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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

Keywords: This is the proposal for the design of a workshop focused on the
Faculty Development, evaluation of the impact and effectiveness of Faculty Development
Workshop, (FD). The intended audience primarily includes university faculty
Evaluation, members. The workshop draws upon key evaluation models widely
Impact, cited in the literature. Participants would be guided through
Effectiveness interactive, collaborative activities designed to facilitate sharing of

experiences, the co-construction of evaluative indicators and tools,
and the development of a shared framework around core concepts
such as effective teaching, effective learning, and consequently,
effective FD. The bottom-up approach should valorize diverse
perspectives, while fostering a culture of evaluation that is
participatory, systemic, critical, contextualized, and oriented toward
continuous improvement. This workshop pursues the dual objective
of raising awareness regarding the meanings of evaluation in FD
processes and fostering the value of a dedicated Community of
Practice. The workshop methodology would incorporate active and
participatory learning strategies, and tools to enhance engagement.

1. Introduction

In recent decades, the identification of strategies and actions to promote high-quality higher
education systems has been recognized as playing a central role in fostering cultural, economic,
and social development (Giovannini & Rosa, 2014; Felisatti, 2020). At the same time, it has
become essential for faculty members — faculties, academic institutions and organizations,
schools and universities, students, etc. — to develop competences (Felisatti & Perla, 2023; van
Dijk et al.,, 2020) suited to effectively contributing to and adapting to “the ongoing
transformations in socio-economic challenges and needs, from the local to the global level,
while pursuing high standards of educational and instructional quality” (Marci, 2025, p. 76).

An effective strategy to address these needs is the decision to invest in training programs aimed
at faculty members — mostly directed toward faculties — which corresponds to the decision to
design, plan, organize, and deliver Faculty Development (FD) programs (Marci, 2025; Marci
& Modugno, 2025; Silva, 2022; Sorcinelli, 2020a; Steinert, 2010a; Stes et al., 2010), through
actions aimed at developing professional and transversal competences (or soft skills) among
participants (Silva, 2022; Steinert, 2010b), with the support of professional centres dedicated
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to this purpose — the Teaching and Learning Centres (TLCs) or Centres for Teaching and
Learning (CTLs) (Lotti et al., 2022) — and the professionals working there, such as faculty or
educational developers and instructional designers (Marci, 2025; Masini et al., 2023).

Taking into account the importance and value of FD programs, whose recognition has been
increasing over the years, the definition of models and methods for assessing their effectiveness
and impact remains, and is becoming increasingly, complex (Stes et al., 2010; 2013; Stes &
Hoekstra, 2015). In fact, evaluating or verifying the effectiveness and impact of FD represents
a growing need, yet at the same time a complex challenge, still due to the ongoing
transformations affecting academic institutions, the heterogeneity of the needs of faculties,
students, and the variety of national and international approaches and contexts present
worldwide (Giovannini & Rosa, 2014; Marci, 2025; Silva, 2022; Steinert, 2010a; Stes et al.,
2010). Consequently, there is an increasingly evident need to adopt an evaluation approach
capable of flexibly adapting to the particularities and specificities of each context and training
need, as well as to the corresponding organizational and personal requirements that each
contextual reality entails (Patton, 2016; Silva, 2022). Therefore, a multi-perspective,
multidimensional, holistic, and flexible evaluation is required—one that involves the active
and conscious participation not only of those who must assess the effectiveness or impact of
FD, but also of its intended recipients (faculties, students, etc.) (Bandiera et al., 2005; Guskey,
2000; Lampugnani, 2020; Patton, 1994; 2011; 2016; Silva, 2022; Tomei, 2016).

For this reason, the usefulness and necessity of the workshop presented here—through the
description of its design proposal—may be acknowledged. The proposal of a workshop on the
evaluation of the impact and effectiveness of FD (Gomley, 2021; Persellin & Goodrick, 2010),
involving not only faculties but also—potentially—all stakeholders who may have an interest
in understanding and recognizing the possible “immediate” outcomes and the long-term
changes (impacts) that training programs can contribute to generating, appears to be significant.
It stems from the intention to bring everyone closer not only to the “evaluation logic,” but
above all to the process and meaning of FD evaluation, in order to understand not only its
educational importance but also to increase awareness of the value of their active and conscious
participation, thereby promoting the multi-perspective vision that is needed (Patton, 2016;
Silva, 2022). Therefore, this proposal derives from the experience of certain FD initiatives that
lead participants to ask themselves, for example:a) “what was the real impact of this FD
program or activity for me?”; b) “what kind of skills or competencies have I developed or
acquired?”; c) “what kind of impact I had on my students thanks to FD? And how I know I
have actually achieved that?”.

