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@D Exploring the Institutional Impact of the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning
Anthony Ciccone (Carnegie Foundation for The Advancement of Teaching); Pat Hutchings
(Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching); Mary Huber (Carnegie
Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching); Barbara Cambridge (National Council of
Teachers of English)

The scholarship of teaching and learning seeks to transform the culture of college teaching by
making the private work of the classroom visible, studied, built upon and valued by the academic
community. What we learn through this public process significantly affects institutions. In this
session, we present the results of work with and by the international CASTL program as an entry
into examining: the challenges in describing the impact of SOTL work; the future of SOTL and

institutional change.
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@ Why SOTL? Why Now?
Craig E. Nelson (Professor Emeritus Biology, Indiana University)

This session will explore the effects on the professorate of the changes in expert knowledge and
critical thinking in recent decades. How has the nature of expert knowledge changed in the last 50
years? What has happened to our expectations for critical thinking and other outcomes? Are these
connected to the ongoing shift from tenure—track to temporary faculty? Are they driving the
rapidly expanding interest in SOTL?

K& BRREA%O4MKRE v 2 3 >, Craig. E. Nelson 1X, ISSOTL OFIREET, A>T 47
KD SOTL 70 77 LS b LT A v "—Th b ol NTh D, 74 —F 71
THH 2 DEZZE L, SOTL ®H Tt . synthesis & application @ scholarship (2 5% & T7-
BB L CE 7z, ST (Indiana University (2 1966-2004 7EH)

#1X F 9", ISSOTL rationales & L C, Z—FRF—0EEIIZHEE L T\ < Z & (phase—out)
AR T T —F T 4 ) NS, EERRIR N AR T THREEICR S TETWND
ZLED2/EB T, EHIT, SOTL D7 L—AZHH LT, BIcbRZOENENE DR
FEHAELFBAL TS %2/ 97~ (1. 1use it for SOTL / 2. I use it in teaching / 3. [ understand it
but don’t use it presently / 4. I might need to find out more @ FIL 32 B INFEITEITE. AWIZT
U ATy arIEh V) FEELEST),
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(a) Addressing the class as a social system: Active, cooperative & collaborative learning

(b) Taking the students’ experience of learning seriously: Phenomenography (Deep vs. Surface
approaches) & Classes as contexts [Sweden, UK, Australia]

(c) Discipline as contexts 1: Disciplinary structure, Decoding the disciplines, Signature
pedagogies, Threshold concepts and troublesome knowledge

(c)’ Discipline as contexts 2 (Cognitive apprenticeship): Teaching for understanding,
Undergraduate research, SOTL Co-investigators

(d) Conceptual development 1: Concrete [descriptive], Formal [observed causal agents],
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Post—formal [non—perceptible causes]

(d)’ Conceptual development 2: Perry’ s model, Self-development, Holistic development

U
o)
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L., BHREEEONT TWALEWIHISREE2 Aty a vy Thol-,

@ Terms of Engagement: Four Countries, Four Courses, Four Commentaries
Elizabeth Barkley (Foothill College); Norman Vaughan (Mount Royal College); Kelly E.
Matthews (University of Queensland); Sue Morén-Garcia (Coventry University); Chris
Jarrett (Oklahoma City University)

Despite the number of recent vision statements, strategic plans and reform agendas that strive
to create 'student engagement,” there is a lack of consensus as to what engagement actually
means. Using a course—based model of student engagement as the synergistic interaction between
motivation and active learning, Panel Presentation Presentationists will share perceptions and
discuss results of a student survey from four courses in four countries: the United States, Canada,

United Kingdom and Australia.

