Abstract

~ The primary purpose of this consultation is to as-
sist faculty members to become better able to adapt their
instruction to the developmental and learning character-
istics of their students. This complex task requires work-
ing with faculty members over a long period of time and
involves starting with their unique “theories’ of teaching
rather than those of the consultant (Hunt, 1975; Hunt,
1978: Argyris & Schon, 1974). Consultation allows us the
Sfexibility that we need to “adapt™ to each faculty mem-
ber. Thus we have found both small group and in-
dividual work to be effective consultation modes. This
presentation uses vignettes to highlight the common pro-
blems and issues of concern to college faculty and to
demonstrate how this model was used in particular situa-
tions.

A primary goal of higher education is to promote
and encourage the intellectual development of students.
While there is evidence that students do make progress
toward higher forms of intellectual development, the evi-
dence suggest that they do not make as much progress as
is expected by most faculty (King, 1977: Kitchener. 1977;
Blake, 1976). This has three consequences for most
faculty: (a) they are disappointed in the performance of
their students, (b) they teach in ways that are not suited
to the abilities of their students, and (c) thus. they are of-
ten frustrated in their attempts to teach students
(Froberg and Parker, 1976).

Major address presented by these two members of the Psychology
Foundations Department, College of Education, University of Minne-
sota, Minneapolis, during the 24th NACTA Annual Convention at the
University of Manitoba, Winnipeg, Manitoba, June 11-14, 1978,
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These findings were the basis for the initiation of
our efforts to consult with faculty members in the College
of Agriculture. The primary goal of our approach to the
improvement of instruction under such circumstances is
to help faculty adapt to the developmental and learning
characteristics of their students. By beginning with a
focus on studernt characteristics, we are able to relate
teaching approaches used by professors to both the goals
to be achieved in a course and to the students in that
course. Since these three variables (student characteristics,
course goals, and teaching approaches) interact in uni-
que ways, we have found that a consultation model al-
lows us to take that uniqueness into account.

Faculty Consultation
In past attempts to help college faculty improve in-
struction we (Parker and Lawson, 1978) developed and
implemented a model in which the consultant assisted
faculty in restructuring course material as a means of as-
sisting them to better adapt their teaching to student
needs.

For the past three! years we have worked in the Col-
lege of Agriculture, our purpose being to assist faculty to
be more effective. The first year we gathered data about
students and faculty in the College to acquaint us with
characteristics of the College. The second year, there
were two main thrusts: 1) to develop and pilot a model of
consultation to use with faculty to help them improve
their teaching and 2) to develop and test a methodology
for assessing intellectual development of college students
(Kitchener, 1977; King, 1977). This third year we have
continued to work with faculty in a consultative capacity
and further tested a model. To begin gathering data on
the effectiveness of this model we have included an
evaluation component.

During these three years our thinking has under-
gone significant changes. The first year we assumed there
were general models of student development which could
be used to develop general models of teaching. We pro-
posed (Parker, 1976) developing “‘packages’ that could
be used by teachers to increase their effectiveness with
students at different developmental levels. By the second
year we realized that the interactions were too complex
and unique to be approached that way. This led to a
model which focused on each professor, his subject mat-
ter, goals, and students as a unit (Parker and Lawson,
1978).

'Funds provided by University College, College of Education, and Col-
lege of Agriculture,
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Intended Outcomes

As a general goal we intend for faculty to become
more effective teachers. We expect that effectiveness to
develop over time. Our approach to increasing the ef-
fectiveness is to focus on the interrelations between stu-
dent characteristics, instructional goals, and teaching
approaches. Briefly, the process is to assist faculty to be-
come aware of how they think about these variables and
the ways their thinking affects the practice of teaching.
Specifically, then, we expect faculty to:

a) become aware of their personal ‘“‘theories” of
teaching as manifested through their con-
structs of students, teaching procedures, and
objectives;

b) understand the developmental needs of their
students:

¢) broaden their constructs about students and
the teaching-learning process.

Over time we expect the faculty to:

a) become more adaptive and personally oriented
to individual students in their classes, includ-
ing students whose backgrounds, cultural dif-
ferences, and developmental levels differ from
the norm;

b) expand and develop alternative teaching ap-
proaches;

¢) become aware of the need for help in maintain-
ing the capacity to adapt student characteris-
tics;

d) experience greater satisfaction in teaching.

Because consultation is an indirect means of achiev-
ing ultimate goals, the most immediate observable
changes have been in the faculty, However, we have had
some success, thus far, in demonstrating that students do
observe changes in the faculty’s teaching. Thus, there are
two types of changes that we expect over time. First, in-
creasing numbers of students would experience teaching
better suited to their particular characteristics and needs
and express a greater degree of satisfaction. Second, a
longer range outcome, as a result of the faculty's in-
creased ability to teach toward higher level developmen-
tal goals, students will be advancing in abilities such as
Reflective Judgment, Critical Thinking, and Problem
Solving.