Indeed, in many FD programs, it often happens that participants are administered only an end-
of-program satisfaction or appreciation questionnaire (Stes et al., 2010), without adequately
explaining its purpose and value (Steinert et al., 2012), thereby making the quality of the
evaluation less effective, authentic, or understood (Silva, 2022). Furthermore, it is well known
that, in order to understand the effectiveness—and, even more importantly, the impacts—of
FD, the sole administration of a questionnaire investigating the immediate reaction
(Kirkpatrick, 1979) to the program is not sufficient, as there are different “levels” and
instruments available (Guskey, 2002; Patton, 2016; Silva, 2022; Steinert et al., 2012).
Consequently, the design of this workshop aims to help participants (maybe, predominantly
faculties) reflect upon and attempt to answer questions such as: a) “what really changes after
a FD program?”; b) “how is it possible to evaluate this change?”; and c¢) “why it is important
to evaluate what changes?”.
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Thus, beyond contibuting to the theoretical debate on FD evaluation, the proposed workshop
is intended to generate concrete strategies and transferable tools that participants could
implement within their institutions, courses or institutional TCLs (or CTLs).

2. Theoretical Framework

2.1. Faculty Development

Eble and McKeachie (1985), as cited in Sorcinelli (2020b), argue that Faculty Development is
a term that refers to “a wide range of activities designed to support faculty performance in all
aspects of their professional lives — as teachers, scholars, advisors, academic leaders, and
institutional citizens.” As suggested by the various denominations and different meanings that
this term encompasses—e.g., “Academic Development,” “Educational Development”
(Sorcinelli, 2020a), or “Professional Development” (Guskey, 2000; 2002)—the recipients of
these training initiatives should not be considered as exclusively limited to faculties, although
they are the primary direct beneficiaries; rather, as previously mentioned, they potentially
address all faculty members (Silva, 2022).

As highlighted by Sorcinelli and colleagues (2006), Faculty Development — originating in the
early ‘60s of the previous century— has gone through “six ages”:

1. “Age of Scholar”, at the start of ‘60s, where FD “referred primarily to practices for
improving and advancing scholarly competence in one’s discipline. Content
mastery was seen as key to good teaching, the benefits of professional development
were assumed and not measured, and few universities had formal programs”
(Sorcinelli, 2020b, p. 20);

2. “Age of Teacher”, in the ‘70s, when emerged that “faculties should not only be
prepared in their disciplines, but also better able to teach” (Sorcinelli, 2020b, p. 20).
For this reason, the first Teaching and Learning Centres began to be established;

3. “Age of Developer”, in the ‘80s, when training programs began to be valued and
recognized also through the allocation of funds by institutions, and interest grew in
measuring and assessing the learning outcomes and changes that these programs
brought to participants both directly and indirectly (e.g. for their students)
(Sorcinelli et al. 2006; 2020b);

4. “Age of the Learner”, in the ‘90s, when a true paradigm shift occurred, whereby
teaching needed to be student-centred in order to be effective (Sorcinelli, 2020b).
Thanks also to the advent of educational technologies, FD programs began to
diversify and to address the need for “holistic” training. Interest in effective
teaching practices was increasing (Sorcinelli, 2020b);

5. “Age of the Network”, in 2000s, when we saw the “expansion of instructional
technologies, interest in assessment, and diversity and inclusion. There also was
renewed interest in how Faculty Development fits with institutional priorities,
resource allocations, and reward structures” (Sorcinelli, 2020b, p. 21). In addition,
the importance emerged of creating an international network to share and enhance
good practices and effective FD programs (Sorcinelli, 2020b);

6. In the end, Sorcinelli and colleagues (2020a) attribute to the 2010s and beyond the
“Age of Evidence,” in which the aim is to provide FD programs capable of
addressing institutional and academic challenges, as well as those of the labour
market, which require faculty members to possess increasingly solid and specific
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competences suited to meeting the heterogeneous needs arising from political,
academic, and social contexts (Sorcinelli, 2020b). This era foresees and requires the
expansion of “online learning (MOOCS), data/learning analytics, skill-based
learning [...] and alternative providers of education [...] and pressure for access
and metrics impact” (Sorcinelli, 2020b, p. 21).