TAYVD, ADFHE, A=A TIVT AKX A0 4 WEORFEHEIZLD FAREE (student
engagement) ] IZRAT Dy a L THY, 4 NOREEN B ORE (FH, £WF. PGCHE
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ISSOTL 6 L & & E L ESEHE v v a » ThoT, 4EO ISSOTL 1%, NSSE (National Survey
of Student Engagement) OAHLM TH 5 IUB TITON-Z ¢ HDH0H LIV, student
engagement P DOFEFC/RIV DL -T2 L oIl bivd, ISSOTL (21, Student Engagement
Interest Group & & ¥V | ARWAIERIATOINTND L H 72,

@ Teagle Collegium: Outcomes of a Preparing Future Faculty Program on Student
Learning and Long-Term Course Development in Biology (HRZ # —)

Dan Johnson; Elizabeth Middleton; Karen L. Bohorquez; Deanna Soper (Indiana
University)

Graduate students comprise a significant portion of the instructional staff at research
universities, yet many begin teaching with little previous experience or training. This poster will
illustrate how the Teagle Collegium provided important instructional scaffolding and resources for
graduate students in biology. Specifically, this poster will share their teaching innovations and
assessments and demonstrate how these innovations resulted in effective learning, catalyzed
long—term course development, and propagated teaching innovations among graduate student

cohorts.
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® Mutual FD Meets SOTL: Redefining Faculty Development and Building Faculty
Networks

Toru liyoshi (Massachusetts Institute of Technoilogy); Kayo Matsushita (Kyoto
University); Jennifer Meta Robinson (Indiana University); Mary Taylor Huber (The Carnegie
Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching)
This Panel Presentation session addresses how teaching practice and knowledge can be
represented and shared as well as some possibilities and challenges in building faculty networks
and communities at institutional, regional, national, and international levels. Some of the critical
shared values and approaches, differences, and synergies between the scholarship of teaching and
learning and Mutual Faculty Development, which promotes the integration of faculty development
efforts into everyday teaching practice and peer—review of teaching in Japan, will be explored and

discussed.
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Mutual FD Meets SOTL:
Redefining Faculty Development and Building Faculty Networks

Panel Presenters:
Kayo Matsushita (Kyoto University)
Jennifer Meta Robinson (Indiana University)
Mary Taylor Huber (The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of
Teaching)

Panel Organizer and Chair:
Toru Iiyoshi (Massachusetts Institute of Technology)

Summary

This international panel session addresses how teaching practice and
knowledge can be represented and shared as well as some possibilities and
challenges in building faculty networks and communities at institutional,
regional, national, and international levels. Some of the critical shared values
and approaches, differences, and synergies between the scholarship of
teaching and learning and Mutual Faculty Development, which promotes the
integration of faculty development efforts into everyday teaching practice and
peer-review of teaching in Japan, will be explored and discussed.

Abstract

The Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (SOTL) movement, with its
emphasis on faculty inquiry and community, has developed new ways for
faculty and faculty development staff to engage in the improvement of
teaching and student learning. The movement has penetrated in North
America, UK, Australia, and other countries and regions and helped spur
further educational transformation as well as build communities of practice.
In Japan, there has been another ongoing movement called Mutual Faculty
Development (Mutual FD). The term “Mutual FD” was coined and its concept
has been advocated by the Center for the Promotion of Excellence in Higher
Education (CPEHE) at Kyoto University, which is regarded as one of the
most prominent higher education research and development organizations in
Japan. Based upon the concept of Mutual FD, the CPEHE has been helping
to build faculty development networks, both in-person and online, at
institutional, regional, national and international levels.

These two movements, developing independently from different roots,
have just started opening up a dialogue. In May 2008, the CPEHE members
visited the Carnegie Foundation and Indiana University Bloomington, and
subsequently, in January 2009, an international symposium was held at
Kyoto University. Mary Huber, Jennifer Robinson, and Toru Iiyoshi, who are
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also part of this proposed panel, attended the symposium as guest speakers.

This two-day event generated rich and engaging conversations about
similarities and difference, and, perhaps most importantly, synergies
between Mutual FD and the SOTL. For example, it became apparent that
both SOTL and Mutual FD use the collegiality model instead of the
conventional “enlightenment” or “faculty development” models. Some
presenters asserted that SOTL tends to look at educational improvement
practice through the lens of research, while Mutual FD does not put much
emphasis on such a "research-like” approach. These different views also
seemed to be mirrored in the discussion about how teaching practice and
knowledge should be documented and shared. While the SOTL community
values academic papers and presentations as a primary means for making
teaching public and sharing pedagogical knowledge, those involved in Mutual
FD encourage the use of more descriptive and narrative representations.
Does this argument just reflect the difference in cultural contexts and
institutional demands for faculty members between different countries and
regions? Or, does it imply a fundamental difference in theoretical
frameworks?