Theoretical Framework

Our work grows directly out of William Perry's
(1970) theory of intellectual and ethical development in
the college years; David Hunt's (1970) work on the in-
teraction of student characteristics with instructional
variables; and concepts of psychological consultation
(Schein, 1969; Parker, 1975). Our earlier work (Parker,
1976) described above, was approached from a more
traditional Attribute-Treatment-Interaction (ATI)
framework. In three pilot years of the program we have
found that the process of teaching is much more depen-
dent upon the interaction of persons, subject matter con-
tent, and teaching goals than we had supposed. We will
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briefly describe the transition from our early work to our
current model so that it may be better understood.

Perry (1970) has described the normative develop-
mental progress of students through college. His original
studies, at Harvard, are the only longitudinal studies yet
published, but the scheme has precipitated other re-
search activity. King (1977) has reviewed the growing
body of Perry research and critically evaluated eleven
studies. In addition, Heffernan (1975) has described a
variety of educational projects which have stemmed from
Perry’s seminal work.

Perry formulated a scheme of nine positions to des-
cribe the intellectual and ethical development of college
students. His work suggested a steady progression from
one position to the next in the hierarchy. Qur continued
interest in the scheme has led us to regroup those nine
positions into a more manageable four positions. These
four positions are described as:

I. Dualism: Assumptions of a dualistic structure of

the world are taken for granted, unexamined.

Knowledge is considered to be true or false, right or

wrong. As one student put it, “'In biology. there’s

really not two ways you can look at it. A bird has
two feet. That's pretty conclusive” (Froberg and

Parker, 1976). Professors are authorities who have

or should have the answers to questions and

problems. The student’s role is to learn the correct
answers and give them, on demand, to anyone who

asks. “'I have a fear of tests. I don't know what I'm

suppose to know . . . Teachers should teach what

they know . . . A dedicated teacher would tell stu-

dents what he knew" (Froberg and Parker, 1976).

The self is defined primarily by membership in the

right group or in reference to authorities.

II. Multiplicity: A plurality of points of view or

evaluations for a topic or problem is acknowledged.

This plurality is perceived as an aggregate of fac-

tors without internal structure or external rela-

tions. Thus, anyone has a right to his own opinion.

No criteria has yet been established to evaluate the

merits of one opinion against another. The foilow-

ing examples of students’ responses illustrate this
way of thinking: *“Things can be a hundred differ-
ent ways. Both sides can bring in a ton of evidence
to support their views. Both are equally right.

Everybody is right. That’s disillusioning.’" *‘Some-

times one professor will give an opinion and you've

studied it differently. You see he's a little bit
wrong. But I just write down how he wants it
remembered’’ (Froberg and Parker. 1976).

II1. Relativisim: A plurality of points of view, inter-

pretations, and frames of reference is perceived.

The ability to take into consideration the properties

of contexts allows for various sorts of analysis, com-

parison, and evaluation. “It all depends’’ is a com-
mon expression of a relativist. As several students
expressed: ““There are so many ways of looking at
it. It depends upon many factors . . . I try to keep
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flexibility in my conclusions and remain a free
thinker.” “It depends upon how deep your facts
are. There are different levels. Microscopic
examination reveals different things than the
naked eye” (Froberg and Parker, 1976)

IV. Commitment: An affirmation of personal
choice in Relativism. A conscious realization of the
need to take responsibility in a relative world. Com-
mitment refers to the integrative, affirmative func-
tion of choosing among alternatives on the basis of
prechosen criteria and values which are the essence
of one’s identity. One student talked this way about
commitment: *“My opinions reflect what fits me —
how I perceive society to function and how I would
see it functioning better. I can’t do anything out-
side of my own perception. I have a model of my
own. My opinions fit that model. So many things
depend upon other things. Everything is interde-
pendent. I view certain things as acceptable given
that society follows a certain track. But if society
takes choice B, then 1 have to reformulate my opin-
ions" (Froberg and Parker, 1976).

Educational Implications

The work on cognitive developmental levels has two
implications for instruction in higher education. The first
is a goal of education, that is, the need to encourage stu-
dents ;to function at higher levels. The second is as a
guide. for adapting instruction to their ability to learn.
‘We have been interested in both. Thus, our first task was
to gather data to ascertain the present level of students
and the relation of that to the faculty’s expectations.

‘It our first year of work in the College of Agricul-
ture we interviewed eighty students and six professors
(Blake,*1976). We found a steady progression from lower
levels of thinking to higher levels in our freshman to sen-
ior samiples; however. the change was small and few stu-
dentsshowed evidence of thinking beyond Multiplicity.
No students showed substantial evidence of cognitive
functioning at the Commitment level.

By contrast, faculty seemed to be operating at rela-
tively-high levels and expressed their goals for students in
terms' that could best be characterized as Committed.
Their phraseology was often in more common terms such
as “‘think critically,” ““Take a stand after weighing the
facts,””” *'be effective problem solvers.” One faculty
member put it this way:

“One critisicm 1've had is that I ask questions that don't
have absolute answers. Some students have never been in
a course that hasn't been just essentially a vocabulary
course. | give them these kinds of questions because that
is what life is. There aren’t nice clean answers, They must
come up with alternatives, weigh things, and make a
decislon, It tests for underlying principles’ (Froberg and
Parker, 1976).