From what has been stated, it can therefore be assumed that Faculty Development refers to

all actions—formal and informal, individual and collective—designed and
implemented to have a beneficial impact on each university, fostering the
development of competences not only of a disciplinary nature, but also relevant to
every aspect of the personal and professional life of faculty members and of the
stakeholders who directly or indirectly benefit from their outcomes (Marci, 2025,
p. 76)

In this sense, thanks to the development of Teaching and Learning Centres (or Centres for
Teaching and Learning), over time there has been an increase in the variety of types of
programs, actions, formats, and forms of Faculty Development (Marci, 2025; Silva, 2022), for
which Steinert (2010a) outlines a framework of approaches according to the context or type of
learning and program (individual or group) and according to the formal or informal nature of
the proposed activities (Steinert, 2010a). As the author (2010), as cited in Lampugnani (2020),
points out, it is possible to classify such programs into: a) formal-individual activities (e.g.,
online learning, Peer Coaching, Peer and student feedback); b) formal-group activities (e.g.,
workshop and seminars, fellowships and longitudinal programs); c) informal-individual
activities (e.g., Reflective on Experience, Learning by observing and by doing); d) informal-
group activities (e.g., Work-Based Learning and Community of Practice). In the end, there is
Mentorship, which can be individual, group-based, formal, or informal (Lampugnani, 2020;
Steinert, 2010a).

Many documents and studies (ESG, 2015; EUA, 2015; EHEA, 2018; Felisatti & Perla, 2023;
van Dijk et al., 2020) acknowledge the need for effective FD programs, aimed at the holistic
development of the competences of faculties, and which indirectly also have significant effects
on the development of students’ competences and learning, as well as on the academic
institution in its broadest sense (Silva, 2022). Among the competences promoted by FD are
those more specifically related to teaching, design, and evaluation; management and
leadership; digital and communication skills; reflective competences (Schon, 1983); social and
problem-solving skills, with the aim of fostering personal and professional empowerment
(Marci, 2025; Silva, 2022) and of embracing change (Kunnari, 2018) that accompanies the
ongoing evolution of Higher Education (Marci, 2025).

2.2. Evaluation of Faculty Development

As previously mentioned, FD programs and activities aim to improve university teaching
quality by developing both teaching and soft skills, and thus enhance students’ learning
experiences, making them active and meaningful (Stes et al., 2010; 2013). For this reason, the
evaluation of impact and effectiveness of FD is necessary for understanding the real effects
and changes in teaching and learning (Silva, 2022; Stes et al., 2010; 2013; 2015). In accordance
with Illie and colleagues (2020), the evaluation of FD is useful for measuring its effectiveness,
identifying strengths and areas for improvement, guiding universities’ future strategic
decisions, and ensuring that investments in training are productive. Thanks to this and other
studies (Bandiera et al., 2005; Guskey, 2000; Kreber & Brook, 2001; Steinert, 2010a; Stes et
al., 2010), regarding the outcomes of FD, we know that they concern the increase in the
perception of teaching effectiveness, the positive change in teaching practices, the increase in
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student engagement, and the resulting institutional impact, which improves the quality of
higher education organizations. Factors contributing to the effectiveness of FD (Illie et al.,
2020) include, for example: medium- to long-term pathways with ongoing support,
interdisciplinary training, the use of active and participatory teaching and training methods,
and formative evaluation using feedback.

When speaking about FD evaluation, it is necessary to clarify that when referring to
“effectiveness” one generally means the achievement of FD objectives and the identification
of strengths and weaknesses (Tomei, 2016) in order to achieve continuous improvement and
innovation, and to redesign activities in an equally effective way (Patton, 2011; 2016). When
referring to “impact,” instead, the intention is to investigate and evaluate the long-term effects
and changes (Tomei, 2016) that FD can contribute to generating on direct recipients (faculties)
and indirect recipients (students) (Patton, 2011; 2016; Stes et al., 2010).

