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1. Promoting Teaching Effectiveness: The Research University Context 
 
It seems axiomatic that the educational mission is central to any university, as advocated in 

Newman’s seminal work on the “Idea of a University” (Newman, 1976).  Yet the 20th and 21st century 
debates on the “Idea” make it clear that this educational mission is neither uniformly conceived nor 
operationalized.  Notions  of what the telos, or “end”, of a University rightly is, range from Abraham 
Flexner’s research-centered mission of discovery, creation, and advancement of knowledge (Flexner, 
1930) to the teaching and learning ideal, inspired by Newman, as articulated in Hutchins (Hutchins, 
1936) Ortega y Gasset (Ortega y Gasset, 1946) and others (cf. Fincher, 1993 & Pelikan, 1992).  Clark 
Kerr’s neologism “Multiversity”, first articulated in his Godkin Lectures at Harvard in 1963, and later 
framed in his “The Uses of the University” (Kerr, 2001), memorably captures the complexities (and often 
competing missions) of the modern research university.   

Over the past half-century, the difficulty of balancing these multiple missions and the tests 
posed by democratizing the University has been complicated by expanding our educational mission 
beyond middle-class traditional students to include to students from historically underrepresented 
groups. Further, brick-and-mortar institutions face competition from online programs, both profit and 
non-profit, for students’ time, energy, and tuition dollars, thus expanding the challenge of designing 
effective instructional approaches from physical to virtual classrooms. The defunding of higher 
education intensifies these challenges. Adam Daniel and Chad Wellmon, in a 2018 essay in the Chronicle 
of Higher Education, engage the “multiversity” notion with thoughtfulness and care, making an elegant 
plea for universities to return to their roots; “bringing knowledge out into the world and defending it as 
a common good” (Daniel and Wellmon, 2018). Wellmon has been a consistently thoughtful contributor 
to the contemporary debate about the “Idea of a University”; along with Louis Menand and Paul Reitter, 
he co-edited “The Rise of the Research University-A sourcebook (Menand, Reitter, and Wellmon, 2017), 
and his “Organizing the Enlightenment” (Wellmon, 2015) is a fascinating study of the interface between 
the modern research university and the modern information culture. Wellmon also chaired a committee 
at the University of Virginia tasked with reform of the general education curriculum (cf. Wellmon, 2017).  
No serious discussion regarding the place of the educational mission in a modern university can be 
conducted without close attention to Wellmon’s thoughtful and important contributions, particularly his 
emphasis on the university’s primary role of creating and sharing knowledge, a role pursued in large part 
through effective undergraduate education. 
    In 2017, the American Academy of Arts and Sciences published “The Future of Undergraduate 
Education, the Future of America” (AAAS, 2017). This report articulates four national priorities, the first 
of which is to “strengthen the student educational experience.”  This effort includes intentional 
prioritizing of teaching and learning and, as the report clarifies, demands that institutions create strong 
systems for cultivating, evaluating, and incentivizing teaching effectiveness. As the report notes, “while 
there are many exceptions, across the undergraduate landscape good teaching is generally undervalued. 

https://www.chronicle.com/article/Why-the-University-s/244010
https://www.chronicle.com/article/Why-the-University-s/244010
https://www.amacad.org/multimedia/pdfs/publications/researchpapersmonographs/CFUE_Final-Report/Future-of-Undergraduate-Education.pdf
https://www.amacad.org/multimedia/pdfs/publications/researchpapersmonographs/CFUE_Final-Report/Future-of-Undergraduate-Education.pdf
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Faculty are rarely trained, selected, and assessed as teachers, and their effectiveness as instructors is 
rarely recognized or rewarded”.  The pursuit of excellence in teaching and learning requires that 
institutions commit to hiring, mentoring and supporting talented instructors, and to a robust method to 
evaluate teaching effectiveness via multiple means.  Doing so requires reducing dependence on 
“student evaluations of teaching” and richer measures for peer mentoring and evaluation.  An 
educational ecosystem that supports and rewards teaching excellence, informed by the best of the 
available evidence on the science of teaching and learning, is essential to the success of this national 
priority.  The widespread habit of attempting to “evaluate” teaching effectiveness absent a robust and 
sustained commitment to equip faculty with training tools and incentives to improve teaching is simply 
not sustainable, or fair. We argue that the standard model of attempting to “evaluate” effective 
teaching (often with simplistic quantitative metrics) simply cannot be defended.  Faculty must be 
mentored first, as part of a broader suite of professional development opportunities, so they are 
equipped to approach the complex task of teaching and learning with the best available resources. 
Subsequent good-faith efforts to evaluate teaching effectiveness can then be built, recognizing that 
teaching is never reducible to a number in any meaningful sense.   