In this proposed panel, building upon these discussions, we hope to continue
exploring the following questions and issues with the ISSOTL community:

- How can we build sustainable faculty communities and networks?

- Is scholarly work requisite for building faculty communities of practice?

- How can we mediate collaboration between universities with their
intensified institutional competition?

- How can we make faculty development activities more pervasive and
rewarding for individual faculty members building upon the ongoing
institutional efforts?

- What kinds of knowledge representation facilitate knowledge sharing and
transfer across different contexts?

- What role should teaching centers and faculty development staff play in
building sustainable faculty networks and communities of practice?

Building Multi-Leveled Networks based upon the Concept of Mutual Faculty
Development
Kayo Matsushita (CPEHE, Kyoto University)

In Japan, the concept of faculty development (“FD”) was introduced from

the U.S. in 1980s and has spread under the leadership of the Ministry of
Education, until it was legislated by the Standards for the Establishment of
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Universities in 2007.

Like other developed countries, Japan’s demand for high quality higher
education is stronger than ever before, as reflected by the FD legislation.
However, its top-down institutionalization has negative side effects: FD
activities with no substance and a negative image of FD. For many faculty
members, FD is just a one-time event for carrying out their obligation and
something apart from their everyday teaching practice. Therefore we need to
redefine the concept of FD.

Since its foundation in 1994, the Center for the Promotion of Excellence in
Higher Education (CPEHE) has advocated FD activities under the philosophy
of Mutual Faculty Development (Mutual FD). It refers to FD embedded in
everyday teaching practice based upon the mutuality between faculty
members (or organizations).

The concept of mutuality is significant as a mediator between situatedness
and transferability. Faculty member A implements his/her teaching practice
in its socio-historical, disciplinary, and institutional contexts (=
situatedness). The practice is made public and peer-reviewed in the FD
network. Through this process, the contexts in which A's practice is situated
become more visible, and another faculty member, B, can more easily
transform this practice to meet his/her own contexts (= transferability). In
turn, A will have an opportunity to reflect on his/her practice and to acquire a
new perspective for the future.

Expanding the mutuality from one between individual faculty members to
one between organizations, we have been building FD networks at
institutional, regional, national and international levels. For example, at a
regional level, we established the Kansai Faculty Development Association to
organize collaboration among diverse universities and colleges located in the
Kansai region.

The Association activities take several forms of collaboration such as joint
research on course evaluation and online peer review of teaching. In the
Kansai FD Pilot Campus system, the Association supports one campus in its
attempt to embody faculty-driven FD activities focusing on student learning
and to account for the process and its result. This will lead to action research
on collaborative FD support.

Compared with SOTL, the Mutual FD does not foreground faculty inquiry
and the publication of its result as much as SOTL. Still, you will find some
similarities between them: faculty-driven FD activities on the collegiality
model; everyday teaching practice as the most important field of educational
improvement; and building community or network (in-person and online) to
share and exchange practices and knowledge.
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It 1s noteworthy that SOTL and Mutual FD have much in common in
practice despite their different focus in theory (mutuality and scholarship).
Dialogue with the SOTL community will help our Japanese FD movement
become more substantive and mutual.

Building Small-Scale Faculty Networks in Support of Scholarship of
Teaching and Learning

Jennifer Meta Robinson (Indiana University)

Since the first university teaching center was founded in the United
States in 1962, staff members on many campuses have aided teaching faculty
by compiling local wisdom about teaching, assembling the best or most
applicable of the published research about it, and creating forums for
exchange for instructors whose primary training and interests might lie
elsewhere. Instructors from all disciplines -- philosophers, chemists,
historians, etc. -- have been able to turn to instructional consultants for help
with the everyday work of effective teaching, such as designing better tests,
improving discussions, and centering lectures on learning. Often those
consultations were conducted in confidence or even secrecy so that a
professor's peers would not suspect that he or she had a reason to "fix" his or
her teaching, even while the teaching center might hold more far-reaching and
inclusive goals, for example, “to promote a university culture that values and
rewards teaching” (University of Michigan, http://www.crlt.umich.edu/). As
teaching centers increasingly take up support for scholarship of teaching and
learning, their commitment to public problem solving by faculty members,
graduate students, and instructional support staff raises issues of not only
safety but also numbers. In this presentation, I will suggest that
understanding how individuals network to accomplish SOTL can not only
increase the number of people investigating contextualized questions about
teaching and learning but also point out effective areas for institutional
supports, primarily through teaching centers.