Thus we found a critical discrepancy between students

and professors’ expectations about the learning process.
From our work in several other related projects

(Knefelkamp, 1974; Widick, 1975: Stephenson and
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Hunt, 1975: Meyer, 1975) we began to conclude that for
most students the undergraduate experience was one
that helped them to move from Dualism to Multiplicity
and in some cases to Relativism, but there was little evi-
dence that students were operating within the higher forms
of intellectual development. Yet it was clear in our
formal and informal conversations with faculty that they
expected or wanted students to be able to function at
those higher levels. These faculty expectations are sup-
ported in the body of literature describing the goals of
higher education. Woodrow Wilson (1909) expressed it
this way:

“What we should seek to impart in our colleges, there-

fore, is not so much learning itself as the spirit of learn-

ing. It consists in the power to distinguish good reasoning

from bad, in the power to digest and Interpret evidence,

in the habit of catholic observation and a preference for 2

non-partisan point of view, in an addition to clear and

logical processes of thought and yet an instinctive desire

to interpret rather than stick to the letter of reasoning.”

In presenting the rationale for his parti-

cular model of the maturing effects of higher

education. Douglas Heath (1978) observed

the following:

“... A content analysis of the ideas of twenty-five of the

principal educational theorists since Socrates revealed. .

. None of the educational theorists surveyed claimed that

education should nurture only the mastery of cognitive

information and a limited set of academic skills.”

As we analyzed the data of both students and faculty,
we found that faculty members in the college of Agricul-
ture shared these values (Froberg and Parker, 1976).
What puzzled them and us was why the evidence was so
slim that students were functioning at these higher levels.
This dilemma led us during the first year, to two related,
but separate projects. .

The first was to investigate further the evidence that
few students learned to function at higher levels of intel-
lectual development, with the complementary higher
levels of personal and interpersonal functioning. This
project consisted of the construction and testing of a new
instrument to assess intellectual development. Kitchener
(1977) and King (1977) formulated an instrument to as-
sess "‘Reflective Judgment™, a construct parallel to Per-
ry's Forms of Intellectual and Ethical Development but -
differing in that the stages of Commitment were replaced
by upper stages of Reflective Judgment of Probabilistic
Thinking. The instrument and its rating proved to be
highly reliable. They drew matched samples from high
school juniors, college juniors. and second year graduate
students.

The results showed clear evidence that high school
juniors rarely function beyond the dualistic level. This is
especially important to note because the students in the
sample were selected because of their high scores (three
fourths of the sample above the 87th percentile) on a
traditional test of academic ability or achievement (Min-
nesota Scholastic Aptitude Test). The matched sample of
college juniors were almost evenly spread between Dual-
ism and Relativism (60 percent and 40 percent respec-
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tively). No college juniors responded in ways judged as
Probabilistic. By contrast, the graduate students re-
sponses fell in the positions of Probabilism and higher
forms of Relativism. None were functioning as Dualists.
The importance of this study is that it lends support to
two basic assumptions of our work. The first is that there
is a progressive development in forms of intellectual
development; the second is that, contrary to popular be-
lief, few college students learn to function at the higher
forms of intellectual development that college faculty ex-
pect. This discrepancy between the expectations of fac-
ulty and the development of students became the basis
for the second project.

This discrepancy often leads to a mismatch of teach-
ing approaches and student styles. Thus, our second task
has been to find ways to use this mismatch constructively
in instruction. A basic assumption of our work is that a
student’s view of the nature of knowledge and the role of
the professor will lead that student to interpret the con-
tent and procedures of instruction consistent with that
view. Perry (1970) describes it this way:

“*Let us suppose that a lecturer announces that today he will
consider three theories explanatory of - (whatever his topic may
be). Student A has always taken it for granted that knowledge
consists of correct answers, that there is one right answer per
problem, and that teachers explain these answers for students to
learn. He therefore listens for the lecturer to state which theory
he is to learn.

**Student B makes the same general assumptions but with
an elaboration to the effect that teachers sometimes present pro-
blems and procedures, rather than answers, ‘so that we can
learn to find the right answer on our own.' He therefore per-
ceives the lecture as a kind of guessing game in which he is to
‘figure out’ which theory is correct, a game that is fair enought if
the lecturer does not carry it so far as to hid things too obscurely.

**Student C assumes that an answer can be called ‘right’
only in the light of its context, and the contexts or ‘frames of re-
ference’ differ. He assumes that several interpretations of a
poem, explanations of a historical development, or even theories
of a class of events in physics may be legitimate ‘depending on
how you look at it.” Though he feels a little uneasy in such a
kaleidoscopic world, he nonetheless supposes that the lecturer
may be about 1o present three legitimate theories which can be
examined for their internal coherence, their scope, their fit with
various data, their predictive power, etc.

