 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1The Faculty Experience of Working with

Learning Outcomes
Andrew Fort, Joddy Murray,

Scott Langston, Glenn Raup

Texas Christian University

2010 Texas Faculty Development Network

Conference  |  Ft. Worth, TX  |  June 2010

Agenda LOM Training Modules

Summer 2010

Total Training Hours = 15

Module 1 (3 hrs) May 21, 2010 8:30 – 11:30 or 12:30 – 3:30  


Go to LOM on CTE Site


Go to ADMIN pages for LOM



View repository



View rubrics


Go to Course



View LOM under Course Home



View LOM in gradebook



Grade student



Show results in Author Mode 


Discuss CORE outcomes


Select CORE outcomes


Writing assignment with LOM


Syllabus discussion



Show template from website


Assignment:  What course will you use with LOM?  What needs to be added to syllabus?

Module 2 (3 hrs) May 25, 2010 8:30 – 11:30 or 1:30 – 4:30


Cards for assignments



Label each card for assignments or presentations



Review/Discuss



Assign Core Outcome on card



Fill in eCollege layout template

Module 3: (all day) May 26, 2010 8:30 – 3:30 with lunch

Rubrics



Website resources



Holistic example



Analytic example



Discussion of rubric template



Select Core Outcome to be used in first LOM course



Select assignments to measure against LOM



Practice writing using outcome statement selected and assignment


Assignment:  Select action verbs for SLO for assignments to be measured



Submit using templates

Module 4: (3 hrs) May 27, 2010  8:30 – 11:30 or 1:30 – 4:30

Rubrics



Review action verbs selected

Write one rubrics



Set percentage/weights on each assignment to measure with LOM



Modification/suggestion of first rubric

Module 5 (3 hrs) June 2, 2010 8:30 – 11:30 or 12:30 – 3:30


Review of rubrics written


Review of action verbs for rubrics


Review of how to use template


Set due date for final version of rubrics

Module 6 (2 hrs) Early August

Setup in eCollege


Practice scoring in eCollege gradebook using test students


Review of LOM under Course Home

Module 7 (2 hrs) Early December


Review of LOM data collected


Identify modifications in course based on results


Planning for second LOM run

Participants:

	 Pam Frable

 NURS

	 Peter Worthing

 HIST

	 Scott Langston

 RELI

	 Lyn Dart

 NTDT

	 Shweta Reddy,

 DEMT

	 Chris Sawyer,

 COMM

	 Elliott, Janice

 BUSINESS


Learning ““learning outcomes:” a preliminary assessment (1/10)

I’ve been working for the last year with Romy Hughes and Jeff King on “learning outcomes management,” through eCollege, but the data accumulated can be used for a variety of purposes.  It has taken a reasonable, but not overwhelming, amount of time and effort, in part to learn a new way of thinking in which many of us were never trained (measuring the success of each student in meeting an outcome).  There has been a considerable learning curve on all sides, which has led to a more reasonable and manageable set of tasks.  As they put it, “we believe we have a smoother, more efficient process ready for new LOMers than we had in place for you.”  I am sure this is true.

The basic structure of the pilot for “learning outcomes management” follows.

Fall 2009 LOM Pilot RT01

	Faculty 
	Dr. Andy Fort

	Department
	Religion

	College
	AddRan

	Course:
	RELI 10023 Understanding Rel: Communities - Worldviews & Religions (Fort LOM)

	Core Outcome Assessed:
	RT01

	Learning Statement:
	Students will demonstrate familiarity with one or more disciplinary approaches to the study of religion.

	Number of Students Assessed:
	20

	Artifact Stored:
	eCollege 2009 Fall eCompanion LOM Term


Rubric Used: 

	
	
	

	Student did not demonstrate familiarity with one or more disciplinary approaches to the study of religion.
	Student demonstrated sufficient familiarity with one or more disciplinary approaches to the study of religion.
	Student demonstrated clear familiarity with one or more disciplinary approaches to the study of religion (clear description, rich data, numerous/good examples)


Example: In a free writing assignment about 2/3 of the way through my introductory Understanding Religion class, I asked students to respond to the following: “when looking at your own religion/worldview, how does the Ninian Smart six dimensional “worldviews” model fit?”  I told them that they could bring some notes if they wished, and the exercise was pass/fail, not graded.

I judged them by the following informal three part rubric (which closely overlaps with the general rubric above): 

1—thoroughly got the model, with clear examples, 2—generally got the model, and/or gave a few examples (so still achieved the outcome), and 3—unclear whether they understood the model (outcome not achieved with this assignment).

Overall, the numbers were as follows: 1—13, 2—18, 3—6.  

Comment: Unlike my perception of much assessment work, this was information that I in fact wanted to know and found valuable. I also can affirm that I have been able to work at my own pace, with goals I set, instead of being asked to add or alter some outcomes to fit someone else’s purpose.  My consistent experience has been that the teaching center staff enthusiastically wanted to support and facilitate what I was already doing. 

Other thoughts: I have attended closely to the balance between time invested and benefit achieved, both intrinsic (more effective teaching) and extrinsic (university reward via stipend, credit on annual report for merit raise, reduction of other duties, etc.).  We received a stipend, but that will not continue.  Otherwise, there is no real extrinsic reward.  I have found some benefit to my teaching in a refinement of my goals and priorities, and greater clarity in how course assignments fit with an outcome.  Because I have gotten enormous support from the Koehler Center, I would say the benefits have outweighed the costs.

I think that positive balance will continue for at least two reasons: first, while all of us have spent a good deal of time on this, the workload becomes lighter and less demanding as one becomes more familiar with it.  Further, matters learned in one course are transferrable to others.  Second, this work will provide useful data for various required reviews: dept., program, core, SACS (I’m still not sure how all of these interrelate), so will save time and labor down the road.   Again, familiarity breeds less time commitment, and ongoing refinement will provide continuing opportunities to “close the loop.”

I strongly believe that we need a clear department and/or university reward structure for this work, but if that support is forthcoming, that this is work well worth doing.

Andrew O. Fort

Professor of Religion

Advice for institutions wishing to engage faculty successfully about learning outcomes and assessment (article excerpt):


As far as recommendations for other liberal arts professors and university administrators, I believe one first needs to be realistic about the time and financial resources available. Start well in advance of any deadline, begin with “baby steps” with plenty of support, allow time for trust-building, and to the extent possible make clear there is reward (time or money). See if it can be integrated with other, mandatory reviews (department, core, institutional).  Remind everyone that it gets easier and is transferrable to other courses.

Administrators especially need to realize that assessment requires a different way of thinking than does the academic training of the vast majority of professors, and perhaps create a workshop to learn the ropes. Finally, it cannot be said too often if an administration wants faculty buy-in: show you value assessment.  Give support/reward for undertaking it: reduce other duties (committee work, teaching load), offer summer training/compensation, a stipend, and give it status on the annual report and for tenure or promotion.


In closing, let me reiterate that when I sit in a faculty meeting with my committed and hard-working colleagues, I still reflect about how to persuade others the effort is worth it without university support and the kind of assistance the Teaching Center Staff have given me. I strongly believe that university faculty need a clear department and/or university reward structure for assessment work, but if that support is forthcoming, that this is work well worth doing. 