This proposed presentation will provide representative case studies for
how faculty members take up an inquiry about teaching and learning, how
they may deepen their thinking through collaboration with peers, and how
those kinds of engagement gain momentum as they intersect with larger
networks of scholars of teaching. I will draw case studies from Indiana
University, a large research-priority public university where the teaching
center added support for SOTL to its repertoire in the late 1990s when the
Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching began its national
mnitiatives on SOTL. By the early 2000s, the teaching center there was
combining its recognition of the social factors in both knowledge and
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successful organizational change with the inquiry orientation of a research
faculty to establish inquiry nodes that network individuals in a variety of
ways: professor-to-teaching center, professor-to-professor,
professor-to-graduate student, and among faculty teams. The teaching center
took on the role of facilitating the formation and work of such teams as they
pursued questions and methods meaningful to them. By operationalizing
networks at the scale of the individual, the teaching center also saw these
small inquiry networks reach beyond the institution, linking into other
networks large and small, including the International Society for the
Scholarship of Teaching and Learning and disciplinary societies. The
presentation will also make recommendations for supporting small faculty
inquiry networks at the institutional level as well as suggesting factors that
may facilitate or constrain the momentum for building such networks for
scholarship of teaching and learning.

Supporting the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning through Faculty
Development: Paradoxes and Possibilities

Mary Taylor Huber (The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of
Teaching)

Faculty development professionals can do a great deal to support the
scholarship of teaching and learning in their institutions. Most important,
paradoxically, is to begin by recognizing in it a new way to think about
professional development itself. As my colleagues and I at the Carnegie
Foundation have suggested, professional development is not fundamentally
about the special programs that teaching and learning centers (or other
campus offices) offer on a periodic basis, but should instead be understood as
part and parcel of faculty (and institutional) work. Professional development is
what happens when people focus on how to learn from and improve their
practice in regular, ongoing ways.

The scholarship of teaching and learning engages teachers in
identifying and investigating questions about their students’ learning--an
ongoing process of inquiry and observation that is most powerful when
undertaken in a collaborative setting. Findings from the process come back
to the classroom in the form of new curricula, new assessments and
assignments, and new pedagogies, which in turn become subjects for further
inquiry. When results are made public, colleagues can critique and build upon
them. In these ways, scholars of teaching and learning develop their own
capacities as observant, thoughtful, and innovative teachers---much as faculty
engaged in more familiar kinds of academic inquiry develop their research
skills and creativity.
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Yet the scholarship of teaching and learning is still new, and needs
much support if it is to take root in academics’ teaching cultures. Higher
education has long fostered a robust infrastructure for producing and
circulating scientific and scholarly research. But teaching has enjoyed no such
tradition, and teachers have developed few habits or conventions for exploring
what they do in the classroom and how it affects their students, for working
collaboratively on problems of pedagogical practice, or for sharing what they
know with colleagues who might build on it. Thus there is much that faculty
development professionals can do to help make observation, inquiry, reflection,
and collaboration part of the teaching process.

Drawing on examples from the US experience, this presentation will
look briefly at how faculty developers and teachers can work together to
facilitate this kind of knowledge-building around important issues in student
learning. I will argue for the value of institutional structures, such as
teaching and learning centers, which provide space, time, and other support
for educators to reflect together on their work and create opportunities for
both disciplinary groups and interdisciplinary groups to meet. And I will
discuss the pros and cons of linking this work to larger institutional processes
(such as curriculum development and program assessment) and initiatives.