2. Seeding Culture Change: Faculty Leaders Craft a Vision 
 
 Developing a sustained institutional commitment to promote teaching excellence entails 
designing structures, procedures, policies, and practices to genuinely incentivize teaching effectiveness 
as advocated by the Academy report. Doing so requires universities to clearly articulate these priorities 
and support them with resources adequate to effect real change.  Of course, a sustained commitment 
requires research universities to overhaul a culture that, as the Academy report makes clear, has 
traditionally given inadequate attention, resources, or support to the teaching mission, which now 
encompasses online and hybrid, as well as face-to-face, learning opportunities. Encouragement by 
executive leaders is important to effectively institutionalize such cultural change.  Even more 
importantly, institutionalization demands real resources; lip-service to “ideals” or to mission statements 
will not be effective. For such change to be embraced by faculty, it must also be guided by faculty 
leaders who draw on depth and breadth of teaching expertise to develop a vision for encouraging and 
empirically evaluating teaching effectiveness, and who mobilize their peers’ engagement through their 
credibility. Here, we describe how Colorado State University’s (CSU’s) University Distinguished Teaching 
Scholars (UDTS’s), our university’s most lauded teaching faculty, led the process of envisioning systems 
and tools for promoting teaching effectiveness and began to mobilize university-wide support for that 
vision. 
 The UDTS designation is CSU’s highest award for teaching and offers university-wide recognition 
to a maximum of twelve faculty members who have shown excellence in their own teaching, in 
teaching-related scholarship or research, and in their contributions to teaching-related projects. The 
UDTS designation is granted for educational achievement in the faculty member’s discipline, and 
typically the 12 UDTS members represent a wide range of fields. The award’s emphasis on teaching-
related scholarship means that UDTS’s typically hold sustained commitments not only to high-quality 
instruction but also to pedagogical approaches based in relevant research. Due to these characteristics, 
the UDTS’s are held in very high regard by their peers. Their collective expertise and cultural capital with 
faculty enable the UDTS group to take the lead in defining and forwarding university-level endeavors 
designed to improve teaching and learning. The University’s support for UDTS’s inaugural projects, 
completed in each new UDTS’s first year in the role, exemplifies one of CSU’s commitments of resources 
to promoting teaching excellence. 

https://udts.colostate.edu/
https://udts.colostate.edu/
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To lead an effort to more systematically incentivize the cultivation of teaching effectiveness, the 
UDTS’s convened the University-level Evaluating Teaching Effectiveness Task Force, which met 
throughout the Spring 2015 term and produced a report on this topic the following December. The 
report summarized relevant research, considered the challenges of developing a broadly shared 
definition of teaching effectiveness, suggested a wide array of approaches, and emphasized the 
importance of choosing the approaches appropriate for a particular disciplinary and departmental 
context. Crucially, it also invoked relevant existing language in CSU’s Academic Faculty and 
Administrative Professional Manual, E.12.1.  

As noted in its introduction, the 2015 report “focus[ed] on the campus-wide adoption of valid, 
rigorous processes for assessing and rewarding teaching activities” (1). To promote this adoption, the 
report offered a set of eight recommendations based in four principles. These principles reframed 
institutional norms to enact and solidify espoused values fundamental to CSU, and to most research 
universities. In the following summary of the principles, established values are bolded and new norms 
italicized. The four principles emphasized the following points: 

 The primacy of research, scholarship, and evidence in defining and assessing teaching 
effectiveness;  

 The prioritization of student learning;  

 The central role of faculty governance in developing more robust processes for 
evaluating teaching effectiveness; and  

 The importance of significant investments of faculty time and departmental and 
institutional commitment (traditional for research but also) needed to design and 
implement useful assessments of teaching effectiveness.  

