Issues in Educational Research, 18(1), 2008 12

Research challenges inherent in determining
improvement in university teaching

Marcia Devlin
Deafkin Unipersity

Using a recentstudy that examinedthe effectivenes®f a particularapproachto
improvingindividualuniversityteachingasa casestudy this paperexaminesomeof the
challengemherentin educationalesearchparticularlyesearckexamininghe effectsof
interventiongo improveteachingAspectof the researchlesignrandmethodologyand
of the analysiof resultsare discusse@nd recommendationfor improvementdor
future research are made.

In arecentstudy of the effectivenessf a particularapproachto assistingndividual
universitylecturergo improvetheirteachingDevlin,2007)jt wasnecessanyp attemptto
measurdeachingeffectivenesim orderto determingo what extentthe approachused
wassuccessfuh bringingaboutthe desiredmprovementlUsingthis studyasa basisfor
discussiorthis currentpaperexaminesomeof the issuesnherentin educationalesearch
that seeksto determinethe impactand/or effectivenessf interventionsto improve
teachingandlearningMattersrelatedto the analysi®f statisticatesults aspect®f the
researchdesignthat may have affectedthe resultsand methodologicaligour are
discussedamongother researchelatedissuesThe implicationsfor thoseinvolvedin
examining the effects of efforts to improve university teaching are outlined.

Designingandconductingesearcto determinghe effectsof educationahterventionss
achallengingndeavoufThe studyaroundwhichthe currentpaperis basedepresentan
attemptto conducta rigorousempiricalresearctprojectwhich incorporatedrandom
allocationto interventionand control groups,pre- and post-interventiormeasuref

teachingand learningand the use of psychometricallgound measuremertbools. In

addition,qualitativedatawereincorporatednto the designto add depthandbreadthto

the findings.

Thereis a paucityof rigorousexaminatiorof the outcomef academidevelopmenand
the studyon whichthis paperis basedsoughtto contributeto theliteraturein thisareaA

pretest-posttestontrol groupinterventiondesignwith randomallocationto groupwas
employed.

The interventiongroup undertookan individualprogramof teachingmprovementThe

controlgroupwasusedto controlfor variable®therthantheinterventiorthat mayhave
contributedto changedo teachingover the one yearperiod of the study. Sixteen
Australianuniversityhealthscience$ecturersiverethe participantsn the study,ninein

the interventiongroupandsevenin the controlgroup.Theteachinglevelopmentarried
out as part of the study had four imedated objectives.
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To improve teaching skills and practices;

To increase lecturers® focus on students and their learning;
To improve student learning; and

To assist lecturers to reach specific teaching goals.

aoow

In additionto the soundresearchiesignthe impactsof the programsweredetermined
throughthe useof a numberof indicatorsand measurefcorporatingquantitativedata
on teachingskillsand qualitativedataon teachingand learningquality.Data from the
following were examined.

* A student evaluation of teaching questionnaire noted for its reliability and validity

* A teaching staff self evaluation questionnaire, the dimensions of which matched those
of the student evaluation questionnaire

* A teaching orientation and focus questionnaire

e Student learning outcomes

* Entries in a journal kept by each teacher in the intervention group

* A treatment package effect measure.

In orderto attemptto separateout the effectsof the variouscomponentsof the

interventionthat wasundertakerin the study,a treatmentpackageffect measuravas
employedat the endof the study.In essencehis questionnairaskedarticipantsn both

groupsto rankthe element®f the interventionandstudyof whichtheywereawareThe

guestionnairéor eachof the groupswasslightlydifferentasthe interventiongrouphad

thirteenelementdistedandthe control group had sevenlisted.The ideaof a treatment
packageeffect is that the effect(s)of the variouselementsof the Otreatmentse
determinedThe broadoutline of the originalstudydesignjncludingthe indicatorsused,
is presented in Table 1.