Among the main reference models for FD evaluation, that of D.L. Kirkpatrick (1979) is the
most widely adopted for the analysis of impact and effectiveness, and is structured in four
levels: a) reaction, i.e., the immediate satisfaction or appreciation by participants; b) learning,
i.e., participants’ learning, which entails changes in their knowledge, abilities, and skills; c)
behaviour change, i.e., the transformation and application of what has been learned into
competences, thus a genuine transfer of learning; and d) results, i.e., the impact on the
organization’s broader objectives and on students’ learning outcomes. An interesting
adaptation of Kirkpatrick’s (1979) model is that developed by Stes and colleagues (2010), that
identify the following levels, omitting participants’ reaction: a) “Change within teachers,”
which broadens the concept of “teachers’ learning” to include attitudes, conceptions,
knowledge, teaching philosophy statements, and skills; b) “Behavioural change,” which covers
all aspects of the transfer of learning in terms of the development and acquisition of
competences; c¢) “Institutional impact,” which refers also to the increase in networking, and
thus the development of Communities of Practice (Wenger, 1998), as well as the expansion of
the educational offer of the TLCs; and d) “Change within students,” which includes students’
perception of teaching, the quality of their learning, their approach to study, and their learning
outcomes. Among the possible tools to assess these levels, there are various types (quantitative
and qualitative): e.g., questionnaires, interviews, focus group, reflective journals, reflective
practices, peer observation, etc., aimed at both direct and indirect participants (Stes et al., 2010;
2013; 2015).

However, despite further and ongoing adaptations and developments of the model by various
authors—e.g., Guskey (2000; 2002), who adds a level dedicated to the support provided by the
institution and by the institutional or professional context in which FD takes place, as well as
the study by Kreber & Brook (2001)—difficulties in reconstructing causal links between
training, teaching change, and learning outcomes remain significant (Giovannini & Rosa,
2014). This reveals the need for systemic, multidimensional, multi-perspective, contextualized,
and transformative evaluation approaches, capable of capturing the complexity of training
programs and the realities in which they are embedded. In this direction lies the rationale of
development evaluation (Silva, 2022), with essential elements of the Developmental
Evaluation (DE) approach (Patton, 1994; 2016), understood as a critical-reflective and
transformative approach to evaluation, whose purpose is to foster continuous learning and
innovation applicable in educational contexts (Patton, 2011; Silva, 2022). DE is characterized
by its methodological flexibility, the integration of quantitative and qualitative tools and data,
and the adoption of a cyclical model that combines shared design and evaluation,
experimentation, data analysis, and redesign of interventions, with a view to continuous
improvement and innovation (Patton, 2011; Silva, 2022). This approach assigns a central role
to the co-participation of actors (faculties, trainers, evaluators, and, if possible, students) and
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values the role of the evaluator as a facilitator of change and promoter of reflective processes,
rather than as a judge (Silva, 2022). The rationale is that of generative learning, based on
recurring evaluative questions (“What?”, “So what?”, “Now what?”’) that guide evaluation over
time. In this sense, DE operates at the intersection of two transformative dynamics: the “top-
down” transfer of good practices and the “bottom-up” generation of contextual knowledge and
innovation (Tomei, 2016). These dynamics are understood as mechanisms of change that
evaluation must accompany and nurture (Patton, 2011). The key principles of the approach
include: development purpose, methodological rigour, utilization and process orientation,
attention to complexity, systems thinking, co-creation, and timely feedback (Patton, 1994;
2016).

2.3. The Workshop as Faculty Development Tool

The workshop falls within the category of formal-group FD activities (Steinert, 2010a) and is
identified as one of the most effective methodologies, as it enables participants not only to
acquire knowledge and competences from trainers or peers (Steinert et al., 2008b), but also to
actively construct new knowledge and develop concrete tools or artefacts, following a
laboratory-based approach (Lotti, 2023; Steinert, 2010b). Therefore, as Steinert (2010b) states,
“workshops are popular because of their inherent flexibility and promotion of active learning.
Of varying duration, they are commonly used to promote skill acquisition or help teachers to
prepare for curricular change. Although transfer to the workplace is sometimes challenging,
they can also help to develop expertise in curricular design and innovation” (p. 75).

It is a method that favours Cooperative Learning (Lotti, 2023; Steinert, 2010a) and involves
several phases, some of which may be repeated depending on the objectives: mutual
introduction among participants and the trainer; presentation of the learning objectives;
creation of an inclusive, well-organized, and collaborative learning environment with a setting
adapted to the training and organizational needs; encouragement of active participation, critical
reflection, and learning from experience; and, finally, the possibility to give and request
feedback (Lotti, 2023).