The report’s eight recommendations incorporated the above four principles. In brief, the 
recommendations advocated the use of evidence-based approaches drawing on multiple sources of 
information and grounded in relevant research; a peer review process parallel to that used to evaluate 
disciplinary scholarship, including peer review of reflective statements by evaluated faculty; the 
cultivation of relevant professional development and research initiatives to improve teaching; and 
rewards for quality teaching and related professional development in promotion and tenure reviews, 
salary increases, awards, and the like. 

Predicated on existing and widely shared institutional values, the list of principles and newly 
formed norms was written to increase the chances that faculty, administrator, and other stakeholders 
might consider adopting them. Phrasing the principles as extensions of existing values and norms was 
crucial for gaining stakeholder buy-in because implementing the recommendations and their embedded 
principles and new norms would require significant effort and reprioritization in new and possibly 
unpopular directions.  

To foster discussion and consideration of the proposed norms across campus, the UDTS’s 
presented their report to campus entities with pivotal roles in faculty governance and institutional 
decision-making. These presentations took place over 1.5 years and targeted the Faculty Council (FC) 
Committee on Teaching and Learning (CoTL), the FC Executive Committee, the FC Committee on Non-
Tenure-Track Faculty (CoNTTF), the Council of Deans, the Provost and Vice Provosts, and the Provost’s 
Advisory Committee on Student Success. The UDTS’s presentations typically focused most deeply on the 
development and use of two recommended approaches, teaching portfolios and peer mentoring 
systems. Furthermore, presentations linked explanations of the more robust, valid evaluations produced 
by these approaches with the need to revise the current widespread practice of using student course 
survey responses to evaluate teaching effectiveness despite the fact that the course survey was not 
designed for that purpose and had no supporting validity evidence for such evaluations.  

The attention to concerns about the inappropriate use of course survey responses in teaching 
evaluation in the report and related presentations strategically paralleled—and forwarded—a related 

https://tilt.colostate.edu/sotl/taskForces/effectiveness/pdfs/report-full.pdf
https://facultycouncil.colostate.edu/faculty-manual-section-e/#E.12.1
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effort to replace the existing course survey with one designed by experts to provide meaningful 
feedback on the learning environment (which the existing survey was not designed to do) and to 
discourage inappropriate use of responses in teaching evaluations. Specifically, substantial research 
shows that instructor gender, class size, and expected course grade biases exists in current forms of 
student feedback (Chatelain, 2015; Dodeen, 2013; MacNell, Discoll, & Hunt, 2014; Nadler, Berry, & 
Stockdale, 2013). In addition, the “data” from student course surveys have far too often been handled in 
a manner that violates the most basic of statistical canons. Data that are typically categorical in nature 
are presented as means (and then compared to the “mean” of other instructors in wildly different 
courses, to add insult to injury).  That categorical data cannot be meaningfully be presented or analyzed 
using means is obvious upon only a moment’s reflection, and yet it is done as a matter of course in 
pursuit of the elusive “metric” by which teaching quality can be easily quantified.  Last, we note that 
asking students to meaningfully evaluate “teaching effectiveness” is, quite frankly, a bridge too far.  
Students are neither content knowledge experts nor are they experts in pedagogy.  What students can 
do is provide a perspective that only they offer: what was it like to be immersed in this learning 
environment? As we explain below, that perspective can offer extremely useful formative feedback that 
can help instructors to improve classroom climate, interactional approaches, activities, and other key 
aspects of teaching practice. 

  

3. Cultivating Institutional Change: Disciplinary Expert Guides Key Project 
 
 According to the Carnegie Classifications®, Colorado State University is a high-intensity research 
institution.  To align with the culture common to such institutions, the commitment to discovery, rigor, 
and evidence-based best practices all informed the course survey redesign efforts.  The initiative was 
grounded in science and rigorous application of scientific methods to develop and test a new student-
oriented feedback mechanism. A professor with expertise in psychological assessment and 
organizational consulting led a team of graduate students who held focus groups, open fora, and 
interviews with 923 faculty (approximately 71% of all faculty) in over 50% of the departments across 
seven out of eight of the campus colleges. The team additionally met with specialty groups including the 
student senate, CoNTTF, diverse faculty members and students of color, and over 26 individual 
administrators. These information-gathering efforts led to a comprehensive understanding of what was 
appreciated and liked about the existing system, and what was desired for a replacement system. 