The originalresearchwas conductedin the Facultyof Health Sciencest La Trobe
Universityin Victoria, Australia,between2005and 2006.La Trobe Universitywas
establishedn 1967 and is a large suburbanand regionaluniversitygeographically
dispersedicrosssevencampusedts facultiesoffer a wide rangeof professionahnd
generalistoursescombiningclassiaisciplineswith professionalnd technicalffields
(Martens& Prosser1998).Participantsvererecruitedin late 2004and early2005,and
data were collected in 2005 and 2006.

The currentstudytook placein the contextof variousnationalandinstitutionalreforms
andchangesroundteachingandlearningn universitiesn AustraliaWhilethesearenot
detailedchere,it is notedthat, OEducationaonstructslike thosein othersocialsciences,
are...complexgonsistingof an arrayof contextuafactorswhich caninteractwith each
other andthe variablesinderstudyQKember,2003,p.94).As mentionedthe original
studyexaminedhe impactsof a particularmethodof teachingmprovementHencea
control groupwasemployedo takeinto accountthe impactsof the nationalandlocal
reforms that were occurring at the time the study was conducted.
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Table 1: Stdy design

Teaching foci questionnaire
responses

Student assessment results

Treatment Bckage Effect

responses

Time 2005 (M) 2005-2006 2006 (12)
Pre-intervenion data Individual Postintervenion data
Group . Program .
examined examined
Intervenion?
Intervenion | Quantitative student Quantitative student
Group evaluation of teaching data evaluation of teaching data
(9 lecturers)
Qualitative student evaluatiq Qualitative student
of teaching data evaluation of teaching data
Self evaluation of teaching Self evaluation of teaching
data data
. . . . Yes . . . .
Teaching foci questionnaire Teaching foci questionnaire
responses responses
Student assessment results Student assessment resultg
Treatment Bckage Effect Treatment Bckage Effect
responses responses
Journal entries
Control Quantitative student Quantitative student
Group evaluation of teaching data evaluation of teaching data
(7 lecturers)
Qualitative student evaluatiq Qualitative student
of teaching data evaluation of teaching data
Self evaluation of teaching Self evaluation of teaching
data No data

Teaching foci questionnaire
responses

Student assessment results

Treatment Bckage Effect
responses

Challenges inherent in the study

Therewereat leasttwo broadchallengemherentin conductinghe originalinvestigation.
One comesfrom the generalack of evidence-basdadvestigationsf the outcomesof
academidevelopmen(Kane,Sandrett&® Heath,2002) Whilethereis someresearclin
this areathe body of literatureis small,andthereforethereis currentlylittle to goonin
terms of guiding development programs with evidence of what OworksO.
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Despitethe increasingecognitiorof the valueof teachindknowledgendskillsin higher
educatiorsystemsvorldwide mostuniversityteacherslo not haveteachingyualifications
or a high levelof formal teachingdevelopmentln recenttimes,Australianuniversities
haveincreasinglpeeninvolvedin the developmenandprovisionof graduateertificates
in Higher Education/TertiaryTeachingand the like and the Australianfederal
governmentppearkeento encouragectivityin this area.But theseprogramsand
interventionsoperatein a climateof genuineresourceandtime constraintsaswell as
attractingsomeskepticismamonguniversitystaff aboutthe valueof intensiveteacher
training.In one sensethis skepticismmaybe well placed.The questionf whetheror
not variousteachedevelopmeninterventionsactuallywork and,if so,in whatwayssuch
interventionsinfluenceskills, practicesand foci, and/or ultimatelyleadto improved
learning, remain largely unanswered in higher education.

In relationto group programsdesignedto improve teaching,Richard Johnstone,
ExecutiveDirector of the nationalAustralian_earningand TeachingCouncil,hasnoted
that in relation to group programs such as graduate certificates,

[tihere are open questions about the extent to which these formal programs can be
demonstrated to have material effect. The way you would do that would be to identify
links between cohorts of people whoOve done these programs and the results in terms of
evaluations of their own teaching.... Individual universities have done small studies but
studies have not been done on a systematic basis in Australia (Devlin, 2006, p. 9).

