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The role of academic leaders has changed substantially over the last decade or two.  In addition to traditional tasks such as scheduling, faculty RTP processes, and representing their programs, departments, or school, academic leaders today are expected to make data-driven decisions within a culture of inquiry and have positive effects on retention, graduation rates, rankings, and much more.  

This workshop introduces five process and analytic tools for both new and traditional faculty tasks:       

1. affinity diagrams
2. dot voting
3. poka-yoke
4. policy audits
5. 0-credit administrative courses

This document supplements the workshop and provides detailed descriptions of the processes, suggestions for their application, step-by-step instructions for each, and examples of institutional artifacts produced with these tools.  
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These tools have many uses beyond the examples presented.  Each provides a transparent mechanism for decision-making based on evidence and helps overcome habits and history that can thwart needed positive change.


1

Affinity Diagrams (aka KJ Method)

Affinity Diagrams are the result of a structured idea generation process that allows you to gather a large amount of information or ideas and organize them within minutes.  It is often part of a planning or review session.  Affinity diagrams are effective in most instances in which brainstorming would typically be used in both education and business.  In business settings, affinity exercises are sometimes referred to as the KJ Method, after Jiro Kawakita, the originator of the process.

Word affinity means related to or associated with.  In an affinity exercise, individuals generate ideas in response to a prompt.  The ideas are posted where all participants can view them, then they are arranged by participants in groupings in which items have an affinity to one another.

Comparison of Affinity Diagrams and Traditional Brainstorming (group of 15 participants)

	Brainstorming
	Affinity Diagrams

	Number of ideas shared 8-12
	Number of ideas shared 100-200

	All ideas welcomed, but some may fear judgment
	All ideas welcomed, no judgment

	Much time spent waiting to speak
	Active, all participate at the same time

	Delayed response when others share
	No delay; all generate ideas concurrently

	Build on others’ response
	Independent thinking

	Scribe may “edit” response when listing it
	No editing; ideas are in writer’s voice

	If similar idea is said, others drop it
	All similar ideas are included and grouped

	Thought vectors may slant ideas shared
	Idea generation unaffected by others

	Process may inhibit less gregarious people
	Everyone can participate equally

	Shows idea, not extent it is supported
	Number of mentions shows support

	Leader selects who presents and when 
	Simultaneous sharing, no pecking order

	Subtle biased feedback (nod, smile, “good”) 
	No feedback during process/ no bias

	No structure to end results
	Results organized by relationships

	Rank, power, personalities may dominate
	Equity among participants is maintained

	End of session usually captures 1-5 ideas
	Results are typically disseminated to all



Step-by-Step Directions
Materials needed:  Sticky-notes (3x2 or larger) in one color; enough for each person to have at least 10 sheets; Sticky-notes in contrasting color for labeling groups (25 sheets are usually enough); Colored markers enough for one for each person; White board or smooth wall for posting the sticky-notes.  Note: if using with students, the 3x5 yellow lined notes work well.

1. Create an open-ended prompt to which participants will respond.  Examples:  What can we do to move our program up to the next level?  What are the qualities or characteristics of an excellent faculty colleague?  What components contribute to a quality syllabus? 
2. After distributing the materials and explaining what to do, provide the prompt and set a timer for 4 minutes for individuals to write their responses.  Write only one idea or response –a word or short phrase--on each sheet being sure the idea is communicated; for example, “more parking,” or “no-cost parking” not just “parking.”  
3. When time is up, invite everyone to the designated wall or board to post their ideas, then step back so all can see them.  If the group is large, invite a few individuals to read out the posts so everyone is aware of what has been posted.
Note the difficult part:  steps 4 and 5 are done IN SILENCE.
4. Direct participants to move posts around on the wall so that they are in a line or cluster with others with which they are “related”.  Put another way, arrange them so the ones that “go together” are together.  After moving several, step back to allow others to arrange.
5. Continue to re-arrange until everyone is satisfied that the notes are “where they belong.”  If participants move a post back and forth between two clusters because it seems to belong with both, make a duplicate post to resolve the problem (This is not common.
6. As leader, read out the posts in a cluster and ask the group for a category or label for the cluster, then write it on a sticky-note of another color.  Count the number of posts under that category and add it to the label.
7. Continue until all clusters are labelled.  Group singletons together and give them the label “other”.
8. Have participants return to their seats.
9. Lead a discussion about the findings.  Include observations about the strength or likely importance of specific ideas based on the frequency it was raised, or on the number of related ideas in its cluster.
10. Summarize or ask for some “takeaways” to close the exercise.
11. Carefully remove the posts with their header labels, type up, and disseminate to all participants.  Do not edit (except for spelling) but type exactly as written so that individuals can recognize their own contributions.  If five people wrote the same thing, include it all five times.

