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Abstract
This paper outlines the experience of evaluating the impact of educational
development in Chilean higher education drawing on the example of the
Universidad Católica de Temuco. The aim is to demonstrate the importance of a
implementing a robust and flexible evaluation and impact framework to identify the
effectiveness of education development programs.
The rationale and processes that informed the development of the evaluation and
impact framework are described and then illustrated with one example, the Faculty
Learning Communities (FLC) program. The example shows how the overall
framework is contextualised in a specific program, drawing on indicators and
outcomes to demonstrate its flexibility and robustness.
The rich evidence gathered has been used to inform the educational developers on
the effectiveness of their work, and the faculty participants on their knowledge and
practice. Just as importantly, it has informed the institution about the impact of the
programs and student engagement. The evaluation framework provides a Chilean
example informed by international best practice.
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Introduction
A developing trend in Higher Education Institutions is to seek measures of impact. This is
seen in the assessment of research, such as the extensive research assessment reviews
carried out in The UK and Australia, but is becoming apparent in educational development.
Yet there is no consensus about what constitutes quality (Harvey & Mason, 1995), or the
nature of impact (Land, 2004). However, a strong argument has been made that „impact‟
needs to be understood as „evidencing value‟ (Bamber & Stefani, 2016), integrating
measurement and experience when defining the object of evaluation and the methodology.
A related issue is the use of institutional level performance indicators of effectiveness and
impact. The significance of educational development work risks becoming invisible
because broad level indicators may not provide evidence of institutional enhancement.
Bamber and Stefani (2016) suggest the use of a situated and nuanced approach. Educational
development itself is an example of the interplay between individuals and their
environments (Knight, Tait & York, 2007; cited in Hoessler, Godden & Hoessler, 2015).
The task of measuring the effectiveness and impact of educational development has long
been recognised (Kreber & Brook, 2001; Kirkpatrick, 1998; Chalmers et al., 2012; Stes et
al., 2007), though traditional approaches to the evaluation of the diversity and flexibility of
educational development have been considered weak. Hoessler et al. (2015) have argued
for a holistic approach that embraces analyses that are messy, however, it is unlikely to
meet the corporate needs of institutional reporting.

Chilean higher education context
The Chilean Ministry of Education has provided funds to improve higher education
institutions‟ capacity to implement curricular reform. One of its main strategies was the
creation of centres with a focus on Teaching, Innovation and Technology (CINDA, 2009).
In 2007, The Universidad Católica de Temuco (UCT) became pioneer with the
establishment of the Teaching Development and Innovation Center - Centro de Desarrollo e
Inovación de la Docencia, (CeDID) (Pey & Chauriye, 2011). UCT is located in the south of
Chile and serves one of the poorest regions of Chile, including a significant Mapuche
population.
In common with the few centres that were also established at this time, CeDID‟s functions
were to support the development of the new educational curriculum model and train faculty
members in student-centred teaching strategies (Universidad Católica de Temuco, 2007).
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Rationale for developing an evaluation and impact framework
The Chilean Higher Education Presidential Advisory Committee (Reich, et al., 2011)
established a need for measurable targets. However, as a new Centre, a comprehensive
framework to evaluate the impact of these programs had yet to be established. CeDID‟s
measures used between 2007-2010 were centred on numbers of staff and students
participating, satisfaction ratings of students and staff, and other largely anecdotal sources
(Chalmers et.al., 2012; Kreber & Brooke, 2001)
The need for a robust evaluation framework for educational development programs was
recognised, but the lack of Chilean examples led CeDID to develop a framework informed
by international best practice.
By 2013, CeDID there were five Faculty Learning Communities (FLC) with the common
purpose of transforming the teaching and learning process. Each FLC used a different
approach and this diversity presented challenges to identifying meaningful ways to evaluate
impact. The traditional quantitative performance indicators were insufficiently nuanced to
capture the qualitative changes taking place.
The development of the CeDID evaluation framework began formally by the end of 2013,
building on the work of an Australian project (Chalmers et al., 2012) which had already
established the theoretical underpinnings of a framework. Over a period of four years,
CeDID extended Chalmers‟ work (Chalmers & Gardiner, 2015) to ensure that it applied to
all CeDID‟s educational development activities and disciplines (Turra & Moya, 2016).
Faculty Learning Communities (FLC)
FLCs are self-regulated groups (Cox, 2013), which build knowledge through shared
reflection (Buysee et al., 2003). They create collective work groups to improve teaching
and learning (Thompson et al., 2004).
At UCT, FLC processes start by analysing the situational factors of their courses (Fink,
2003), searching for, implementing, and evaluating new suitable teaching and learning
strategies. In collaboration with CeDID consultants, faculty members developed teaching
practices and resources and trialled these with their students.
As the implementation concludes, FLCs demonstrate their concern about evaluating the
implementation of the teaching initiatives through research, which aligns with one of the
goals of FLCs identified by Arthur (2016), such as the production of knowledge, in this
case, oriented towards the teaching and learning enhancement in university settings.
CEDID extended its educational development evaluation framework over the following
four years to ensure that it could be flexibly applied to all of its programs, and particularly
those located in the disciplines (Turra & Moya, 2016).
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CeDID’s methodology to develop its evaluation and impact framework
The flexible yet robust evaluation framework approaches the diverse needs of:





Faculty to make judgments about their teaching;
CeDID to evidence the impact of their programs;
The University to inform its attainment of its planned goals; and finally
The Ministry of Education on the effectiveness and impact of the funded programs

The CeDID Evaluation Framework drew on Guskey‟s five–level model, which identifies
where educational development programs can demonstrate impact (Chalmers & Gardiner,
2015). These are 1) Teachers‟ reaction to the development program; 2) Conceptual changes
in teachers‟ thinking; 3) Behavioural changes in the way teachers use the knowledge, skills
and techniques learners; 4) Changes in organisational culture, practices, and support and; 5)
Changes in student learning, engagement, perception, study approaches.
There are four types of quality indicators for each level. These indicators have been
designed to evaluate the effectiveness of a specific programs‟ practices and processes.
These also identify any changes or outcomes (Chalmers & Gardiner, 2015). Together, they
provide a “comprehensive picture of the quality of teaching and learning activities”
(Chalmers & Gardiner, 2015).
The different types of indicators (input, process, output, and outcome) (Chalmers, 2008)
and sources of evidence (Chalmers & Hunt, 2016) were organised into CeDID‟s evaluation
matrix. This matrix also guides data analysis and evaluation, and frame the outcomes and
mechanisms (Bamber & Stefani, 2016).
The logic and principles used to develop the overall framework have been applied to the
FLC program to demonstrate how it can be used to accommodate the specific goals and
contexts of different programs. (Contact Author 1 for full details of the CeDID evaluation
framework matrix of indicators of quality and impact).

Impact evaluation of the Faculty Learning Communities (FLC) program
The evaluation framework for the FLC identified that changes in Faculty reaction and
changes in practice were critical areas to evaluate and so finding meaningful indicators of
these was important to identify.
Change in Faculty reaction
Input, process, output, and results indicators were identified, including suitable instruments
and data that would need to be collected (see Table 1).
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Faculty Reaction

Table 1: Indicators and instruments to evaluate Faculty Reaction
INPUT

PROCESS

OUTPUT

RESULT

Number of FLCs.
Number of faculty in
FLCs.
Number of faculty
with a studentcentred approach
before course
transformation
(ATI).
Number of teachers
with SLAs before
course
transformation

Course transformation
protocol.
Analysis of course
situational factors.
Syllabi analysis.
Satisfaction in
formation process
(workshops,
certificate program).
Course transformation/
innovation
dissemination
initiatives

Number of FLCs.
Number of faculty in
FLCs.
Number of faculty
with a studentcentred approach
after course
transformation.
Number of teachers
with SLAs after
course
transformation.

Deep learning oriented
redesigned syllabi.
Faculty satisfaction in
workshop program.
Teacher satisfaction
with SLAs in
transformed courses.