The strength of the scholarship of teaching and learning movement (in
the US anyway) has been its “ownership” by faculty members as an activity
that engages their commitments and interests as scholars and teachers. To
preserve this quality, and keep the work appealing, faculty developers and
institutional leaders have to tread lightly. But while faculty ownership
probably precludes one-sided top-down direction, it opens possibilities for
moving development from the margins to the center of what teachers do.
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ISSOTL 2009
October 22-25, 2009
Indiana University, Bloomington @u’ﬂl
Building Multi-Leveled
Networks based upon the

Concept of Mutual Faculty
Development

Kayo MATSUSHITA, Ph.D.
Professor, Kyoto University 1

About Kyoto University and CPEHEﬁ-

o Kyoto University
e Large research university
e 10 faculties
e 23,000 students
e 2,900 teaching staff
e Center for the Promotion of Excellence in Higher
Education
e Established in 1994
e Mission: R&D in HE

e Member: 3 profs, 4 assoc. profs,
+ other staff

CONTENTS B

1. Background:
Faculty Development in Japan
2. The Concept of Mutual Faculty
Development

3. Building Multi-Leveled FD Networks

4. Two Examples

- Institutional Level
- Regional Level

5. Responding to Three Questions

2. The Concept of Mutual
Faculty Development

B

2.1 FD Frameworks in Japan

e Two influential foreign frameworks
e PGCHE* (UK) *Postgraduate Certificate in Higher Ed
e Standards framework for new faculty training program

e POD Network (US)
e FD Map based upon the definition of FD by POD
(instructional d. - curriculum d. - organizational d.)

e Our framework
e Mutual Faculty Development (very “SOTLish")

2.2 What is Mutual FD? -

e Key Concept: Mutual Faculty Development
=Faculty development embedded in educational
improvement based upon the mutuality between
faculty members

o In opposition to "enlightenment" model

e Not require sharing specific principles
(We can learn from "Others")
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e Mutuality as making situatedness and
transferability compatible

e Practice in context / Transform reflectively
e Our roles

Transform
reflectivel

As an organizer

¢ Expanding the mutuality

Mutuality between Mutuality between faculty

stude

Students nstitution

-

¢ gr— Mutuality between \ Institution
institution.
Context A\
As a"iiécge" her
— 7 8
2.3 Similarities with SOTL EL
e Similarities
e Faculty-driven FD activities on the collegiality E‘
model W= croc
e Everyday teaching practices as the most - .
important field of educational improvement 3. BUIldII‘Ig Multi-Leveled
e Building community or network (in-person and FD Networks
online) to share and exchange practices and
knowledge
9 10

3.1 Our Project

e Project: "Building the Core in Mutual Faculty
Development"
e Duration: 2008-2012

e Grant: Five-year grant totalling 5 million US$
from the Ministry of Education
Change in higher educational policy

° Gg: To build FD networks, both in-person and
online, at institutional, regional, national, and
international levels and to function as its core

3.2 FD Networks at Four Levels L

(i) Institutional level
o "Kyoto-U FD Committee"
e Support for FD at the individual faculties (depts.)
(ii) Regional level
e "Kansai FD Association”
(iii) National level
e "Higher Education Forum"
e "Japan FD Network"
(iv) International level

e International Symposium
e MOST (Mutual Online System for T&L) <=KEEP Toolkit
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Building Faculty Development Networks
Institutional Regional National International
3 Kyoto
i % o o
e AL & L]
Individual | Faculty/Dept. University In-person
w— . e 3 il iy S
E — M h 4. Two Examples
— :-"_ Kyoto-l.; Kansai FD Higher Education - -
Peer Review  Support for FD (ROEITE AssoGSig " Forum - InStItutlonal LEVE|
e et
W - Regional Level
PFF Workshop On-line FD powr
University
13 14

4.1 PFF at the Graduate School Ej_
of Letters

e Graduate School of Letters

e One of the most research-oriented schools

e Many postdoctoral researchers (PDRs) face
difficulties in getting a teaching job

e PFF (Preparing Future Faculty) Program
e Collaboration between the School and our center
e Employ 32 PDRs as part-time lecturers
e Teaching practice & peer review in 3 courses
+ Workshop for group reflection

15

L-{_
ACNEESSN

L]
] - - | P

THRNTOY

Peer Review of Teaching based upon Mutuality .