The workshop is considered a methodological tool suitable for addressing various topics related
to FD (Steinert et al, 2008a); indeed, it is used in many training activities and programs
(Bandiera et al., 2005; Lotti, 2023; Persellin & Goodrick, 2010; Rust, 1998; Steinert et al.,
2003; 2008a; 2008b; Tricio et al., 2018; Zenni et al., 2021), covering different themes such as
instructional design, learning assessment, teaching skills, feedback, participatory teaching,
public speaking, teaching methodologies and pedagogical strategies, inclusion, well-being, etc.
(Silva, 2022).

Regarding typology, in their research, Sufi and colleagues (2018) distinguish different types of
workshop depending on their specific use and objectives: a) “Exploratory workshops,” where
“ideas are analysed to better understand a topic and its associated problems, current solutions
and future challenges, [...] identifying what actions are needed to move a particular topic
forward or getting expert advice from and into different communities” (p. 2); b) “Learning
workshops,” where “a particular set, application, or technique is taught. The expected outcome
is increased knowledge, competence, or confidence in a particular area. [...] they typically
include practical exercises to apply knowledge gained” (p. 2); and c) “Creating workshops,”
that “bring together individuals with a common interest to solve particular problems by
collectively building something. They can include multidisciplinary teams in which problem
holders guide the creative process” (p. 2).

184



European Journal of Teaching and Education, 7(4): 179-193, 2025

3. A Workshop on Evaluating the Effectiveness and Impact of FD

In accordance with the theoretical framework outlined above, the rationale for proposing a
learning, exploring, and creating workshop (Sufi et al., 2018) on the impact and effectiveness
evaluation of FD should be evident from a methodological standpoint. The choice of this
specific topic responds to the challenges related to FD evaluation described in the previous
paragraphs, although, at a deeper level, the overall aim would be to transform FD evaluation
from a “challenge” into a real “learning opportunity” for every faculty members. This through
the promotion of a participatory and reflective culture of evaluation (Patton, 2011; Schon,
1983; Silva, 2022).

Therefore, the main objectives — but also, in someway, the learning outcomes — of this kind of
workshop should be:

1. exploring and comparing key models for evaluating FD impact and effectiveness;

2. reflecting critically on the concepts of FD effectiveness and impact in relation to
teaching and learning;

3. 1identifying effective tools, methods and approaches for FD evaluation;
4. understanding the value of one’s own participation in FD evaluation;

5. co-designing evaluation indicators and tools suited to the context and goals, and
building a shared framework on them;

6. developing a Community of Practice (Wenger, 1998) as a real Faculty Learning
Community (Lotti, 2021b).

Regarding the objectives and the timing when it could be proposed, it can be offered both as a
pre-FD activity, to prepare participants for a specific FD program focused on the evaluation of
effectiveness and impact that may be required by the trainers; as well as a post-FD activity, to
reflect on a certain FD experience; but also as a stand-alone FD activity.

With reference to the target audience, this workshop can be proposed to faculties, but
potentially also to faculty developers and instructional designers, TLCs (or CTLs)
coordinators, students, etc. The ideal number would be approximately 1620 participants, so
as to make the planned activities more effective, less dispersive, or not sufficiently productive.
It is necessary that the workshop be set up in a suitable setting for the objectives and planned
activities (e.g., spacious room, round tables, movable chairs) (Lotti, 2023; Steinert, 2010a).
The use of handouts, posters, markers, and pens or pencils, instant polling tools (e.g., Wooclap
or Mentimeter), digital boards, Metaplan (e.g., post-it) (Bonaiuti, 2014), personal or workshop-
provided laptops (e.g., trainers expert in the topic), and a video projector for slides is foreseen.

About the specific timing, the workshop should be organized in two parts, held in two different
days (e.g. first in a week and the second one in the week after). The first session should last 6/7
hours (depending on group size); the second session should last 4 hours.