Example Affinity Diagram for School of Health Professions Syllabus Design
26 faculty – 6 minutes – 158 responses
Prompt:  What are the components of an excellent syllabus?
	Course and Faculty Information (33)
	About the Course (12)

	Calendar Information/Schedule (18)
	Course Outcomes/Learning Expectations (32)

	Policies (14) 
	Grading (14)

	Assignments (22)
	Books & Reference Materials (13)



Sample of two clusters from affinity diagram
About the Course (12)
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Components: Course Description
Content Covered
Course Description
Course Description
Course Description
Course Description
Course Description
Course Description
Prerequisites
Relation to the Curriculum
Topics/ Subject Matter is Relevant to Student’s Goals
Where Course Fits into Curriculum

Grading (14)

Assignments, Exams/Percentages
Components: Grading Policy, Assignments
Components: Grading Policy, Assignments
Grading
Grading
Grading Breakdown & Policies
Grading- Clear & Objective
Grading Criteria
Grading Criteria
Grading Policies
Grading Policy
Grading Rubrics
Grading Scheme
Grading: # Of Exams, Quiz, Lab, Make-up


Draft Syllabus Profile Based on Faculty Affinity Diagram
1. University and School Name and logo
2. Course title, code, credits
3. Semester, day, location, hours
4. Faculty contact info:  name, office location, office hours, phone #, email address, website
5. Course description from catalog, including prerequisites
6. Course objectives showing how course fits in program and alignment with professional and other standards
7. Class meetings, labs, and assignment schedule with content information (readings-topics)
8. Textbook and other required equipment/materials
9. University’s academic policies – ADA, attendance, academic integrity, plagiarism, incompletes, withdrawal
10. School/Faculty policies – accommodations, punctuality, late assignments, make up work, submitting assignments
11. Assignment due dates (separate handouts-directions and rubrics, ok)
12. Grading scheme – how grades determined
13. Tests and quizzes – when, how they count, what if you miss one
14. Resources – required and recommended 

Dot Voting
Dot Voting is a prioritization technique and an effective means for a group to rank choices, indicate preferences, and/or to select action items.  Dot voting has several advantages over traditional balloting.
In traditional balloting, choices are binary:  when the voting is over, an item is either the winner or a loser.  Traditional voting creates the illusion that the winner has the endorsement of all voters even if the outcome was determined by one vote.  Traditional balloting creates “losers.”  If the winning idea doesn’t work out for any reason (cost, feasibility, time, personnel, etc.) there are no immediate second-best options, only ideas branded as losers.  A final drawback of traditional voting is that it provides no information about how the group feels about alternate choices.  Coming in second when only voting for your first choice, does not mean an option is most people’s acceptable alternate.
Dot voting addresses each of these drawbacks and offers a few additional benefits.  When dot voting uses Red, Yellow, and Green dots for Yes, Maybe, and No, group members can make explicit which items are desired, okay, or not supported.  The results can be ranked and the visual information provided by the colors simplifies the interpretation of the results.  Dot voting’s different formats yield different advantages.  For example, giving each group member four of the same color dots to indicate their choices can show the strength of support an item received because individuals can vote for one, two, three, or four options.  Options with a lot of appeal will receive outsized dot votes.