““Whatever the lecturer then proceeds to do (in terms of his
own assumptions and intent) these three students will make
meaning of the experience in different ways which will involve
different assessments of their own choices and responsibilities.

Bankruptcy of Traditional Model

Some of our early attempts to construct differential
instructional approaches that would facilitate the learn-
ing dualists and relativist were encouraging though not
fully satisfying (Knefelkamp, 1974; Widdick, 1975;
Stephenson and Hunt, 1975). The evidence that we could
assist students to develop toward higher levels of intellec-
tual functioning was quite convincing. There was less evi-
dence, however, the students who were in different in-
structional modes learned more or less efficiently. Be-
cause the logic of the Attribute-Treatment-lnteraction
model (Sperry, 1972) was so compelling, we continued to
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pursue some way of using our growing knowledge of stu-
dent characteristics to aid the faculty in the College of
Agriculture in improving instruction. This was the
second of the two related projects, but it required some
major reconstruction of our view of ATI.

Widick's (1975) review of the ATI literature sup-
ports the need for such a reconstruction.

“Despite the logic of the ATI concept: the research has not
opened the doors to instructional improvement. Based on an ex-
tensive review of the Attibute-Teaching-Interaction research,
Cronbach and Snow observed that few studies have obtained
significant interaction effects. Moreover, they noted that even
the statistically significant results have not been educationally
significant; the field has produced no core understanding of the
role of individual differences in learning . . . Bracht analyzed
ninety ATI studies and noted that few of the significant interac-
tions reporied held up under rigorous scrutiny. He concurred
with the Cronbach-Snow conclusion expressing skepticism
about the utility of the ATI framework.”

While such a conclusion was disheartening, there
was continued interest in the ATI model because of the
“common knowledge” that student differences affect
both the amount and the rate of learning. Researchers
had attempted to attack the problem by selection of dif-
ferent characteristics, by more rigorous experimental de-
signs, but without significant results. Widick (1975) iden-
tifies what we believe to be the critical problem in the re-
search to date.

**Clearly, models of the student, subject matter, leam‘i'ng>pro-
cesses and instruction exist; however, overlap between ‘them
rarely occurs. The paradigms used for viewing thelearner,
learning, and instruction are for the most part noncomparable;
they include different core variables, different observational
foct, and levels of analysis.”’ .
This lack of overlap of research models and results
makes it nearly impossible to construct a design which
would properly relate the variables of interest,. The
general findings regarding instructional modes are rarely
applicable given specific student characteristics and.vice
versa. The same may be said with regard to the goals of
instruction or the characteristics of the instructor,.That
is, while a lecture, in general, may accomplish certain
things better than a discussion, the same might not be
true of lectures given by particular instructors or lectures
to students of a different intellectual level. Widick (1975)
goes on to note, .
“No interactive model exists which prescribes or at least pro-
vides a set of plausible hypotheses about the functional relation-
ships which connect learner, knowledge acquisition processes,
instructional procedures and maybe even subject matter. The
task facing those who cling to the ATI concept is the develop-

ment of interactive models which can generate convergent re-
search...”

Our effort in the second of the two projects men-
tioned above has been to develop such an interactive
model of instructional variables. We have discovered that
the interaction between the critical instructional
variables is so idiosyncratic that the process of instruc-
tional development must be approached from a holistic
and individualistic prespective rather than applying
“‘general laws” from the body of knowledge existing in
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each of the several disciplines related to instruction
(Jenkins, 1977; Hunt, 1978).

David Hunt's earlier work was concerned with a
more traditional ATI model (Hunt, 1966; Hunt, 1970).
His formulation of a model of intellectual development
(Conceptual Level) in some ways paralleled Perry’s work
and that of other cognitive developmentalists. The object
of his work in the public schools was to find the relation
between students’ Conceptual Level and teaching ap-
proaches that would lead to optimal learning and
development. These objectives with public school
teachers were the same as those we wished to pursue with
college faculty. After nearly fifteen years of pursuing
those objectives Hunt (1975a, 1975b) has shifted to a new
paradigm. There are two important major constructs in
the paradigm. The first is the more traditional ATI
model which he contrues in the Lewinian tradition,
Behavior is the function of the Person and Environment,
B=AP,E).In this case B refers to the learning outcomes; P
refers to the student characteristics; and E to the learn-
ing environment created by the teacher. Thus. in the
more traditional model one should be able to specify the
desired outcomes, make relevant assessments of student
characteristics and adjust learning modalities according-
ly. The problem with the old model is that it is static and
based upon the assumption that general laws of behavior
can be applied to specific individual persons. The ATI
literature referred to above is ample demonstration of the
sterility of this model by itself.