In relationto individualprogramsdesignedo improveteachingthe body of research
aroundthe use of interventionwith individualsis small, OE in some casesonly
peripherallyrelatedto the interventionandto datenot at all assessinthe effectsof
consultatioron studentearningoutcomes@Veimer& Lenze 1997 p. 221).The original
study sought to contribute to the research in this area.

A secondchallengénherentin the investigatiorunderdiscussionn this papercomes
from the difficultiesinherentin Omeasurirng@chingffectiveness numberof questions
arecentral How shouldQeffectivieachingBe understood®hatinstrumentsr methods
shouldbe usedto bestdeterminewhetherteachingis effective,or hasbecomemore
effectivesincean academidénterventiontook place?To what extentdo reliabilityand
validity of these measures matter?

The currentpapergrapplesvith someof the issuesand questionsnherentin thesetwo
challengedn particularjt examineshe attemptsin the studyto determinewhetheror
not teaching had improved as a result of an intervention.

An understanding of Oeffective teaching®

In orderto determinewhatconstituted»proved teachinggffective teachingvasdefinedin
the original study. Any improvementor developmenin teachingwasthen clearly
identifiedas movementowardthis particularunderstandingf effectiveteachingThe
scopeof the currentpaperdoesnot allowa full articulatiorof that definition.However,n
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essencdpr the purpose®f this paper effectiveteachingcanbe understoodasteaching
that

* incorporates appropriate teaching skills and practices

* s oriented to and focused on students and their learning

» facilitates appropriate student learning outcomes

* meets the particular requirements of the context in which it takes place.

Results of the original study

Overall, the study indicatedthat there is some merit in the particularapproachto
individualteachingdevelopmenit employedThe studysoughtto determinehe effects
of an individualteachingdevelopmenprogramon lecturers@achingskills/practices;
lecturersdcuson students/learningstudentiearningoutcomesand lecturersachieving
specificteachinggoals.Berk (2005)proposeghat evidenceshouldbe collectedirom a
varietyof sourcedo both defineteachingeffectivenesandto determinewvhetheror not
sucheffectivenesss apparentBerk argueshat drawingon a numberof sourcesof
evidencallowsthe strengtho©f someto compensatéor the weaknessf others thereby
allowing a more robust decision about teaching effectiveness.

The resultsof the studyunderdiscussiorshow that the interventionemployedwas
somewhaeffectivein improvingspecificaspectsf the qualityof participants®achingas
measuredby a numberof indicatorsWhile not everysourceof dataabouteachof the
four areagprovidedunequivocatvidencef the effectivenessf the interventionthereis
someevidenceof the effectivenessf the approactoverall. As Kember(2003)putsiit,
OEthe aim[was]E of establishing claimbeyondreasonabldoubtratherthanabsolute
proof or causality(p. 97).Kember(2003)urther suggestthat, Olfa numberof typesof
evaluationseekingdatafrom multiple sourcesindicatesthat there wasa measureof
improvementin the targetedoutcome,it seemsreasonabldgéo concludethat the
innovationwaseffective@p. 97). The targetecbutcomein this casevasanimprovement
in the teachingof the interventiongroup participantsghroughthe useof a particular
individualteachingdevelopmenprogram.t would seenreasonableyn the basisof the
datacollectedn the study,to concludehatthe individualteachingdlevelopmenprogram
used was somewhat effective in improving teaching.

Statistical results

Statisticatestsfound no significantdifferencesbetweenthe interventionand control
groupsin termsof pre-andpost-interventiomainson the studentevaluatiorof teaching
instrumentscalesexaminedA lack of statisticallysignificantdifferencesetweenthe
controlandinterventiongroupsis often takento meanthatthe interventionrhasmadeno
differenceand in the caseof the study under considerationpne straightforward
interpretatiorwould be thatthe interventionuseddid not makea significandifferenceto
teachingeffectivenesslowever the qualitativeevidenceaswell asthe directionof some
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of the other quantitativefindings,would seemto challengesuch a straightforward
interpretation.