After determining likes, dislikes, and goals/objectives for the redesign, the team conducted an 
extensive literature review of course surveys, student feedback mechanisms, and best practices at other 
universities to substantiate the new solution in research and theory. In sum, the literature reinforced 
the commonsense view that teaching is multidimensional and thus assessments of its effects must 
capture various sources of evidence illuminating different dimensions over time (Marsh, 1987). Results 
from a meta-analysis of the research on student evaluations of teaching showed that students do not 
hold realistic evaluations of their own learning, and therefore cannot provide valid assessments of 
whether they have learned material or not (Clayson, 2009). Using a psychologically safe mechanism to 
provide students with voice and opportunity to share ideas for improvement, innovation suggestions, 
and concerns about learning empowers them to become engaged in their own learning. In turn, 
students’ empowerment helps instructors determine what makes for a better learning environment, 
without feeling the feedback is an attack on them (Burton, Civitano, & Steiner-Grossman, 2012). These 
and other research findings were consistent with theories of motivation, such as self-determination 
theory (Deci & Ryan, 1994) and expectancy theory (Vroom, 1964). Lastly, research on student 
engagement in learning (e.g., Aldridge & Fraser, 2000; Cavanagh & Waugh, 2004; Fraser, 1998; Wubbels 
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& Levy 1991), some of which relies on bioecological theories of intellectual development (e.g., 
Bronfenbrenner & Ceci, 1994), confirms that for instructors to engage their students in the learning 
process, they must focus on creating and maintaining a learning environment conducive to such goals 
(Cavanagh, 2015). Hence, the research team concluded that a new course survey should function as a 
feedback/communication tool between faculty and students, providing a mechanism for obtaining 
students’ perceptions of the learning environment, which in turn would provide instructors valuable 
insight. Moreover, redesigning the course survey towards this objective and removing opportunities to 
use student feedback inappropriately as the primarily (or in some cases only) evaluation of teaching 
could serve as a lever in changing the institutional culture towards cultivating and evaluating teaching 
effectiveness appropriately using the UDTSs’ recommendations. 

The redesign of the survey included a revision to the processes for administering course surveys. 
Because the new course survey was envisioned as a communication and professional development tool 
rather than a teacher-evaluation tool, it was designed online, available at any time for every class, 
focused on students’ experience of the learning environment, and primarily qualitative (e.g., comment-
oriented). Links to the survey were embedded within the course learning management system, 
providing easy access for students and a simplified and standardized administration for faculty. At least 
two pilot tests with collection of validity data supported the new instrument and process, and 
participating faculty overwhelmingly endorsed the tool and new approach. 

Yet, changing the culture would require more than a new tool and recommendations for new 
norms. To revise how faculty use the survey results, removing the inherent desire to reduce teaching 
effectiveness to a single score based on evaluations that students are not qualified to make, the survey 
was renamed the CSU Learning ENvironment Survey (LENS).   

In brief, then, the efforts to reframe student feedback in the context of the institutional pursuit 
of the goals to both mentor and measure teaching effectiveness pursued a three-pronged strategy:  1) 
The survey redesign, informed by the extant research on student surveys (often referred to as student 
evaluations of teaching”, or SET) and by the research on the science of teaching and learning.  This effort 
was led by a faculty member with scholarly expertise in psychological assessment.  2) Collaboration with 
information technology (IT) colleagues on campus to transfer what had been a paper survey to an online 
format as a plug-in to the campus Learning Management System (LMS).  3) The beginning of a series of 
steps to change how student feedback is used, both for professional development and in the context of 
annual merit exercises and in documenting progress toward tenure.  In many ways, it is this latter step 
that is the sine qua non of the entire effort; the best survey design, informed by scholarship on the 
science of teaching and learning, and delivered in a user-friendly platform in the campus LMS system, 
that is accompanied by continued use of inappropriate statistics for reporting, or a focus on a single 
perspective (that of the students), would  result in little real progress toward substantive engagement in 
the teaching mission. Rather, the revisions of the survey itself and the delivery mode should prompt the 
most important revision of all: shifting departmental cultures so that they encourage faculty members’ 
intentional use of students’ feedback to improve teaching effectiveness and reward faculty efforts based 
not on student survey scores but on how well faculty use these scores to inform efforts to improve 
teaching effectiveness. 