The second, more critical, element in Hunt's
paradigm is the recognition that teachers and students
are persons too! (Hunt, 1975a; Hunt, 1978). What is es-
sential--to the model is the recognition that neither
teachers, students, nor the consultant are static unchang-
ing objects, but rather their essence is their thinking, in-
teracting, and changing character. Not only are they in-
teracting with each other and the learning situation, but
they are interacting as total persons in ways that do not
allow:-abstraction from their holistic, systemic nature.
Thus; generalizations about attribute-treatment-interac-
tions are not possible — only specific instances of those
interactions can be described. At first acquaintance, this
unwillingness to reduce persons to meaningful abstrac-
tions, may seem to so complicate the process of helping
faculty improve instruction as to leave it unmanageable.
Rather, what is called for is a new way to consider the
problem of helping professors adapt their instruction to
the learning characteristics of the students.

Tiberius (1977) who, independently from us, has
been working on the same problem presents it this way,

**A commonly held conception of ID (Instructional Develop-
ment), which I will refer to as the horticultural model, is based
on several assumptions, all of which are more appropriate to the
relationships involved in the raising of plants than to those in-
volved in the education of persons. In other words, the horticul-
tural model is seriously inadequate in handling interactions be-
tween persons . . . The basic assumptions of this mode! are being
challenged by an almost completely contradictory set of assump-
tions, which form the basis of a new model of ID, one which is
appropriate to the education of persons. The alternative model |
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will refer to as the reciprocal-interactive model.”

The essence of the reciprocal-interactive model is
the recognition of the perceiving-thinking-responding
nature of persons rather than thinking of them as
“plants’ or other objects which are acted upon. That is,
a given act of instruction by a professor may not be re-
ceived by the student in the same way as it was intended
by the professor (see the Perry example cited above) and
those differences in reception must alter the professor’s
response if it is to be effective. Thus, a professor, if he
wishes a student to “‘get” a particular message, must be
cognizant of the ways in which a student thinks about
and thus interprets the matter to be learned. The stu-
dent’s way of perceiving the knowledge to be learned will
alter the material. An alert faculty member will “read”
those differences and adapt to them.

We believe that the reciprocal-interactive compon-
ent of Hunt's model is the key to dealing with those dif-
ferences. Understanding and helping the professor re-
quires understanding the way he thinks about his stu-
dents, his goals, and the approaches he uses to ac-
complish those goals with any particular subset of stu-
dents. But, we must also understand how the student af-
fects the professor and this requires an understanding of
how the student thinks about these same things.

How can such a complex task be managed? Our ap-
proach has been through an adaptation of the basic prin-
ciples of psychological consultation (Parker, 1975;
Schein, 1969).

Coordinate Status Consultation

Why is consultation the most appropriate method
to work with faculty? Professors are experts in their dis-
cipline. They are chosen because of their research
capabilities and their knowledge of the subject matter of
the discipline. Typically they have had little formal train-
ing in teaching or knowledge of the students they are to
teach. They rely most heavily on what they have exper-
ienced as students or what they have observed other
teachers do. As consultants, by contrast, we have had
training in teaching, consulting, and in the psycho-social
development of students. This division of expertise, the
professor with his discipline, us with our knowledge of
student development and behavior change has allowed us
to work in a coordinate status with the faculty so there is
no hierarchical relationship, rather there is one of shared
knowledge. To be effective we have had to learn enough
about their subject matter to ask relevant questions and
suggest reasonable teaching alternatives to them.

Using consultation to understand persons-in-
interaction. An important goal of our work with faculty
has been to help them become more aware of how they
think about their goals of teaching, the students they
teach, the methods they use to accomplish those goals
and the interaction of those three variables. We agree
with Hunt (1978) that the constructs that the faculty have
of each of these variables is a key contributor to what
they do in the classroom. We also believe that the key to
our helping faculty change what they do is to assist them
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to find alternative ways to think about each of the
variables and their interrelationships when they exper-
ience less than optimal teaching.

While we assume that their behavior in the class-
room is related to how they construe those elements, we
are also persuaded by Argyris’ work (Argyris, 1976)
which demonstrates the lack of one to one correspon-
dence between espoused theories and theories-in-use.
Espoused theories are defined as what the professor tells
you about the relation between each of those variables.
Theories-in-use, by contrast, are what observers might
infer that the professor thinks is the relation between those
variables by observing his teachings. That is, while a
teacher may have a micro-theory about students,
teaching goals, and teaching method and their interrela-
tions, what he does in the classroom might be quite dif-
ferent from what he thinks he does. For example, we
have frequently been told by professors that their goals
are to have the students become independent problem
solvers, that the students are not now able to do that, and
that the way to help them become independent problem
solvers is to give them assistance in solving problems.
What we found in observing classes is that frequently
professors will either (a) deliver subject matter content as
isolated facts or (b) they will provide relatively complex
problems with no help in the analysis of the problems or
the steps in problem solutions. The inferred theories-in-
use are that students will learn to become independent
problem solvers by (a) memorizing seemingly unrelated
facts, or (b) being left on their own much as a non-swim-
mer thrown into a deep pool of water. The result in
either case is that students do not learn how to become
independent problem solvers.