Further, there are at leastthree other possibleexplanationgor the lack of statistical
significancén the differencedound in the study.One possibleexplanatioris the small
samplesize.Given the very smallsamplef teachersn eachof the interventionand
control groups(n = 9, n = 7, respectively)the absenceof statisticallysignificant
differencedetweernthe two groupsis not unexpectedAs part of their examinatiorof
methodologicateasondor modesteffectsof feedbackon teaching,LOHommedieu,
Mengesand Brinko (1990)recommendedhat stratified random assignmentand
covariancanalysebe usedin conjunctionwith a sufficientifargenumberof teacherso
that the initial equivalence of the groups is ensured.

The numberof teachern the studywasnot largeenoughto ensuresuchequivalencand
it wasevidentfrom the demographidatacollectedthat suchequivalencenay,indeed,
have beenabsent.For exampleon the whole, the control group consistedof less
experienceteacherghanthe interventiongroup (an averagef 11.4yearscomparedo

the interventiongroup®43.8 yearsof higher educationteachingexperiencet pre-
intervention) Further,on the whole,membersf the control groupwereappointedat a
lowerlevel,with severLecturer(levelB) appointment$n the controlgroupcomparedo

the interventiongroupO®ur Lecturersandfive SeniorLecturerglevelC). Further,one
memberof the interventiongroupbecamean AssociatdProfessoflevelD) andanother
wasan Acting Headof Schoolduringthe study.Thesedifferencesnayhavemeantthat
controlgroupparticipantasa wholewereat an earlierstageof teachinglevelopmenand
more opento suggestiorand changeand/or that they had lessresponsibilityand,
therefore more time to spendon teachingthan the interventiongroup. Whatevetthe
influencesof the differencesthe smallsamplesizesmeanthat individualand group
differencescould well haveimpactedon the resultsin waysthat contributedto the
absence of statistically significant differences between the groups.

In addition,the numberof teachersn the presenstudywasnot largeenoughto absorb
anyperversénfluencefrom the datarelatedo oneor moreof the participantsilt is likely
that at leastone control group participanthad suchan influence This participanthad a
significantand very negativeexperienceavith her studentghe weekbeforethe students®
evaluation®f her teachingwerecollectedn the pre-interventiorstage Specificallyin
respons¢o their continuoudalkingduringlectureshestoppeda lectureandpointedout
how difficult it wasfor herto Otallover@he studentsShealsopointedout that asan
overseaacademishecomparedhemto other studentsshehadtaughtandthat, in her
view, theywereOQlettinghe sidedown(Shefurther suggestetb themthat the continual
talkingwould be foremostin her mind whenansweringhe questionQWhadreAustralian
students like?0.

Whilea smallnumberof studentsndicatedhattheyweregratefulfor the lecturerdealing
with the talkingduringclassbecausé botheredanddistractedhem,manymembersof
the classobjectedstronglyto the lecturerOsommentsand mannerin communicating
thosecommentgo the classObjectionswerevoicedto the lecturerdirectlyat the time
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shemadethemandthenwereevidentin studentcommentn the studentevaluatiorof

teachingnstrumentwhichwasadministeredt the beginningof the nextlecture.Those
studentswvho objectedstatedthat they believedhe lecturerwasovergeneralisingpuld
betterhandlethe disruptionand could be friendlierthan sheappearedo be. More than
sixty commentsin relationto characteristicef this lecturerO®achingthat students
perceivedvereimportantfor herto improvein 2005relatedo this eventin the previous
lectureand many revealedstrong studentobjectionsto the lecturerOsommentsand
perceived manner in communicating them.

With the absencef anysucheventin 2006,this lecturerhadthe largestgainsin post-
interventionstudentevaluatiorof teachingnstrumentscoresof any participantin the
studyandthe gainswere relativelyyerylarge Despiteonly beingone personthe effects
on the averagscore®f the verysmallcontrolgroupfrom this singleparticipantarelikely
to have affected the overall results of the study.

