The Framework is a matrix of indicators related to the intended outcomes
of formal and informal teaching preparation programs and the institutional
context within which these occur. (While two separate Frameworks were
developed to take account of the different intended outcomes of formal and
informal programs, they share a common structure.)

— Category of TPP (Teaching Preparation Program): These are cither formal
(accredited, comprehensive and extended in duration) or informal, (short
with a single focus). There are separate Frameworks for Formal and Infor-
mal programs as their intended outcomes vary considerably.

— Two Levels: The Framework facilitates the collection of evidence related to
teaching preparation programs and the institutional context within which
these occur. As these are quite different in nature, they are presented as
separate sections within the Framework.

— Outcomes focus: These categories reflect the main themes of the outcomes
which were identified in the audit of the teaching preparation programs in
Australian universities.

Category of TPP Types of indicators

*  FormaTPPs O\

Program w® Input " Process Output  Outcome
Teachers knowledge, skills

and practice

Teachers reflective practice and
scholarship of teachint

Students engagement and Levels
enhancement of learning

Students approaches to learning

Institution Ve

Focus

Policy

Specific

Resourcing indicators

A3
Culture pra

Figure 1. Structure of the Academic Professional Development Effectiveness Frame-

work.
Source: Chalmers et al. (2012).
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— Types of indicators: The four types of indicators support the collection of
both qualitative and quantitative data and short and long term evidence.

— Effectiveness indicators: These have been developed on the basis of evi-
dence in the literature and together form a collection from which academic
developers can choose those relevant to their particular context.

Each of the cells in the Framework was populated with specific indicators
based on the literature review and audit. The specific indicators provide indic-
ative examples from which centres for teaching and learning can choose,
depending on which particular program/s they are interested in evaluating or
which particular outcomes of program/s are of interest or concern. Further-
more, the indicators provide guidelines for program development by operating
as a checklist of desirable outcomes. The Framework can also be manipulated
to be used as repository for evidence gathered in relation to the indicators. The
detailed version of the Frameworks can be found on the project website (Chal-
mers et al., 2012).

A number of universities in Australia have trialled the Framework and
reported their experiences. Their use of the Framework varied from using it
to assist them in reviewing as well as planning their programs, to clarify the
focus and purpose of their various programs and then to systematically collect
data from a range of sources over a period of time to allow them to monitor
and subsequently enhance their programs. Examples of different ways the
Framework has been used in Australian universities can be found on the pro-
ject website (Chalmers et al., 2012).

More recently, interest in Chile on the evaluation of teacher development
programs provided the opportunity to trial the Framework’s applicability in
a different cultural context. Several of the programs offered by the Centro de
Desarrollo e Innovacion de la Docencia (CEDID) at the Universidad Catolica
de Temuco identified the intended outcomes for each of their teacher develop-
ment programs and evaluation indicators for each of these were identified. An
example of the Evaluation Framework in use for the Learning Assistants’
Development program is shown in Table 1.

The use of the Framework facilitated the Centres’ capacity to evaluate the
effectiveness of individual teacher development programs, but more impor-
tantly, to identify the combined impact across all of Guskey’s five levels of
teacher development programs that are provided in universities. Table 2 dem-
onstrates this where the indicative indicators, drawn from the individual
Evaluation Frameworks for each teacher development program can demon-
strate separately and in aggregate, their intended impact and effectiveness
across each of Guskey’s five levels.
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Through mapping the different types of indicators into the different cat-
egories of impact, as illustrated in Table 2, both the Centre and University
have established a clear picture of intended impact of their teacher develop-
ment programs and have identified the relevant data that needs to be system-
atically collected.

The Framework has now been successfully used by universities in Australia
and Chile to identify the impact and effectiveness of their teacher development
programs. Reviews of the programs using the evaluation data can inform the
enhancement and development of future programs. In addition, it has been
shown that carrying out systematic evaluation contributes to improved relation-
ships between participants and the program teaching teams, as well as with the
university leadership and the Centre. The power of systematically carrying out
evaluations should not be underestimated, for even if data are not overwhelm-
ingly significant, both learning and credibility can be gained (Bamber, 2008).

4. Conclusion

This paper has drawn on the English research and literature to identify the
impact and effectiveness of teacher development programs and activities and
then outlined an evaluation framework that can be used for the systematic
measurement and collection of information on the effectiveness of these pro-
grams. It has argued that these measures and indicators need to move from
the research paradigm to the evaluation paradigm so that they can inform
ongoing and future teacher development programs and enhancement. Exam-
ples demonstrating how these can be used to do this have been provided.
Programs that collect evidence and indicators from the planning stage will
build an evidence base that will enable researchers and practitioners alike to
demonstrate the impact of teacher development programs and ask more com-
plex questions on where and on whom the programs have an impact, and why
they have impact.
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