Our consultation task was to organize our contact
with the faculty so that we could assist them to (a) be-
come more aware of their espoused theories, their
theories-in-use, and the discrepancies between them; (b)
adsist the faculty to identify alternative ways to construe
their task; (c) identify alternative and more effective
teaching approaches and (d) thus increase the ability of
the faculty to adapt to the varying learning needs and
characteristics of their students. The faculty have been
eager to have our observations and suggestions. While we
anticipated that we could be helpful, we had to find a
way of structuring our work to make it possible. Through
careful planning and some trial and error we have
developed a model which incorporates each of the three
structures that Schein (1969) suggests as ways to accom-
plish the goals of consulting. We described the model in
a recent paper (Parker and Lawson, 1978).

The model includes three structures, the small
group, a dyadic relationship, and observation of class-
room activities., Since the objective of. this consultation
was to help faculty adapt their teaching approaches to
the needs of the students in their classes, it seemed es-
sential to observe the classrooms which faculty taught.
The flexibility in teaching that we were seeking seemed to
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come as the faculty shared their thinking and ex-
periences with others in a group setting. Certain’ideas,
feelings, and experiences could be shared only in in-
dividual interviews with the faculty. Thus we found all
three structures essential to our work.

Methods Used in Consultation ...
The Seminar. -

The seminar provided a regular time for getting to-
gether and sharing ‘‘theories” of students, teaching ap-
proaches, and goals. The primary purpose was to assist
the professors to increase their understanding of their
espoused theeries. This was accomplished by having the
professors examine their own and each others’ constructs
and compare and contrast them, As the professors dis-
cussed their unique theories of students they realized
that, for the most part, their constructs described only a
limited number of students in their classes and that to re-
spond to the needs of a greater number of students, they
needed to expand their repertoire and develop alternative
ways of viewing students. As one professor wrote,
“Seeing how other people view students helped me ex-
pand my thinking. Comparing constructs showed me the
benchmark I consider when evaluating students.”

A secondary purpose was to help faculty discover the
discrepancies between espoused theorles and theorles-in-
use. Examples drawn from classroom observation were
used to heighten the professors’ awareness of how their
ideas about students influenced the way they responded
to particular students in their class. For example, one
professor thought he was modeling problem solving for
his students. What the consultant observed was that the
professor was furnishing answers to problems rather
than using data and reasoning to find the solutions. He
had “‘jumped over” the process to the solution. Since this
was a common experience, it became a frequent topic for
seminar discussion.

Classroom Observation.

We found, as did Argyris and Schon (1974), that
people are seldom aware of their theories-in-use; theories
have to be inferred from what people do. That fact made
classroom observation a very important part of our con-
sultation. Data from our observations were crucial for
identifying the professors’ theorles-in-use. The con-
sultant prepared for entry into a classroom in the same
way she had initiated the entire consultative effort; she
spent time talking with each professor about what he
wanted to learn about his teaching and students. Then in
her observations, she focused her attention on how the
students were responding and interacting and on the
teaching approaches of the professor, with special atten-
tion to which students responded and how they dealt with
certain kinds of questions posed by the professor. Rele-
vant parts of the information she gained were fed back to
the professor to help her discover his theory-in-use. One
professor thought of herself as well organized because
she had outlines, visual aids, and plans for how to pre-
sent material to her classes. The consultant observed that
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in class she often hesitated and then was distracted by
questions into irrelevant issues. She was unaware of this
until the consultant was able to show her how her actual
behavior in class deviated from what she had planned.
Wheri‘ appropriate, these data were discussed in the
seminar. This feedback was a key item in the discovery
and alteration of both the professors’ espoused theories
and her theories-in-use.

Dyadic Interactions.

Behavior change is often personally threatening. We
attempted to deal with threat by creating an atmosphere
of trust in the groups with the usual norms of confiden-
tiality and respect among the group members. A chief
mearns, however, was the individual interview with faculty
members. Time was spent meeting with each professor
after the classroom observations. During this time the
consultant shared her feedback. This was vital, as ob-
servation without feedback can leave the professor feel-
ing anxious and fearful that the consuitant has been
evaluating his performance. On the contrary, when feed-
back is shared, the professor tends to perceive the consul-
tant's presence in the classroom as helpful and suppor-
tive of his attempts to improve his teaching. At other
times. individual interviews were held to discuss an issue
of particular concern to a professor. For example, one
professor tended to ignore quiet and unresponsive stu-
dents. In the seminar this problem had been discussed in
general, but it was too threatening to deal with in parti-
cular. In one individual session the consultant asked the
professor if he knew anyone like a particular student who
was failing his class. At first the professor said no. The
consultant recognized some similarities between the stu-
dent and another faculty member in the seminar. She
was able to draw the professor's attention to these
similarities and others with the professor’s children
whom :he recognized needed additional attention and
support. With this recognition the professor was able to
change his relationship with the student and the student
finished the quarter successfully.

Three Vignettes

“To illustrate the process of consultation we have
chosen three vignettes which show how we use the
seminar, classroom observation, and personal interviews
to facilitate change. Sometimes the focus is on goals,
sometimes on student characteristics and sometimes on
teaching methods. Always, however, the concern is with
the interrelation of these with the individuality of the
professor.