4. Provisioning Institutional Change: Faculty and Support Units Build 
Tools 
 

To help faculty members and departments work toward replacing the use of course survey 
responses as the sole or primary data source in teaching evaluations, CoTL and the UDTS’s sought to 
provide a set of tools to cultivate and evaluate teaching effectiveness on a granular level that would 
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enable faculty to construct materials for inclusion in teaching portfolios. Knowing that many 
departments primarily used course survey responses for evaluating teaching effectiveness, the group 
saw a pressing need to provide an alternate set of tools. Specifically, such tools needed to enable 
department heads less acquainted with the nuances of evaluating teaching effectiveness to do so using 
efficient means supported by valid evidence. Guided by the Chair of CoTL, who is also a UDTS, the CoTL-
UDTS group aspired to design a process and tools that would strongly support instructors’ formative 
development, while providing the basis for meaningful evaluation of teaching-related effort. 

In partnership with CoTL, The Institute for Learning and Teaching (TILT), which offers 
professional development and course redesign support for CSU faculty developed relevant resources. 
Over the course of a year, a TILT team drew on relevant research and scholarship to construct both a 
Teaching Effectiveness (TE) Program that included multiple tools and a peer review approach called 
Teaching Squares. The TE Program’s supports for instructors and departments included a Framework for 
Teaching Effectiveness, which offered criteria, approaches, and techniques to support  seven domains 
relevant to classroom instruction; a Goal-Setting Form that instructors could use in conjunction with the 
Framework to establish, pursue, and document progress toward achieving annual teaching-related 
goals; and an Evaluation Rubric department heads or other evaluators could use to score instructors’ 
teaching-related effort. To obtain stakeholder feedback, meetings with department heads and faculty 
groups were held, a pilot program was completed, and key members of executive leadership were 
consulted. Comments provided were then used to revise the tools to best align with CSU’s values. 

Both the TE Program and Teaching Squares materials were constructed to cultivate formative 
experiences designed to foster teaching growth as an inherent part of revised processes for 
documenting and evaluating teaching effectiveness. As a foundation, the Framework’s seven domains 
collectively offered a comprehensive overview of the competencies required in classroom teaching: 1) 
aligning curriculum and course materials with course learning outcomes; 2) creating a classroom climate 
that fosters students’ engagement, motivation, and participation; 3) increasing student motivation 
through targeted instructional approaches (in and outside class); 4) pursuing inclusive excellence by 
fostering a classroom climate and using instructional materials that create a supportive learning 
environment for students from all demographic, cultural, and other backgrounds; 5) providing well-
designed feedback and assessments, with attention to frequency, alignment with learning outcomes, 
opportunities for formative feedback, and capacity to help students recognize their levels of 
understanding and academic progress; 6) using instructional strategies to increase students’ 
engagement, prompt critical thinking, and help students connect individual topics or skills covered with 
course learning outcomes and their own future academic success; and 7) learning how to identify and 
address challenging disciplinary topics by integrating relevant instructional, study, and assessment 
approaches.…   
 By asking faculty members to draw explicitly on the domains covered in the Framework, the 
Goal-Setting Form guided faculty in defining a specific goal in a particular domain (rather than trying to 
address multiple goals or domains). It asked faculty to provide a rationale for choice of goal, 
encouraging them to draw on prior evidence, whether LENS responses, peer feedback, their own 
observation, or other evidence types. The tool encouraged formative development by asking faculty to 
outline two brief plans, one for achieving the proposed goal and a second for measuring progress 
toward the goal, e.g., through changes in LENS responses or peer feedback, review of a teaching video, 
etc. To help instructors link goals to outcomes and reflection, the form asked them to briefly summarize 
evidence of progress toward the goal and any evidence of the impact of their efforts on students’ 
academic success once they had taught the course(s) for which they had set goals. The TILT team also 
developed a goal-setting workshop and facilitated it in interested departments to guide faculty in using 
the form.  
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To help them pursue teaching goals, faculty were also encouraged to participate in Teaching 
Squares, an optional peer review of teaching program designed to help instructors use both peer 
feedback and reflection to set goals to grow teaching excellence. Participating in a Teaching Square 
provided instructors with the opportunity to request and receive structured feedback from peers on 
particular aspects of classroom practices selected by the instructor as a target for growth. Because the 
Goal-Setting Form encouraged instructors to use feedback from the Teaching Squares process, it 
promoted participation in a peer feedback system shaped by relevant research and supported by 
instructional design colleagues’ facilitation. This approach was designed to encourage the slow but 
deep-rooted growth of a new faculty culture based in peer norms that support teaching excellence. 
Because the Teaching Evaluation Rubric advocated rewarding such participation and meaningful use of 
peers’ feedback to improve instructional approaches, the grassroots approach to change embedded in 
the Teaching Squares model was linked to structural changes in recommended evaluation procedures 
and criteria. 