Prof A

PDR

PDR
RA Center
staff

e Peer review from multiple perspectives
e Participants as well as a lecturer can learn
e RA documents teaching and peer review — workshop
17

Faculty Development Community

o |

Graduate School of Letters

Center (CPEHE)
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4.2 Action Research
at Kansai FD Pilot Campus

e Kansai Faculty Development Association
e Goal: sharing resources and activating
collaboration among a wide spectrum of HE
institutions
o Affiliation: 129 / 211 universities & junior colleges
¢ Challenges: Large & formal network
e How can we create well-functioning FD communities
within it? A
e How can we sustain it without falling into 7

"diseconomy of scale" and "collective
irresponsibility"?

19

Kansai Faculty Development Association

Auditor (2)
‘ Representative Secretary University [, Administration Office

Secretary Council

(11)  Working-Gro
Joint FD' Collabora.tive Pub.lic ReSearcr
FD Pla ] WG
WG WG WG

Promoting
and
supporting
FD-related
research

Providing
FD-related
information

Creating and
managing
Web Site,
publishing

Newsletters

Supporting
activities for
FD-related
issues

Implementing
Joint FD
activities
(e.g., junior

faculty training)

Affiliate Institutions

e Kansai FD Pilot Campus Program
e A program of the Collaborative FD Planning WG
e Action research of FD and FD support

e Three campuses (as of 2009)
e Faculty of Nursing and Rehabilitation, Aino University

21

FD practice at Aino University

1. Developing new assessment

o OSCE (Objective Structured Clinical Examination) * Individual
e OSCE-R (OSCE-Reflection method)
2. Change in student learning i

3. Emergence of voluntary FD activities

e Increase in teacher participants in OSCE-R
e Generation of some SIGs -
e Redesign of curriculum & courses
4. Making public
e via MOST shapshot, paper (Hirayama & Matsushita, 2009)
"Is this FD?" — "This IS FD!" ”

1. Developing New Assessment

o |

2. Change in Student Learning

o |

OSCE

(Authentic assessment)

OSCE-R

(Group reflection & learning)

Assessor
(Teacher)

Student

' Simulated
patient

Video

- Group reflection of
performance at OSCE

- Spontaneous learning through
role-play etc.

23

e Score (out of 25 points)

1st 2nd

8.9 TZ0.0

3rd-yrs
(N=96)

o Interview after OSCE-R

"T've learned the content at
each course separately. But,
from a patient's perspective,
all the knowledge needs to
be connected together. I
want to learn so that I can
doit."

24
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3. Emergence of Voluntary FD Activities

OSCE-R Café
(2007~)

Methods for Clinical
Clerkship SIG

Interactive Clinical (2008~)

Clerkship SIG
(2008~)

= Generation of Faculty Inquiry Group
(Huber, 2008; Asera, 2008) 25

4. Making Public b'-
via MOST (Mutual Online System for T&L)

) EWxs

BFREANCESSOSCEY TL 7 VA s RBADA Tk
~TLOLRATEE NP0 SN~

avmass R
i, L TaAS

~ )

ETMTURLLathL LTHONS:

29, WAL A RA, 144

mLres, mewny. svesmy il 26

Faculty Development Community

Kansai FD Pilot Campus

Administrators

Collaborative FD
Planning WG

=
—

27

5. Responding to
Three Questions

28

e 1. How can "scholarly approach" towards
educational improvement help build faculty
communities of practice?

= It is not requisite, but effective.

e A comment by an administrator about Prof. Wieman's
talk: "Rational and scientific explanation would enhance
faculty's acceptance of FD." A

e Faculty inquiry into student
learning and teaching

at Aino University

Q03 G NIEE (314001820

o |

e 2. What kinds of knowledge representation facilitate
knowledge sharing and transfer across different
contexts?

=) Different kinds of knowledge representation will do.

e Teaching practice itself (direct observation, video)
e MOST snapshot
e "in visually appealing and intellectually engaging formats"
(Tiyoshi, 2009, p. 85)
e Academic paper
e Kyoto University Researches in HE (peer-reviewed journal)
e Developed portable tool

e OSCE-R 30
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=) Transferability depends not only on knowledge
representation itself but also on the person who
uses the knowledge.

e e.g. Teaching practice itself
e Highly contextualized, Low portability
o We facilitate the participants to learn from
the lecturer's teaching and its peer review
and transform it into their own contexts.  (Prof A

- |

¢ 3. What role(s) should teaching centers and faculty
development staff play in building sustainable faculty
networks and communities of practice?