Professor Evergreen: Using seminar discussion to re-
structure course goals,

Professor Evergreen’s decision to participate in the
Project was based on his desire to improve the teaching
of his course, “Plant Materials: Trees, Shrubs. and
House Plants,”” which is a two quarter sequence. He was
currently teaching the course in tree identification. From
the beginning, he described the purpose of the course as
teaching students to identify (memorize the names, both
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Latin and English) of about three hundred trees that the
students could use then in designing landscapes.

In explaining the goals of the course, Professor
Evergreen used the comparison of learning the compo-
nents of a language: the vocabulary and the grammar.
Each course has its own vocabulary; its terms and specific
information. The grammar, in this case, refers to the
ability to take the information and select the kinds of
trees that will grow in a particular site and function ac-
cording to the designer’s expectations. He was convinced
that his primary job was to teach vocabulary, that is, to
teach tree identification. It seemed clear to the consul-
tant, however, that Professor Evergreen expected more
from students; he expected them to learn the grammar,
that is how to “‘use” the information about trees in de-
signing landscapes. It was the discrepancy between the
way Professor Evergreen explicitly described his goals
and the inferences the consultant made about the *‘real”
goals of the course that gave focus to our work with him.

Experience has taught us that one reason professors
seem dissatisfied with teaching is that students aren't
really learning what the faculty expect them to learn. A
main purpose of the seminar, therefore, was to help
faculty members to identify and make explicit their
teaching goals. This was accomplished by talking about
the professors’ goals and helping them reflect on how
their courses were structured to accomplish those goals.
As they recognized inconsistencies, time was spent
helping them find alternative approaches so that the in-
tended goals could be accomplished. Finding alternatives
involved examining the ways that students were respond-
ing and the possible implications for learning represent-
ed in such behavior.

When Professor Evergreen began to see the diversity
of goals that the other professors had he was stimulated
to reexamine his own goals. One of the things that he
found especially helpful about the seminar was “‘to see
other people’s definitions and examples of words. I
thought everybody would define the same—namely they
would use my definition and my example.” He was not
alone in this assumption. One of the professors also said
that he had expected that all the professors in engineer-
ing.would think the same way as he did about students.

As these discussions about course goals continued,
Professor Evergreen began to question whether or not the
primary ohjective of his course was merely to identify the
plants, The comments of the students on the mid-quarter
evaluations also contributed to changing his way of de-
fining the course objectives. These students expressed a
desire for more discussions about how the plants could
be used in designing landscapes or environmental
spaces; many asked that the identification be taught by
keeping in mind the care and use of plants. And in one
class session, which the consultant observed, three four-
ths of the students expressed a willingness to do a project
that involved designing and using environmental space.

In discussing this feedback from the students, Pro-
fessor Evergreen began to recognize that his primary
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objective was actually to teach students those particular
characteristics of trees essential for both identifying them
and using them to design environments. He also began to
realize that teaching toward these goals required a differ-
ent focus, a restructuring of course content in order to
help the students think about all the variables in the en-
vironmental setting that would affect choices of trees.

The real breakthrough occurred when Professor
Evergreen invited one of his graduate students to teach a
class on environmental design, which he considered to be
“‘an ideal class.” As this experience was discussed in the
seminar, it was evident to Professor Evergreen that the
graduate student had been able to integrate both the
vocabulary and grammar of the course. From this ob-
servation, Professor Evergreen realized just how he might
restructure his course and recognized that the graduate
student had provided him with a model of how to teach
plant materials in the context of designing environmen-
tal settings.

Ms. Tailor: Using interviews and a working relationship
to improve teaching style.

Ms. Tailor has been teaching in the College of Home
Economics for several years. She was hired to develop a
course in Fabric Design and Texture: Analysis. She
taught this course during spring quarter, and the reac-
tion of the students was unfavorable. They complained
that the tests were unfair, argued about the number of
points they received, and were upset about their grades.
Several expressed their dissatisfaction to the department
Chairperson. complaining that Ms. Tailor's classes were
unorganized, and students didn't know what they were
supposed to learn. Moreover, Ms. Tailor herself had con-
frontations with several students. By the end of the quar-
ter the situation had come to the attention of the Dean,
and he called Ms. Tailor in to discuss her problem with
teaching. At this time she expressed her interest in teach-
ing and her desire to improve.

During the following fall quarter, Ms. Tailor was
aggin teaching the Fabric Design class and was exper-
iencing some of the same difficulties. At this time, the
Director of Instructional Development, Dr. Brown, was
observing her class weekly and meeting with Ms, Tailor.
However, he was frustrated in his attempts to help her,
and asked for our help, suggesting that Ms. Tailor might
profit from our approach to improving instruction.