It is alsopossiblethat the circumstancesf at leasttwo of the interventiongroup may
havehad perversanfluencesn onewayor anotherthat could not havebeenabsorbed
becausef the smallsamplesize.For examplepne participantwasan Acting Head of
Schoolwith significantresponsibilityoutsideof teachingHavingtakenon considerable
higherandextraduties he deliberatelghoseonly onegoalareafor improvementandwas
likely to havehad lessopportunityto integratesuggestionmto his teachingpractice
duringthe periodof the study.In fact,he madecommentgo the researcheilowardthe
end of the study that reflected his concern that this may have been the case.

In the secondexamplethe subjectin whichaninterventionparticipantaughtemployed
differentmodesof deliveryat T1 and T2 B specificallythe subjectwastaughtin block
(intensiveformatin 2005andin eveningformat over an entiresemestemn 2006.This
may havehada particulareffecton the type of studentsvho chosethe subjecton the
participantGapproactto teachingand/or on her studentséxperiencef learningin the
subjecthat maywell havelimited anyactualor perceivedeachingmprovementsAgain,
in sucha smallsamplethis one participantGsrcumstancesould havehadaninfluence
on the results.

A secondpossibleaeasorfor the absencef a statisticallygignificantdifferencebetween
theinterventionandcontrolgroupson the studentevaluatiorof teachingnstrumentcale
scoresds thatthe jo/n Henry effectmayhavebeenevident.The Jobn Henry effectis about
compensatoryivalry by the control group. Commentingon their own study of the
effectivenesef feedbaclkand consultatiorwith pre- and post-testmeasuredylarshand
Roche(1993)concludethat, OEwe suspecthat the actof volunteeringo participaten
the program,completingselfevaluationinstrumentsEFand trying to obtain positive
SETsEmayhaveled to improvedteachingffectivenessf controlteachershat reduced
the sizeof experimental/contratomparisons(p.248). (SET Sarestudentevaluationsf
teaching.

Giventhatoneof thereasongor volunteerindo participaten the studywasthat someof
the controlgroupteachersvantedto documentheirteachingffectivenesfor promotion
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purposesit is possiblethat their desireto improve their teachingcoupledwith the
reflectiveself-evaluatioexperienceandspecificdetailedstudentfeedbacklatamayhave
led to teachingmprovementamongcontrol groupteachershat would havereducedhe
difference between the control and intervention groups.

In the study under considerationas implied by their volunteeringfor the study,
continuingtheir participationfor a yearafter beingplacedin the control group,and
completingthe self evaluationgnd other questionnaireat T1 and T2, memberf the
controlgroupwerekeento improvetheir teachingHowever theywereleft Oonheirownd
andmay,therefore havebeenparticularlydeterminedo improvetheir teachingOn the
other hand, the evidencefrom the low number of requestsfrom control group
participantsfor materialsavailableo all participantsfrom a solutionbank seemso
suggesthatalthoughit mayhavehadsomeeffect,the Join Henry effectwasnot prevalent
in the study.

A third possibleaeasorfor the absencef statisticallgignificandifferencebetweerthe
interventionandthe control groupsis the presencef a ceilingeffect. McKeachier 4/,
(1980)ound thatthe effectsof anindividualprogramweremosthelpfulto teachersvith
the lowestinitial SET ratings.Overallin the studyunderconsideratiorthe initial quality
of teachingvashighin both groupsThisleft lessroomto move,or morespecificallyless
room to improve teaching.Within the small window open in terms of room for
improvementn the study,a statisticatifferencebetweerthe two groupswould be very
difficult to obtain.Further,giventhe high pre-interventiorratingsby studentson the
studentevaluatiorof teachingnstrumentijt is possibleasPiccinin(1999)suggestgshat
anyimprovementn teachings not asreadilyperceivedy studentsasit mighthavebeen
if the startingpoint had beenone whereteachingmprovementwasclearlynecessary.
Wherethere was a large shift from pre- to post-interventiorstudentevaluationof
teachingnstrumentscalescoresor one control group participantasmentionedabove,
this gain came from a relatively low starting point.

It is likelythat thesethreefactorsb the smallsamplesize the possible/osn Henry effect
and the presenceof a ceiling effect B may have, individuallyor in combination,
contributed to the absence of statistically significant differences in the results of the study.