Regarding the general methodology, that is, the characteristics and individual activities with
which the workshop should be conducted, there are specific design, training, and pedagogical-
didactic elements chosen in particular. Specifically, first of all, a bottom-up approach (e.g.,
using Brainstorming) (Bonaiuti, 2014) should be employed, alternating with a top-down
approach (Patton, 2011; Tomei, 2016), so as to give participants the opportunity to explore
their own beliefs or knowledge about the different aspects of FD evaluation and to integrate or
“correct” them through mini-lectures that will be provided by the trainers following each
participatory activity (Lotti, 2021a; Lotti, 2023). These “mini-lectures” should, however, be
supported by multimedia and multimodal tools, so as not to “fall into the risk” of conducting a
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purely frontal lecture and to avoid hindering active learning by the participants (Bonaiuti, 2014;
Lotti, 2023). Indeed, another essential element is the recursive presence of guided discussion
moments (Bonaiuti, 2014) and reflective moments at individual, pair, and small group levels,
so as to stimulate reflection not only after the experience but also during the experience itself
(Bonaiuti, 2014; Lotti, 2023; Schon, 1983; Steinert, 2010b). As can be deduced, the didactic
and training architecture (Bonaiuti, 2014) most commonly used in this workshop should be the
“cooperative” one, that is, privileging activities and strategies of Cooperative Learning
(Bonaiuti, 2014), as will be seen in the methodological choices made to propose this type of
workshop.

In the end, as will be illustrated, participants should be given the opportunity to analyze
scenarios or case studies and to experience “Backward Design or Planning” (Lotti, 2021a, pp.
39-41).

3.1. First and Second Session of the Workshop

The objective of the next two paragraphs is to explicate the specific didactic and training
methodologies and strategies, active and participatory, considered potentially effective for a
workshop on this specific topic, along with their respective purposes. The activities will be
divided into first and second session of the workshop, as follows.

The first session, should consist of:

1. areciprocal introduction, activation and ice-breaking strategies. Specifically, it
should be used PAMOR methodology (Casula, 1997; Lotti, 2023), that consists
in the sharing of personal and professional Presentation of each participant and
instructors, the sharing of the Expectations, the Method, the Objectives and
Rules of the workshop. Afterwards, using comparison of images or stimulating
questions through instant polling tools or in plenary, questions are asked to
explore the conceptions, beliefs, experiences on the topic: e.g. “what does
impact mean to you in a FD program?” or “what change do you expect from
your participation in FD?” or “If I say ‘impact’ or ‘effectiveness’ in teaching
and learning fields, what comes to your mind?”. What emerges is collected,
categorized, and discuss together;

2. Think-Pair-Share (Bonaiuti, 2014). This strategy is used to explore more deeply
the conceptions of effectiveness, first individually (Think), then in pair (Pair)
and in plenary (Share), through questions such as: “what are the main
characteristics of an effective teaching, an effective learning and so of an
effective FD program?”. What emerges is collected, categorized, and discussed
again, and the “bottom-up framework” of the topic progresses. After this
activity, a mini-lecture is scheduled;

3. Jigsaw (Bonaiuti, 2014). This Cooperative Learning strategy involves the
creation of mixed groups (home group) and then the creation of expert groups,
which should have the task of identifying the characteristics (levels, tools, etc.)
of the main FD evaluation models (Guskey, 2000; Kirkpatrick, 1979; Kreber &
Brook, 2001; Patton, 2011; Stes et al., 2010), through the support e.g. of short
papers and summary sheets, integrable through research and discussion
moments among expert groups. Then, participants should report their
“discoverings” back to their home-group, so that everyone has a general
knowledge of selected models. A group reflection should take place on the
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contexts in which that models can be applied. After that, the small-group work
is shared with others. At the end of this activity, a mini-lecture on evaluation
models is scheduled;

World Café (Brown, 2002; Dawson et al., 2010; Rania et al., 2025). The aim is
reflecting on the FD evaluative models and on how to apply them to design
impact indicators. Through this cooperative technique, participants are involved
divided into small groups sitting at different tables, each assigned a different
level of impact evaluation (e.g. reaction, change in faculties, behaviour change,
institutional change and change in students), starting from guiding questions.
Each member of groups should discuss and write/draw on a large sheet drafts
of observable indicator, possible evaluative tools to use, and examples. At each
round, participants (except one who summarizes contents and ideas) change
table and thus a process of “cross-pollination” of ideas is possible (Brown, 2002;
Rania et al., 2025) and each level is enriched by everyone’s contribution. At the
end of the last round, one member of each group presents the large sheets that
should have been created. Discussion follows and essential elements continue
to be “mapped”;

Think-Aloud-Pair Problem Solving (Bonaiuti, 2014). The aim is reflecting in
pair on real problems related to FD evaluation (e.g. very short scenarios
describing a FD activity with certain objectives) and identifying possible
solutions. In pair, alternately, the first should read a scenario, analyse it, and
think out loud about the task, sharing his or her reflections and possible
solutions. Meanwhile, the other participant should take some notes and
stimulates reflection through questions. Then, the two participants should
switch their roles and in the end they should identify a common solution. At the
end of this activity, each pair explains the solutions identified and receives
feedback from instructors and other pairs.

