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Professional	
  development	
  workshops	
  like	
  the	
  the	
  Physics	
  and	
  Astronomy	
  New	
  Faculty	
  Workshop	
  (NFW)	
  serve	
  a	
  criAcal	
  role	
  within	
  our	
  community	
  and	
  are	
  commonly	
  used	
  to	
  promote	
  the	
  
adopAon	
  and	
  adapAon	
  of	
  research-­‐based	
  instrucAonal	
  strategies.	
  AQer	
  aRending	
  the	
  NFW,	
  faculty	
  are	
  oQen	
  moAvated	
  to	
  modify	
  and	
  adapt	
  these	
  strategies	
  within	
  their	
  classrooms,	
  but	
  
may	
   be	
   underprepared	
   to	
   do	
   so	
   in	
   ways	
   likely	
   to	
   achieve	
   the	
   posiAve	
   student	
   outcomes	
   the	
   designers	
   were	
   able	
   to	
   foster	
   [1].	
   We	
   study	
   the	
   NFW	
   using	
   a	
   real-­‐Ame	
   professional	
  
development	
  observaAon	
  tool	
  and	
  case	
  study	
  analysis.	
  We	
  show	
  how	
  the	
  tool	
  allows	
  workshop	
  leaders	
  to	
  assess	
  the	
  prevalence	
  of	
  lecture	
  and	
  what	
  goals	
  could	
  plausibly	
  be	
  met	
  through	
  
their	
  workshop	
  design.	
  We	
  also	
  analyze	
  faculty	
  engaging	
  in	
  a	
  task	
  as	
  physics	
  students,	
  and	
  find	
  that	
  their	
  interacAons	
  poorly	
  represent	
  what	
  we	
  would	
  like	
  them	
  to	
  foster	
  in	
  their	
  own	
  
classrooms.	
  This	
  suggests	
  that	
  if	
  faculty	
  are	
  to	
  learn	
  to	
  beRer	
  facilitate	
  group	
  work	
  based	
  on	
  these	
  experiences,	
  which	
  we	
  consider	
  a	
  worthwhile	
  goal,	
  guided	
  reflecAon	
  may	
  be	
  necessary.	
  
	
  
	
  

We	
  use	
  R-­‐PDOT	
  data	
  to	
  select	
  a	
  9-­‐minute	
  
period	
   of	
   small	
   group	
   discussion,	
   during	
  
which	
  Ame	
  faculty	
  act	
  as	
  physics	
  students	
  
(WL	
  simula*ng	
  IS),	
  to	
  analyze	
  in	
  detail.	
  As	
  
the	
  episode	
  begins,	
  faculty	
  are	
  instructed	
  
to	
  quickly	
  draw	
  a	
  7	
   x	
  7	
   grid	
  of	
  points	
  on	
  
the	
   whiteboard,	
   spaced	
   approximately	
   2	
  
inches	
  apart.	
  
	
  

A	
  case	
  study	
  of	
  faculty	
  doing	
  school	
  

Maggie	
   and	
   Ted	
   take	
   up	
  
compeAng	
   aspects	
   of	
   the	
  
instrucAons,	
   accuracy	
  
versus	
  speed.	
  They	
  do	
  not	
  
offer	
   any	
   jusAficaAon	
   for	
  
their	
  arguments	
  and	
  treat	
  
the	
   whiteboard	
   as	
   a	
  
contested	
   territory,	
   both	
  
of	
   which	
   are	
   markers	
   of	
  
low	
  coordinaAon	
  in	
  group	
  
work	
  [5].	
  

Ted’s	
   above	
   behaviors	
  
towards	
   the	
   workshop	
  
leader	
   suggest	
   he	
   is	
   “doing	
  
school”:	
   trying	
   to	
   appease	
  
an	
   authority	
   and	
   to	
   set	
  
himself	
  apart	
  from	
  his	
  peers	
  
[6].	
   At	
   leQ,	
   Ted	
   pursues	
   his	
  
own	
   ideas	
   as	
   the	
   task	
  
becomes	
  more	
  challenging.	
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The	
  Real-­‐Ame	
  Professional	
  Development	
  ObservaAon	
  Tool	
  (R-­‐PDOT)	
  will	
  allow	
  an	
  observer	
  to	
  
collect	
  non-­‐evaluaAve,	
  quanAtaAve	
  data	
  about	
  what	
   faculty	
  parAcipants	
  experience	
  during	
  
these	
   workshops.	
   Its	
   purpose	
   is	
   to	
   support	
   criAcal	
   reflecAon	
   on	
   workshop	
   design	
   and	
  
implementaAon.	
  An	
  observer	
  can	
  simultaneously	
  record	
  two	
  aspects	
  of	
  workshop	
  sessions—
the	
  ways	
  in	
  which	
  faculty	
  parAcipants	
  are	
  engaged	
  (top)	
  and	
  the	
  focus	
  of	
  their	
  engagement	
  