The consultant agreed to meet with her and to ob-
serve a class to determine whether or how they might
work together. In that first meeting it became apparent
that Ms. Tailor had lost confidence in herself as a teacher
(in spite of previous success teaching courses that were
focused on specific skills). From the observation, it
seemed that Ms. Tailor was afraid of the students and
antagonistic toward them. Although she seemed well pre-
pared (she had slides, samples of fabric, and handouts),
when discussing a topic she often stopped in the middle
of a sentence and brought in more information that was
irrelevant to the topic. The students reacted to her behav-
ior by exchanging glances with each other, and the con-
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sultant inferred that she had lost the respect of the stu-
dents.

Given these problems, the consultant’s goal was to
increase Ms. Tailor’s sense of self confidence and :to im-
prove her style of presentation. This involved meeting
with her weekly to provide support and encouragement
and to assist with the organization of the material to be
presented. The payoffs of this personal contact were al-
most immediate as evidenced by the way that Ms..Failor
felt about herself as she volunteered, “‘I've become.more
confident in myself.”” As she became more confident, she
asked the consultant for feedback about her classroom
behavior. The consultant was able to demonstratejhow
her posture conveyed a feeling of a lack of self confi-
dence. Ms. Tailor “'saw’” immediately what she needed to
change and also grasped what effect this behavior had on
the students. Assisting with the presentation of material
involved helping Ms. Tailor to clearly define her goals
and helping her design classroom activities that would
stimulate the interest of the students and get them active-
ly involved in learning,

The effects of this kind of help were evident in how
Ms. Tailor began to think about and prepare for her
teaching. "I thought a great deal about what I want my
students to be able to do on the completion of a given
course and the best methods I can use to help students
learn to do that.”” The effects were also seen in how the
students evaluated Ms. Tailor's performance at mid-
quarter and end of the quarter. They observed that her
teaching style had changed.

The payoffs have also been long term. Ms. Tailor is
currently teaching the Fabric Design course, and one of
the new professors in the department is sitting in to learn
how to teach. He commented, “This is one of best classes
I've seen; all textile classes should be taught in this.way.
The students are relaxed and seem to enjoy learning.”

Professor John Deere: Changing teaching style by model-
ing in the classroom.

Professor John Deere teaches a course  in
Mechanism: Farm Machinery. His primary objective is
to prepare students to function as agricultural engineers.
The initial interview between Professor Deere and the
consultant provided some insight into his “‘theories’ of
teaching. He expressed concerned about his interacting
with both the students and the professor, and from time
to time assuming roles of a student or a professor, ‘The
consultant attempted to model for the professor how he
might interact with the students by adopting the role of
teacher. She asked the students questions designed to
help them think through the steps involved in the pro-
blem solving process and assisted them in diagnosing
and assessing the cause of their difficulties. As a result of
these interactions the students began to come to her for
help although she knew nothing about the subject mat-
ter. Her interactions with the students did not go unno-
ticed by Professor Deere. He commented. “*You ask dif-
ferent kinds of questions than I do.” At other times, the
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consultant modeled the role of a student by interacting.
She hoped to demonstrate to the students how they might
interact with Professor Deere in order to get assistance
that they needed to solve the problems. She herself at-
tempted to solve some of the problems, offered sugges-
tions of possible ways of solving problems, asked ques-
tions when she did not understand what Professor Deere
was explaining, etc. The students themselves began to
approach Professor Deere for help with the problems. In
feedback sessions, the consultant suggested that Profes-
sor Deere try new ways of interacting with the students,
and through these discussions began to see that he could
help the students learn the process of problem solving
without having to tell them the answer.

By the end of the quarter, Professor Deere began to
take a more active “‘teaching” role. Rather than having
the students work independently on the problems in the
lab, he was assisting them by using the blackboard to ex-
plain the equations needed to solve the problems. More-
over, when the students had difficulty understanding the
abstract diagrams of mechanisms, he would use the ac-
tual machine to demonstrate how a particular
mechanism functioned. He began to see the relationship
between his teaching style and the students’ learning. As
he wrote, ‘I had the objective of improving my facilita-
tion of student learning. I definitely learned that things I
do have influence on how the students react and learn. |
now know a bit about the potential to be gained if I
would know and adjust instructional procedures.”

The essence of these three examples and of the work
with the other faculty is that assistance with improve-
ment of their instruction required assesment of the uni-
que interaction of their personal style with their goals,
course content, and the characteristics of their students.
Consultation was focused on that interaction as a unit
rather on any subset of the interaction. We believe that
what success we and they have experienced is due in large
part to our willingness to be concerned with complexity
rather than to attempt to reduce teaching to one of the
variables at a time.
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Discussion of Parker

Jaoseph J. Richter

In the hierarchy of intellectual and ethical develop-
ment, Parker and Lawson elected Perry’'s concept of
“commitment” as the designation of the highest (and
thus most appropriate) form. However, I shall remain in
the realm of ‘‘reflective judgment” (in Kitchener/King's
nomenclature) when discussing methods of effective
teaching because [ prefer the sphere of *‘positivism’ and
shy away from ‘‘probabilistic thinking.”” To my rather
simple mind even '‘probabilistic” is too close to the nor-
mative.

Dr. Richter is professor of Agricultural Economics at the University of
Alberta, Edmonton, Alberta.
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