Step-by-Step Directions
1. Post list of options to be considered; review list if it was generated at another meeting
2. Provide each person a strip of colored peel-and-stick dots, either Green (Yes!), Yellow (Maybe), Red (No!) or multiple dots of the same color.  Participants may put as many of their dots as they want on any item.
3. Provide voting period with cut-off for individuals to vote using their dots; during a coffee and phone break works well. 
4. When voting is complete, tally the colors per option

Use multiple colors if you want more information; use single color if you want clear ranking.
To prioritize many items, change the number of dots.  For example, if you have 15 items:
Divide the number of items by 5 and add 1 (80/20 rule); e.g.,  15/5 = 3  3+1 = 4
Divide the number of items by 3 and add 1 (top 3-5 options)  e.g., 15/3 = 5   5+1 = 6
Dot voting can also be used for two or more rounds to eliminate items.  A discussion of people’s rationales for their votes for the top choices helps follow-through. 

Poka-Yoke
Poka-Yoke (pronounced poke-a-yo-kay), is a tool developed more than 50 years ago, by an industrial engineer at Toyota, Shigeo Shingo, to minimize or eliminate errors in manufacturing.  The original term was baka-yoke which translates as “fool-proofing” but workers found the term offensive.  The tool was renamed poka-yoke which means avoiding (yokeru) inadvertent errors (poka).  
Errors, even of a seemingly minor sort, can cause a lot of misinformation, missed information, time, effort, lost opportunity, among other undesirable effects.  The goal of poka-yoke is to prevent errors from happening by designing a task with care and considering where and when errors might be made.  An analysis of errors in current or cyclical tasks can reveal opportunities for redesign and mistake-proofing.  For example, poka-yoke can help if sign-in sheets for past events have had several unreadable signatures making follow-up impossible; or if several students register for a course for which they are not yet eligible.  In the first instance, asking for printed names will usually eliminate signatures or initials.  In the second case, revising online registration to use a missing a prerequisite to block registration, or adding a pop-up question about program status, can both prevent future premature enrollment in a course.
Designers of tasks and processes ask several questions to assess errors: Is the task incomplete?  Was the correct information used?  Was the correct tool used?  Was a part of the task done incorrectly?  Is the information/material current?  Was the correct number of items included?  Were steps attempted in the wrong order?  Were steps skipped?  
Corrections often involve color coding, use of a numbered checklist, verification before moving to next step, templates to fill in, examples of correctly completed tasks, or question + stop  (“If the answer to the question is NO, then STOP and see _______ for assistance.”).

Examples you have experienced
· Instead of SS#______________  Phone _____________ Credit card __________________
         _ _ _-_ _- _ _ _ _	               _ _ _-_ _ _-_ _ _ _ 	             _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ -_ _ _ _
· A webpage that will not “continue” until missing data are provided, or checks your email address by having you input it twice, or asks for your zip code and auto-fills city and state.

Step-by-Step Directions
1. Design a form, task, or process with error-proofing in mind.
2. Test the new design and analyze pattern of errors.
3. Get input from individuals who were part of the test group.
4. Redesign – test – analyze repeating cycle until goal is achieved.

Note:  Communication and training are two corrections that are often needed but omitted.  