Departments were invited to use the Teaching Effectiveness Evaluation Rubric to conduct 
annual reviews. The Rubric’s criteria corresponded directly to the categories of the Goal-Setting Form. 
However, because some departments wished to build their own rubrics, the TILT team developed a 
workshop to facilitate rubric construction by soliciting feedback from all department members. Thus, 
the  TE Program materials scaffolded growth in teaching effectiveness, incorporating chances for 
formative feedback, then asked faculty to report their efforts and impact as the evidence for evaluations 

of their teaching effectiveness. In doing so, the framework created and piloted by the TILT team 
enacted and expanded the UDTS’s report recommendations by providing departments with tools to 
reward substantive effort based on relevant research and evidence and by incorporating both peer 
feedback and meaningful reflection. 

5. Growing Institutional Change: Stakeholders Negotiate and Collaborate 
 
 Our experience with the ongoing effort to transform our institutional culture’s approach to 
fostering and evaluating teaching effectiveness suggests several principles, while also implying the need 
to consider next steps. We conclude by naming and briefly explaining the guiding principles for 
institutional change that may be garnered from our case study and by outlining crucial next steps. 

1) Create the Context: The role of the UDTS’s as an independent, highly respected, 
institutionally lauded faculty leadership group cannot be overstated. While UDTS awards are 
a University distinction, that honor is granted by the existing UDTS group independent of 
either executive leadership or faculty governance groups, though informed by the 
perspectives of each. Universities without such a faculty leadership group focused on 
teaching excellence may find significant benefit in creating one, supporting its 
independence, and elevating it to promote visibility. Such groups are perhaps best 
positioned to lead change efforts like the one we describe and, while these bodies might 
ideally function independent of – and in partnership with – faculty governance bodies, their 
leadership enacts the foundational assumptions undergirding faculty governance. 

2) Engage Disciplinary Experts: Involving professors with successful research programs, wide 
institutional recognition, and specializations in survey design, organizational change, 
garnering and using meaningful feedback, and related areas, was essential for developing a 
reliable instrument with validity evidence, and a platform to provide the online tool. These 
qualifications gave our experts very strong credibility among faculty, administrators, and 
students, which is another essential component for introducing such a large change effort to 
a research university.  
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3) Partner with Faculty Governance Bodies: Leadership of the larger project (the course survey 
revision and the development of the TE Program and Teaching Squares) through CoTL and in 
coordination with the FC Executive Committee, Chair, and body positioned the project as 
faculty-generated and faculty-led. Robust debate characterized the processes of seeking 
Faculty Council approval of the relevant changes in the Manual and of the new LENS, and 
some voices expressed dissent throughout the project. However, these healthy discussions 
ultimately led to deeper understanding and wider acceptance of the project by the larger 
faculty, as well as by keenly interested faculty groups, such as CoTL and CoNTTF. 