(boRom)—using	
   two	
   sets	
   of	
   codes.	
   The	
   first	
   set	
   is	
   modeled	
   aQer	
   exisAng	
   classroom	
  
observaAon	
   tools	
   [2-­‐3];	
   the	
   second	
   draws	
   from	
   promising	
   professional	
   development	
  
pracAces	
  reported	
  in	
  the	
  K-­‐12	
  literature	
  [4]	
  and	
  our	
  prior	
  observaAons.	
  	
  

While	
  Session	
  A	
   is	
  primarily	
  driven	
  by	
   faculty’s	
  quesAons	
  and	
  Session	
  B	
   is	
  more	
  planned,	
  a	
  
workshop	
   leader	
   disseminates	
   ideas	
   for	
   the	
   majority	
   of	
   both.	
   Session	
   A	
   is	
   focused	
   on	
  
awareness	
   of	
   instrucAonal	
   strategies	
   and	
   past	
   experiences,	
   parAcularly	
   those	
   of	
   the	
  
workshop	
   leader.	
   This	
   session	
  might	
  moAvate	
   faculty	
   to	
   try	
   new	
   teaching	
   strategies	
   if	
   the	
  
workshop	
   leader’s	
   message	
   aligns	
   well	
   with	
   faculty’s	
   prior	
   experiences	
   and	
   concerns.	
   In	
  
Session	
  B,	
  about	
  half	
  the	
  Ame	
  is	
  spent	
  with	
  the	
  workshop	
  leader	
  modeling	
  and	
  criAquing	
  the	
  
implementaAon	
  of	
   instrucAonal	
   strategies.	
  This	
   session	
  may	
  help	
   faculty	
   to	
   reflect	
  on	
   their	
  
own	
  instrucAon	
  and	
  envision	
  strategy	
  implementaAon	
  in	
  more	
  concrete	
  ways.	
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Session	
  B	
  

The	
  Real-­‐>me	
  Professional	
  Development	
  
Observa>on	
  Tool	
  (R-­‐PDOT)	
  

Session	
  A	
  

Before	
  we	
  draw,	
  why	
  don’t	
  
we	
  actually	
  measure	
  it?	
  

Pseudo-­‐student	
  experiences	
  could	
  act	
  as	
  a	
  mechanism	
  by	
  which	
  faculty	
  improve	
  
their	
   understanding	
   of	
   how	
   to	
   facilitate	
   group	
   work,	
   a	
   central	
   component	
   of	
  
acAve	
   learning.	
   Our	
   data	
   reveal	
   that	
   this	
   is	
   not	
   guaranteed:	
   these	
   faculty	
  
struggle	
   to	
   collaborate	
   and	
  would	
   likely	
   need	
   addiAonal	
   guidance	
   to	
   learn	
   to	
  
guide	
  students	
  well	
  through	
  similar	
  acAviAes.	
  While	
  more	
  work	
  is	
  sAll	
  needed	
  to	
  
understand	
  how	
   this	
  and	
  other	
  professional	
  development	
  pracAces	
   contribute	
  
to	
   faculty’s	
   learning	
   about	
   teaching,	
   this	
   kind	
   of	
   analysis	
   paired	
   with	
   R-­‐PDOT	
  
data	
   lends	
   acAonable	
   insight	
   into	
   how	
   to	
   improve	
   the	
   design	
   of	
   professional	
  
development	
  workshops.	
  

As	
  faculty	
  debate	
  between	
  
accuracy	
  and	
  speed,	
  the	
  

workshop	
  leader	
  walks	
  over	
  
and	
  effec*vely	
  discards	
  

Maggie’s	
  approach,	
  quickly	
  
drawing	
  dots	
  on	
  their	
  

whiteboard.	
  Ted	
  vies	
  for	
  the	
  
workshop	
  leader’s	
  approval,	
  
claiming	
  “That’s	
  what	
  I	
  was	
  
gonna	
  do	
  un*l…	
  (poin*ng	
  

towards	
  his	
  group)”,	
  but	
  gets	
  
no	
  response.	
  

Ted	
  

Maggie	
  

What’s	
  the	
  focus?	
  

But	
  I	
  mean	
  
approximately	
  
two	
  inches…	
  

How	
  are	
  faculty	
  engaged?	
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? ?
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  was	
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Later	
  on,	
  Ted	
  writes	
  equa*ons	
  as	
  others	
  watch.	
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