Policy Audits
A policy audit is a post-hoc analysis of program or school data to find out how a policy is working.  A policy is often proposed and established to prevent a problem in the future.  For example, an admission policy requiring candidates have a minimum SAT/ACT score, is used with the intention of admitting students who will likely be successful in the program.  The policy is based on correlation studies showing a link between SAT scores and college grades and college completion rates.
Over time, policies accumulate that had a credible rationale and were originally established based on data or the wisdom of experience.  Once in place, policies may or may not be achieving their anticipated goals.  Policy audits are a way to evaluate program data, before initiating a new policy to see whether it is needed, and after the policy is established, to see the level of impact it is having.  The results can be surprising as the example below demonstrates.
Example University G  All institutions check students’ applications for graduation.  At University G, this review is first done electronically by registrar staff, then chairpersons and/or deans sign-off on each individual’s graduation application.  For one August graduation, 232 students applied to graduate.  On review, 186 students were found eligible for graduation and 46 (20%) were not.  Form letters were sent to students indicating why they were not approved.  Most students found ineligible to graduate had either no documentation in their files showing they passed their required comprehensive exams, or they had gaps in their matriculation not filled by official leaves of absence.  A very small number of unapproved applications were the result of other causes such as not having all required courses or credits.  
Follow-up with program chairs about comprehensive exam results revealed no standard practice for reporting exam results: some chairs sent letters to students and placed a copy in their files; some circulated a list of those who passed and did not to advisers; some emailed or phoned students with the news.  A schoolwide solution was established quickly using 0-credit course registration and a communication campaign was launched to alert students of the change.  
Follow-up with the registrar and faculty advisers about matriculation gaps revealed a policy that students were required to come to campus to meet with an adviser to discuss the leave application and its implications.  It also revealed that a fee was charged for each semester of leave (except for a medical leave) and that when gaps were “backfilled” prior to graduation, the charges were collected as unpaid fees prior to approval for graduation.  The solution to this problem had three components.  First, a 0-credit course registration was established that allowed students to simply register for a leave of absence in place of a course, as long as the student was within the time period allowed for degree completion.  Second, approval to drop the fee was sought on the basis that a leave of absence created no cost to the institution but created significant negative feelings toward the institution on the part of the students.  Lastly, a communication campaign was launched to alert students of the change.
The graduation policy audit was conducted over the next two years.  By the second year, graduation audits no longer had problems with missing documentation for comprehensive exams or with gaps in matriculation.  The changes significantly reduced processing time as well as student stress and negative feelings.


0-credit Administrative Courses
A 0-credit administrative course is not a course per se; it is an administrative control mechanism that results in transcript notations that show students met a specific program requirement.
Programs often require students complete a number of requirements that are not embedded within a course and grade structure and/or are not covered by regular tuition.  Some examples include but are not limited to internships, practica, qualifying or comprehensive examinations, leaves of absence, professional examinations (e.g., Praxis II), language requirements, summative portfolios, recitals, exhibitions, and service learning.
Use 0-credit administrative courses
To register for and get grade for specific program components that are graded separately from course grades
To register for “restricted program components (registration will result in a class list of all applicants to the component, allowing interviews, eligibility review, etc.)
To document passing external professional examinations such as Praxis II
To document continuous program matriculation from start to completion
To document recitals, exhibitions, practica, or end-of-program portfolios, or other required embedded components
0-credit courses & policy audit
The results of the policy audit of graduation requirements discussed in Policy Audit on the previous page, identified the need for documentation of passing comprehensive exams, and a student-friendly mechanism for assuring students maintain their matriculation in their programs from beginning to end.  Both issues were addressed using 0-credit course registrations.
The comprehensive exam issue was resolved by establishing master’s and doctoral level comprehensive exam “courses” for each program and titling them clearly (PES 0010 Master’s Comprehensive Exam in School Psychology:  PES 0012 Doctoral Comprehensive Exam in School Psychology, etc.).  Students registered for their exams during regular registration.
Positive outcomes that resulted from use of the 0-credit course for comprehensive exams include:
· Registration dates were well publicized as part of regular course registration—no separate dates or processes needed, simplifying the process across programs
· Class lists were automatically created for administrative use (eligibility review, proctoring, scheduling)
· Standardized familiar procedure was now in place that provided a mechanism for reporting grades and documenting the event and outcome on students’ transcripts.  

The maintenance of matriculation problem was solved by establishing a Maintenance of Matriculation course for each department (PES 0005; EDU 0005).  The online registration system was modified slightly.  For MM courses, instead of checking for registration or completion of prerequisites, the system checked remaining time-to-degree to assure the MM did not extend beyond the allowed period.  A communication campaign included messages with admissions and registration materials that stressed the need to register for something each semester from admission to graduation—either a course or a maintenance of matriculation leave.  Reminders were sent the first semester of implementation to students who had been registered the semester before but not registered by the beginning of the next semester.  Dropping the fees associated with leaves of absence was well-received by students.  The anxiety and negative feelings formerly associated with graduation review dissipated for students and office staff.
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