=) Our center staff plays multiple roles: A teacher,
an organizer, and a researcher.

Transform As an organizer

reflective,

@ Xy PDR d
Center PDR
RA
staff 31 32
L =

Faculty Development Community

Graduate School of Letters

Center (CPEHE)

Program \*\}.\\\\‘\\\\
b

o PN

staff

=

)

Dept A

v
As an organizer

33

Faculty Development Community

Kansai FD Pilot Campus

Collaborative FD
Planning WG

v
As a researcher

Thank you !

Kayo MATSUSHITA, Ph.D.

Center for the Promotion of Excellence in Higher Education
Kyoto University

kmatsu@hedu.mbox.media.kyoto-u.ac.jp

| &
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Faculty Development in
Japan
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1.1 National Higher Education  Ej_ B

Context
uni | "Globalized
niversa
. . knowledge-based
Univers
access niversity society”
Entrants Graduates

Decline &
diversification in
competences

Higher

requirements
Demand for 1

quality assurance

39

e Quality assurance has been shifting:
e Admission = Graduation

e Reforms of higher education
e Especially since 1990s
e Faculty Development (FD) :
e Spread under the leadership of the Ministry of Education
e Legislated at undergraduate level in 2007

e Change in higher educational policy

e Only competition (1998)
=) Balance of competition and collaboration (2008),,

1.2 FD Frameworks in Japan =

e Two influential foreign frameworks
e PGCHE* (UK) *Postgraduate Certificate in Higher Ed
e Standards framework for new faculty training program
e POD Network (US)
e FD Map based upon the definition of FD by POD
(instructional d. - curriculum d. - organizational d.)

e Our framework
e Mutual Faculty Development (very “SOTLish")

41
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Gonferees
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(http://issotl09.indiana.edu/downloads/ISSOTLO9_Program_FinalDraft.pdf)
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The Localization of KEEP Toolkit and its Application to Higher Education in Japan

Hiroyuki Sakai
Center for the Promotion of Excellence in Higher Education, Kyoto University, Japan

sakai@z04.mbox.media.kyoto-u.ac.jp

Abstract

The Japanese version of KEEP Toolkit, which was originally developed by the
Knowledge Media Lab at the Carnegie Foundation, has been created by the
Center for the Promotion of Excellence in Higher Education (CPEHE) at Kyoto
University in order to provide an online environment to support various activities
of faculty development (FD) in Japan. This presentation discusses how the web-
based system ‘MOST, built on KEEP Toolkit and Sakai, can be effectively utilized
in FD activities in higher education in Japan.

1.1 Mutual FD: Framework of the activity at the CPEHE

‘Mutual FD’ aims at bringing improvements to and advancing tertiary education through the
forms of mutuality between students and teachers, between faculty members, and between
institutions.

1.2 Building the core in FD at 4 different levels: Projects at the CPEHE

1. Institutional level

FD Committee (2007-, e.g. class observation, PFF program etc.)
2. Regional level

Kansai FD Association (FD network of 129 affiliated universities, 2008-)
3. National level

e.g. annual conference in HE (2 days, 500 participants), Japan FD Network etc.
4. International level

1.3 Technology-enabled FD: A CPEHE project

The purpose of ‘Online FD’ project is to provide an online environment through ICT for
university teachers in Japan in order to support and advance mutual FD activities.

ai distrjict

3. The solution: Building a network of learning communities

MOST (Mutual Online System for Teaching & Learning)

At CPEHE, we are constructing a website called MOST, an online learning space to support and
advance FD activities currently run by university teachers. MOST is built on the Japanese
version of KEEP Toolkit 2.5 and Sakai 2.5.4, an open source LMS/CMS.

KEEP Toolkit \/ =~ @ &
@ o
M@®ST ¢= Sakai
Target user

* Any university teacher can join as an individual member. Membership is by invitation only.
+ MOST is also open to graduate students who want to be academic staff.