The information collected in this category helps the institution and individuals understand
how faculty responds to the different transformation initiatives. The number of people
involved in learning communities serves as a general indicator for UCT authorities and
MECESUP to account for the efficient use of the resources.
Indicators such as the results from the Approaches to Teaching Inventory (ATI) and the
procedural ones contribute to the improvement of the programs (FLCs and certificate
program). As an example, to assess disposition to student focused-teaching, FLC faculty
completed the validated ATI (Trigwell & Prosser, 2004). This instrument served as a
diagnostic tool (input) that allowed CeDID‟s professionals to analyze possible difficulties.
The results showed that the teachers‟ approaches were skewed towards the Information
Transfer / Teacher-focused approach. This data was necessary for the consultants and the
teachers themselves to be aware of when approaching the course re-design process.
Working with teachers who assume students learn by “being told about things” (Boore &
Deeny, 2012, p.127) provide the consultants with courses of action that need to be
undertaken. Examples of these are the reflection of the teaching practice, analysis of beliefs
towards teaching, and mediation towards a student-centred approach to teaching.
The value of using the ATI extended beyond its initial use in informing the professional and
curriculum development programs. When re-administered, it helped consultants identify
whether there have been changes to the teaching approaches.
Change in Faculty practice
Changing teacher-centred practices to student-centred teaching has proven to be difficult to
achieve. Teachers may change their understanding to being more student-centred, however,
changing their teaching practices is not an automatic progression (Chalmers & Gardiner,
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2015). Evaluation frameworks, therefore, need to include indicators that will identify and
track changes in teaching practices (see Table 2 below).

Change in practice

Table 2: Indicators and instruments to evaluate changes in faculty practice
INPUT

PROCESS

OUTPUT

RESULT

Academic
performance survey
results for faculty
members in FLCs
before course
transformation.
Approaches to
Teaching before
course transformation
(ATI Trigwell &
Prosser, 2004).

Course transformation
Protocol.
FLC Protocol.

Academic
performance survey
results for faculty
members in FLCs
after course
transformation.
Approaches to
Teaching after course
transformation (ATI
Trigwell & Prosser,
2004).

Transfer of innovation
to other courses.
New innovation grants
of faculty involved in
course transformation
for escalation.
Presentations/
conferences sent by
faculty in FLCs about
pedagogical
innovation.

The Academic Performance survey is an instrument applied to students at the end of every
semester and has a focus on faculty performance. Although this is students‟ perception, it is
an indicative record of past teaching performance and provides a general sense of common
teaching, before and after course transformation. Similarly, the ATI results show whether
faculty implement student-centred learning strategies.
The indicators target the dissemination of the innovation through academic work and how
the current programs impact on courses outside the scope of FLCs. Faculty Learning
Communities have been a critical educational development strategy for building faculty
teaching capacity and curriculum transformation at UCT. The monitoring of these
indicators has allowed the identification of an incipient FLC practice cycle. In this
sequence, the results obtained by the first FLCs have been instrumental in generating
interest in other teacher groups. Also, experienced FLCs have obtained access to
institutional funding, thus facilitating the permanence and scaling of the initiatives.

Conclusion
In this paper, we have described the rationale and processes of developing an evaluation
and impact framework on the effectiveness of education development programs that inform
participants, institutions and the sector, contextualised in one Chilean university and
illustrated using one example of a complex educational development program. The example
shows how the overall evaluation framework can be flexibly and robustly contextualised
through identifying specific indicators and outcomes.

References
Arthur, L. (2016). Communities of practice in higher education: professional learning in an
academic career. International Journal for Academic Development, 21(3), 230-241.

370

Moya, B, Turra, H.;Chalmers, D.