4) Partner with Executive Leadership: Engaging the Provost, the Vice Provosts, Deans, and 
related University committees early in the process garnered understanding, support for the 
goals, and, importantly, patience with the process required to generate wider faculty buy-in. 
Because the evaluation of teaching effectiveness affects annual reviews, salary increases, 
promotion and tenure, and retention offers for non-tenure-line faculty, there is 
understandable concern—sometimes even high anxiety—regarding any proposed changes 
to evaluative procedures and tools. An iterative process with multiple invitations to offer 
feedback, discuss, and raise concerns was crucial in moving forward at each step. The 
patience of executive leadership, who wished to implement an electronic survey quickly, 
was therefore needed to allow time for the process to unfold. 

5) Partner with Academic Support Units: Academic Computing & Networking Services (ACNS) 
provided key support by leading the process of reviewing and selecting a vendor to deliver 
the LENS. Further, ACNS provided extensive project management of platform integration 
processes, as well as support for pilots. The University Testing Center (UTC), which had 
delivered the paper survey for some years, provided logistical and administrative support, as 
well as the effort of its Director (who has expertise in survey design) to develop and 
categorize the sets of optional question banks planned as the next stage of the LENS. 
Working with CoTL, TILT staff designed, sought feedback on, revised, and supported use of 
the TE Program and Teaching Squares and aligned the LENS questions with TE Framework. 
Further, TILT provided computer programming support for delivery of LENS responses to 
faculty and, where appropriate, administrators. These partnerships contributed significantly 
to realizing the intentions of the broader faculty and its governance bodies, namely FC and 
CoTL. Thus, strong partnerships between such bodies and academic support units can play a 
valuable role in promoting cultural change to cultivate teaching effectiveness. 

 As of this writing, approximately 3.5 years into the project, we recognize that work is needed 
even beyond FC approval of the LENS (granted in Spring 2019) and final revisions of the TE Program and 
Teaching Squares tools. Crucial next steps entail using key channels to promote effective adoption of all 
three new tool sets. To achieve meaningful cultural change, we must continue our initial efforts to 
mobilize both grassroots and leadership buy-in. The warp of lateral peer norms embodied in faculty 
attitudes and behaviors must interlace with the weft of vertical leadership procedures for evaluating 
teaching effectiveness.  

To purse these next steps, we are working with individual faculty members and chairs, as well as 
departments and colleges, willing to pilot use of the TE Program and Teaching Squares tools, in 
conjunction with LENS responses. Further, the TILT team has begun offering workshops to interested 
departments and departmental committees. By aligning all faculty professional development offerings 
with the Teaching Effectiveness framework and using the framework’s categories to promote these 
offerings, the team highlights for faculty how each offering supports related teaching goals. To support 
faculty members’ use of the tools to both cultivate and measure teaching effectiveness, the TILT team 
emphasizes the distinctions, and the connections, between the two endeavors. For example, TILT staff 
stress that goal-setting, identification and implementation of teaching approaches, and collection of 
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evidence as such are each aspects of cultivating teaching effectiveness. However, by summarizing and 
reflecting on these activities, instructors can produce materials that simultaneously grow teaching 
effectiveness and offer useful data for evaluating teaching effort.  

By piloting the Teaching Effectiveness and Teaching Squares materials with departments, the 
TILT team sought both feedback to support further revisions of the tools and the opportunity to elicit 
faculty and administrators’ commitment to the new approach. This approach positions pilot faculty and 
administrators as ambassadors for the tools, as these groups are best situated to play that role. In 
addition to inviting these ambassadors to present in annual TILT Professional Development events, we 
will seek opportunities for them to share with CoTL, FC Executive Committee, the Council of Deans, and 
other University-level groups so they can showcase their successes to faculty and administrative leaders. 
We will foster institutional interest by featuring these ambassadors in leading roles in many venues, 
such as college-level department head retreats; Provost’s Office workshops for department heads; 
associate deans’ meetings; and the University’s Fall Forum, which includes department heads, program 
directors, and college-level and other administrators. Such events should include feedback from faculty 
regarding the tools’ usefulness for developing teaching effectiveness, as well as from department heads 
regarding their efficacy in making evaluations of teaching effectiveness more meaningful and valid, 
while providing a reasonably efficient mechanism. Through this approach, we hope to build a culture 
that robustly cultivates and rewards teaching effectiveness as an integral part of our shared values. 
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