Research design

A numberof aspect®f the researcliesignof the studywarrantspecificcommentThey
are discussed here.

The effects of voluntary participation

The studyusedvoluntaryparticipantsThe majordrawbacko voluntaryparticipationis
that it limits the generalisabilityf findings(Gay& Airasian,1992).However thereare
also some benefitsfrom voluntary participationthat are particularlyrelevanthere.
Participantdan the study agreedto havetheir teachingexaminedclosely,to receive
feedbackand, if placedin the interventiongroup,to work collaborativelyith the
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researcheto improve their teaching BrinkoO$1993)reviewof the literatureon the
practiceof givingfeedbacko improveteachingconcludedhatin a dozenstudiedn the
area®f educationpsychologyndorganisationdlehaviouryolunteersverefoundto be
the most receptive to feedback.

In the studyunderdiscussionthe interventiongroup participanteagerlyook on board
suggestionthat they payattentionto how the teachingvasaffectingtheir studentsand
their studentsf@arninglt maybe that becaus¢heywerevoluntaryparticipantstherewas
less likelihood of such reluctance.

MarshandDunkin (1992)eferto a samplingssuethatimpactson generalisabiligndis
inherentin usingvoluntaryparticipantsn a studysuchasthe one beingconsidered.
Specificallytheypoint out thatteachingstaffwho volunteerfor aresearclprojectmaybe
more highly motivatedto improve their teachingthan staff who Onaturallp@ekout
individualconsultatiorat a universityacademic/teachindevelopmententre And these
voluntarystaff arealsolikelyto be more motivatedthanthosestaff who arereferredor
compelled to attend such consultations because of poor teaching performance.

In the studyunderdiscussionyoluntaryparticipatiormeantthatit couldbe assumedhat

the participantdhad somelevelof curiosityaboutanda commitmento improvingtheir

teaching.This is likely to havecreateda platform for changethat may havebeena

necessargomponentof the successf the intervention A dependencen cooperation
and/or a willingnesgo embracechangemight limit the applicabilityand successf the

approachwith lecturersvho maynot havea choicein whetheror not to takeparticular
steps to improving their teaching (Devlin, 2003).

Piccinin, Christiand McCoy(1999)point out that it is not knownwhetherthe samples
usedin manyof the outcomestudiesundertakerin the areaof individualteaching
consultationare representativef the populationof staff who would typicallyuse
consultationservicesFurther,after spendingsometime examininghe Australianand
New Zealandhigher educationstaff developmentunits practicesin the 1970s,
Goldschmid(1978)noted that OEthe observatioris often madeEthat manyof those
who seekadviceE areamongthe bestand mostconcernedeachersind possiblyneed
helplessthanthe others@p.234)Howeverit is possiblehat the Otypicalfoupwho use
individualconsultatiorservicesn a universitymaybe quite heterogeneousndthat the
resultsof the studyareonly applicablgo thosewith a genuindanterestin teachingvho
volunteer for individual consultation.

In any casejt is difficult to imaginean effectiveOnon-voluntaryfdividualteaching
developmenprogram.While someuniversitiesnakethe useof teachingdevelopment
servicescompulsoryfor teacherswho are performing poorly, benefitingfrom an

individualteachingdevelopmenfprogramcan only really occur with an individual
lecturer®s voluntary cooperation in the improvement process.



Devlin 21

External validity

Externalvalidityrefersto the degreef generalisabilityeyondthe sampleénvolvedin the
investigationQuestionsariseasto how well the interventionusedin the studymight be
transferredo otheracademidevelopmentontextsoutsidethoseof the study,andhow
well it might be employedoy other academiadeveloperdesideghe researchewho
undertook the original study.

Giventhe natureof the context-specificesearclin this investigationin orderfor others
to decidethe extentto whichthesefindingsmightrelateto their own universitysettinga
numberof source®f informationarelikelyto be helpful.More specificallythe provision
of detailaboutthe interventionimplementedandrich descriptionsanddiscussiomf the
applicatiorof the approactused.aremostlikelyto be helpfulin makingdecisionsbout
the likelihoodof successfutansferabilityf the approacHrom the contextsdescribedn

the present study to other contexts.