At the end of the first session of workshop, each group is assigned a level of impact evaluation
and a concrete tool (e.g. rubric, questionnaire, observation grid, reflective practice, etc.) to
design as draft, taking into account the “framework”designed during the day and the indicators
participants should have worked on during the activities. The results of their work should be
presented the week after, in the second session of the workshop.

The second session, should consist of:

1.

a starting presentation of groups’ work and a plenary discussion with feedback
from trainers;

another shorter World Café session, in which the aim should be providing
feedback between participants for improving tools they should have developed
and presented before in plenary;

Backward Design/Planning activity (Lotti, 2021a). Through this designing
methodology, participants should have the opportunity to simulate the design of
a draft of FD program or activity, starting from the desired impacts that they
should select. Guiding questions should be e.g. “what change do we want to see
in six months? What evidence would demonstrate it? How do we get there?”.
The FD designes should be shared in plenary and discussed together.
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At the end of the second session of the workshop, participants should be able to “take away”
the shared framework of the topic and also tools they should have developed. Furthermore, for
“reflecting in”, “reflecting on” and “reflecting for” the experience (Schon, 1983), they should
be asked what they could “take home” and what they could try to bring into their own contexts.
The creation of Community of Practice (Wenger, 1998) in the format of a Faculty Learning

Community (Lotti, 2021b) on the topic should be proposed.

4. Discussion and Expected Outcomes

As this is a project proposal for a workshop on the impact and effectiveness evaluation of FD,
the following expected outcomes can be listed:

1. the achieving the objectives and learning outcomes of the workshop previously
mentioned, with the using of different kind of evaluative tools adapted e.g. pre-post
test questionnaires, interviews, analysis of tools and indicators generated by
participants (Sufi et al., 2018; Tricio et al., 2017);

2. specifically, in addiction, the FD evaluation that could be seen less as “challenge”
and more as an opportunity for a “shared learning” for each one of the faculty
members;

3. the fostering of foundations for a systemic, multidimensional, multiperspecitval and
participatory FD evaluation culture;

4. the increasing of participants awareness of the impacts of FD and their role in this
process;

5. providing more conscious and contextualized opportunity of self- and hetero-
evaluation tools;

6. the design of a workshop that could be flexible and implementable in different
contexts;

7. furthermore, in terms of “concrete outputs”, this workshop should be able to provide
co-designed, original and contextual evaluative tools for FD that could be proposed
by participants in their own institutions and/or in the TLCs or CTLs of their
university of afference. Regarding this, one of the output should be related to the
enhancement of institutional capacity to embed evaluation practices into strategic
planning and quality assurance process. In addition, participants should be generate
a shared and “specific” evaluation framewrok of FD, maybe renewing in different
and original ways the impact and effectiveness learning, teaching and FD’s
meanings. Therefore, about this last output, the empowerment of faculties to act as
change agents in promoting a reflective and evidence-informed teaching culture
should be expected.

Although the benefits may vary, there is a possibility that some risks may occur, which must
be taken into account: e.g., heterogeneous participation in the workshop, some proposed
activities may be time-consuming, and preparation by the trainers is required, which should be
verified as available (Silva, 2022). Additionally, a limitation may correspond to varying
availability of resources across different institutions or contexts. However, the proposed
strategies and methodologies are considered particularly flexible to accommodate diverse
needs, availability, and requirements, and therefore can be adapted (Bonaiuti, 2014; Rania et
al., 2025).
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5. Conclusion

In conclusion, it is possible to say that the core message of the need of this kind of workshop
could be the importance to make faculty members understand that evaluation is not only what
happens at the end of a process, but the moment when we can all understand why it is worth
continuing to grow together as members of the same big “teaching and learning community”.
Therefore, in relation to the potential practical implications, this workshop should aim not only
to raise awareness but also to provide participants with usable frameworks and tools that could
be adapted to diverse Higher Education contexts, thus reinforcing the link between evaluation,
professional growth and development, and institutional quality.
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