Learning communities in MOST

* Registered members can freely create communities for their own purposes.

* While W-COS focuses on teaching improvements at the individual level, MOST also aims at
bringing about changes at the organizational level.

« It is expected that communities are created on top of existing face-to-face activities and
working relationships among members.

Localization of KEEP Toolkit
* Implementation of a language selection menu
« Translation of available snapshot templates

Integration with Sakai

* Introduction of CMS/LMS as the platform as a transitional step towards building a
comprehensive online education system in future.
(Japanese version of Sakai was developed by Nagoya University)

* Social networking functions (such as user profile, membership invitation etc.) have been
developed for Sakai.

l MOST (above: User profile, below: C: i ‘

KEEP Toolkit is available
as a tool of MOST

2.1 Web-based Class Observation System (W-COS, 2006-)

W-COS was an attempt to provide an online venue for class observation and peer review
within a community of university teachers (50 participants, 2 weeks’ discussion per class
observation). (Sakai 2008)

Benefits for the teacher being observed

« Reflections gained from reviewing his/her own videotaped
class online and from commenting it on the discussion board

* Reflections gained through the interaction among participants
on the discussion board

* More active participation in the discussion because of
personal relevance

Benefits for the observing participants

* Members who identified themselves strongly with the W-COS
community or had interests in open class practice participated
actively by posting comments, but they are in the minority.

22 A ing the effecti of W-COS

(a) Is there any effective way for university teachers to crystallize their knowledge and
experience in teaching and learning and share them so that they can learn from each other?
- Participants other than the teacher whose class was observed found it difficult to either
acquire any tangible skills or feel stimulated by the discussion.
- The discussion session finished within the closed community without being summarized
and published for the learning of others.

- Can the introduction of KEEP Toolkit be one of the solutions?

(b) How do we create communities with the optimal form and size so that they are most useful

for participants?

- As W-COS is a single community in which registered members observe and discuss the
same class, it is difficult for participants who have little interest with a given class or
discussion topic to keep up the motivation for active attendance. Instead of creating a big
homogenous community, a more desirable model would be a network of multiple
medium-sized communities, each of which sharing the same class theme or discipline with
a common ground of understanding.

- In the case of multiple communities, a platform that would allow the sharing of knowledge
across communities is necessary. There should be a mechanism with which communities
can, with the use of KEEP Toolkit, publish their outcomes.

-> Can the introduction of CMS/LMS (e.g. Sakai) be one of the solutions?

Q
Single community

Single class
(closed)

MOST/KEEP

Multiple communities
Diverse issues
(semi-open, interconnected)

Related presentation: 10:30 - 12:00 AM, Oct. 24 (International Panel)
liyoshi, T., Matsushita, K., Robinson, J.M. and Huber M.T.
Mutual FD Meets SOTL: Redefining Faculty Development and Building Faculty Networks

Pilot case of an institutional snapshot
(by Aino University)

What is the value of MOST?
* to support and promote existing locally-formed FD communities
* to create online learning communities of university teachers in order to share knowledge and
experience in teaching and learning

building interactive community network > mere repository of resources

* to consolidate individual knowledge and experience and those of community, and provide
channels to broadcast them

* to foster a collaborative culture in higher education through the sharing of teaching
outcomes beyond institutional or disciplinary boundaries

maining issues

(a) How do we attract university teachers to join our MOST communities?

Although FD activities are part of the daily work in universities, most of the individual or
communal efforts remain under-recognized. It is important for us to identify isolated efforts
and islands of experience and to attract university teachers and groups to share those
resources by joining MOST. As there are few useful resources available for members in the
initial phase, we need to create high-quality online content based on existing FD activities on
the ground.

(b) How do we develop the Japanese version of snapshot templates?

For users to use and reuse snapshots created with the KEEP Toolkit, templates in Japanese are
indispensable for user content creation. Inspired by the various SOTL efforts, we are working
hard for the coming few years on creating snapshot templates that would satisfy the needs of
users.

(c) How do we find out the optimal size or form of community?

As we continue our support and promotion of institutional, regional, and national FD efforts
that are currently taking place on the ground, we will explore the optimal conditions for MOST
communities to thrive.
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