Bamber, V., & Anderson, S. (2012). Evaluating learning and teaching: institutional needs
and individual practices. International Journal for Academic Development. 17(1), 5-18.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1360144X.2011.586459
Bamber, V., & Stefani, L. (2016). Taking up the challenge of evidencing value in
educational development: from theory to practice. International Journal for Academic
Development. 21(3), 242-254. https://doi.org/10.1080/1360144X.2015.1100112
Boore, J. & Deeny, P. (2012). Nursing education: Planning and delivering the curriculum
(1st ed.). Los Angeles: Sage.
Buysee, V., Sparkman, K., & Wesley, P. (2003). Communities of practice: connecting what
we know with what we do. Exceptional children. 69(3). 263-277. Retrieved from
http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/001440290306900301
Centro de Desarrollo e Innovación de la Docencia. (2012). Proyecto FIAC1101. Retrieved
October 3, 2017, from
http://www.CeDID.uct.cl/img/info8/resumen%20fiac1101_3_20140830215352.pdf
Centro de Desarrollo de Innovación de la Docencia. (2014). Proyecto PM UCT1402.
Retrieved October 3, 2017, from
http://www.CeDID.uct.cl/img/info8/resumen_pm1402_(1)_1_20150611145055.pdf
CINDA, (2009). Diseño curricular basado en competencias y aseguramiento de la calidad
en la educación superior. Retrieved from https://www.cinda.cl/download/libros/39.pdf
Chalmers, D. (2008). Indicators of university teaching and learning quality. ALTC:
Sydney. http://www.catl.uwa.edu.au/publications/national-tqi/reports.
Chalmers, D., Stoney, S., Goody, A., Goerke, V. & Gardiner, D. (2012). Identification and
implementation of indicators and measures of effectiveness of teaching preparation
programs for academics in higher education (Ref: SP10-1840). Final Report.
http://www.olt.gov.au/
Chalmers, D.& Gardiner, D. (2015). The measurement and impact of university teacher
training programs. Educar, (1)51, 1-28. http://dx.doi.org/10.5565/rev/educar.655.
Chalmers D., & Hunt, L. (2016). Evaluating teaching. HERSDA Review of Higher
Education, 3, 25-55. http://herdsa.org.au/herdsa-review-higher-education-vol-3/25-55
Cox, M. (2013). The impact of communities of practice in support of early-career
academics. International Journal for Academic Development. 18(1), 18-30.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1360144X.2011.599600
Fink, D. (2003). Creating Significant Learning Experiences: An Integrated Approach to
Designing College Courses. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Harvey, L., and Mason, S. (1995), The Role of Professional Bodies in Higher Education
Quality Monitoring. Birmingham, QHE.
Hoessler, C., Godden, L. & Hoessler, B. (2015). Widening our evaluative lenses of formal,
facilitated, and spontaneous academic development. International Journal for Academic
Development, 20(3). 224-207. doi: 10.1080/1360144X.2015.1048515.
Kirkpatrick, D. L. (1998). Evaluating training programs: The four levels (2nd ed.). San
Francisco, CA: Berrett-Koehler

371

A framework for the evaluation of educational development programs in Chile

Kreber, C. & Brook, P. (2001). Impact evaluation of educational development programmes.
International Journal for Academic Development, 6(2), 96–108.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13601440110090749
Land, R. (2004). Educational development: discourse, identity and practice. McGraw-Hill
Education.
Ministerio de Educación de Chile. (2007). Resolución exenta n 01454. Retrieved on
September 13th 2017 from
http://www.mecesup.cl/usuarios/MECESUP/File/anteriores/2006/REX_1454_adjudicaF
IAC2006.pdf.
Pey, R, & Chauriye, S. (2011). El proceso de innovación curricular de las universidades
del consejo de rectores. Retrieved on September 13th 2017 from http://sctchile.consejoderectores.cl/documentos_WEB/Innovacion_Curricular/1.Innovacion_Aca
demica.pdf
Reich, R., Machuca, F., López, D., Prieto, J., Music, J., Rodríguez-Ponce, E, & Yutronic, J.
(2011). Bases y desafíos de la aplicación de convenios de desempeño en la educación
superior de Chile. Ingeniare. 19(1). 8-18. http://dx.doi.org/10.4067/S071850062016000300009
Stes, A., Clement, M. & Van Petegem, P. (2007). The effectiveness of a faculty training
programme: Long-term and institutional impact. International Journal for Academic
Development, 12(2), 99–109. Retrieved from
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/13601440701604898
Thompson, S., Gregg, L, & Niska, J. (2004). Professional learning communities,
leadership, and student learning. Research in Middle Level Education. 28(1). 1-15.
Retrieved from https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ807417.pdf
Trigwell, K., & Prosser, M. (2004). Development and Use of the Approaches to Teaching
Inventory. Educational Psychology Review, 16(4), 409-424. doi:10.1007/s10648-0040007-9
Turra, H. & Moya, B. (2016). Evaluación de impacto de innovaciones pedagógicas en la
formación de ingenieros. Paper presented at Congreso Sociedad Chilena de Educación
en Ingeniería, Pucón, Chile.
Universidad Católica de Temuco. (2007). Modelo educativo UC Temuco. Retrieved on
September 13th 2017 from https://uct.cl/archivos/modeloeducativo.pdf
Veneros, D. (2012). Unidades de mejoramiento docente logros y desafíos. Retrieved on
September 13th 2017 from
http://www.mecesup.cl/usuarios/MECESUP/File/2012/seminarios/denise/2Presentacion
DianaVeneros__SeminarioDeniseChalmers_3-9-12.pdf.
Wenger, E., McDermott, R. A., & Snyder, W. (2010).Cultivating communities of practice:
a guide to managing knowledge. Boston, MA: Harvard Business School Press.

372