It is possiblehatanumberof uncontrollableexternalvariablesnayhaveconfoundedhe
resultsof the study.Howevertheseweremanagedy conductingthe studyin a single
universityand faculty where disciplinarydifferenceswere fewer than in a cross-
institutionalcontext;the inclusionof a control group;conductinghe researclovertime
to allowthe noveltyof participationto wearoff and decrease¢he likelihoodof pretest
sensitisation; and taking specific measures to ensure the treatment integrity of the study.

However,there was one other aspectof the researchdesignthat warrantsfurther
exploration B the control group treatment.

Control group treatment

The studyunderconsideratiomiseda researchiesigrthat incorporatedsomeOtreatment®
for the control group. Specificallythe control group receivedstudentevaluationof
teachingeedbaclkbetweenTl and T2 and undertooka detailedself evaluatiorof their
teachingBoth this feedbackand the self evaluatiorprocessare likely to haveled to
control group participantsscrutinisingheir teachingnore closelythanwould havebeen
the caseén ano-treatmentontrolgroup.Whilethis designvasdeliberatelysedto isolate,
asfar aspossiblethe effectsof the particuladevelopmenprogramutlilised the feedback
andselfevaluatioformedaninterventionof sortsfor member®f the controlgroup.As
mentionedearlier controlgroupparticipantsverealsoallowedaccesso a OsolutiobankO,
which wasfull of tips abouthow to improveteachingAccessto suchrepositoriess
commonlyavailabldo thoseinterestedn improvingtheirteachingHowever for the two
of the sevencontrol group participantavho choseto accessind usethe solutionbank,
therewerelikely to be further interventioneffects.Future researchnto the effectsof
teachingdevelopmenshouldideallyincludea numberof control groupswith varying
levelsof interventionin orderto more specificallydentifythe componentshat havethe
most impact on teaching improvement.
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Future research

In additionto consideringlifferentialcontrolgrouptreatmentsfuture researctmightalso
benefit from employing a longitudinal approach.

One areahighlightedby the studythat would provide possiblefuture researchpaths
would be the introductionof alongerdelayin the researchiesign As Gibbsand Coffey
(2004) note, there can be OEa delay before changesin teachersOEteachiragn
significanthaffecttheir studentsOflearning]@.97) Piccinin,Christiand McCoy(1999)
found a delayedeffect in teachingimprovementas measuredy studentratingsof
teaching They concludedthat sucha finding OEclearlypoints to the importanceof
tracking changes in teaching performance over timeEO (p. 84).

Initiativesaimedat improving teachingcan be deemedio have Oworkedghen they
improvestudentlearningoutcomeslt is essentiathat informationthat showsthat the
learningexperiencesf studentdaughtby academistaff areimprovingbe gatheredThis
is easiesaidthandonebut this shouldnot dissuadeffortsto beginwhatis likelyto be a
lengthyprocessRamsdet§2003)estimateshat changeso teaching-antakebetweerfive
to ten yearsto provideevidenceof improvedstudentlearningexperiencesthe study
under consideration sought to gather such evidence after just one year.

Guskey(1986)poseda modelin whichchangesn classroonpracticeprecedechangen
studentlearningoutcomesandthe evidencef the latterchangebringsaboutchangesn
teachingoeliefsandattitudeslt maybe that therewasinsufficienttime within the scope

of the studyfor the evidencef studentiearningputcomesdo affectteachingocus,oneof

the indicatorsof teachingeffectivenesand improvementusedin the study under
consideration, and with greater time, the gains in this area could be further increased.

A longitudinalresearchiesignthat providedthe opportunityfor changeso be madeto

teachingandto filter throughto studentlearningwould alsobe helpfulin determining
whetherthe broadpositivechangegvidentin the resultsof the studyaremaintainedand
possibly increased, over time.

Methodological rigour

Thereis little doubt that highereducatiorresearchlike manyareasof researchyould
generallbenefitfrom increasedigour overall.Oakley(2003)suggestghangedo the
waysin which educationatesearctis conductedand reportedare necessargo that
OEmuchmoreof it canenterthe field of usablerobustevidence(. 1). Whileunableto
addresshe myriadof challengeandissueselatedo conductingeducationalesearchthe
studydiscussedhn this paperrepresentedn attemptto adoptas muchrigour aswas
possiblewithin the scopeof the investigationThe useof a pretest-posttestontrolgroup
interventiondesignwith randomallocatioraswell asthe useof a psychometricallyound
studentevaluatiornof teachinginstrumentwent somewayto addressingomeof the
research-relatédsueghat arewell known and havebeenraisedby Oakley(2003)and
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others.More specificallythe presentinvestigatiorutiliseda sound method and an
appropriatestudytype for the researchlquestionst soughtto answerFutureresearch
shouldfurther build on thesestrengthsand attemptto continuouslymprovethe quality
of the OEweightof evidenceE®f its contributionto understanding the field (Oakley,
2003, p.4).

As mentionedabove onewayin whichthe rigour of the presenstudywasensuredvas
throughthe useof a psychometricallyoundstudentevaluatiorof teachinguestionnaire.
The studentevaluatiorof teachingnstrumentusedrecognisethe multidimensionalitgf
teachingandhasbeendevelopedhroughanextensiveprocessnvolvingthe generatiorof
anitem pool from a literaturereview,formsin usageinterviewswith universityteaching
staffandstudentsan examinatiorof open-endedommentgrom studentsratingsof the
importanceof the itemsin the pool, staff judgementon the items and the use of
psychometric properties (Marsh & Dunkin, 1993; Marsh, 1994).

The useof suchaninstruments somewhatarein AustraliabasDevlin (2004)notes,in
relationto the typical processof developmentof studentevaluationof teaching
guestionnaires.

It is not uncommon for a number of staff in a university to contribute suggested items or
guestions to a bank, from which some or all may be drawn to make up an instrument.
The items or questions may be related to the teacher, the subject/course, the
environment, facilities, resources, the provision of ICTs and any other factors in any
combination. Often, the measure of an element of the studentOs experience is from a
single item or question, rather than a scale containing a number of items or questions.
Items, questions and whole instruments are rarely piloted and normative data almost
never compiled (p.136).

Further the studentevaluatiorof teachingnstrumentghatresultfrom suchprocesseare

often unidimensionah termsof measurindeachingeffectiveness(et instrumentghat

recognisehe multidimensionalitgf teachingarecrucial.This is becauseasMarshand

Roche(1993)note, OE teachervaryin their effectivenesi differentSET areasaswell

asin their perception®f therelativeimportanceof the differentareasandthat feedback
specificto particularSET dimensionss more usefulthan feedbackon overallor total

ratings or feedbackprovided by SET instrumentsthat do not embody this

multidimensional perspectiveO (p.249).

Numerouscommentdrom participantsn the studyunderconsideratiorin their journal
and on the treatment packageeffect questionnaireconfirm the usefulnessof
multidimensionatleedbackin termsof providing specific,focusedinformationabout
particulamndspecificaspect®f teachingThe SET instrumentusedwasalsoreliableand
valid.

Conclusion

Usingonerecentstudyof the effectivenessf a particulampproacho assistingndividual
universitylecturergo improvetheir teachingDevlin, 2007) this paperhasexamined
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numberof issueselatedo measuringeachingeffectivenes§.hesencludethe challenges
inherentin studiesof this nature;the needfor carefulanalysiof statisticakesults;
considerationf aspect®f the researclidesigrthat mightimpingeon resultssuchasthe
useof voluntaryparticipantsexternalvalidity and the control group treatment;and
methodologicaligour. The paperhasalsomadeseverasuggestionfor futureresearctof
thiskind. It is hopedthat this papermaybe of interestto othersconductingeducational
researchon the impactand/or effectivenes®f interventionsdesignedo improve
teaching and learning.
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