
Helping Faculty Learn
Learning Outcomes:
A Successful Program


Jeff King, Ed.D.
	
Romana Hughes, M.L.A.

Texas Christian University
Koehler Center for Teaching Excellence

[image: ]


2010 TFDN Conference | Ft. Worth, TX
June 2010

Agenda LOM Training Modules
Summer 2010
Total Training Hours = 15
Total stipend = $1100.00

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


Payment Schedule:

$400 on end-of-May paycheck (assuming training attendance and “homework” completion for all of these)

$300 on end-of-June paycheck

$200 on end-of-August paycheck

$200 on end-of-December paycheck
	
Participants
	Peter Worthing
	History

	Chris Sawyer
	Communication

	Shweta Reddy Linga
	Design/Mchndsng

	Lyn Dart
	Nurtritional Science

	Pam Frable
	Nursing

	Scott Langston
	Religion

	Janice Elliott
	Business


Spring 10 LOM Pilot RT02

	Faculty 
	Dr. Darren Middleton

	Department
	Religion

	College
	AddRan

	Course:
	RELI 10033 Understanding Rel:Texts&Ideas 056 (Middleton - LOM)

	Core Outcome Assessed:
	RT02

	Learning Statement:
	Students will demonstrate knowledge of one or more major religious traditions through the study of some foundational texts, figures, individuals, ideas or practices.

	Number of Students Assessed:
	35

	Artifact Stored:
	2010 Spring REG eCompanion Term



Rubric Used: 
	
	Strength (Weight %)
	4 
	5 
	7 

	DMiddleton2_RT02_RELI10033_Test1Essay: RT02_Test One – Essay Question on the first eleven chapters of Genesis RT02_Test One – Essay Question on the first eleven chapters of Genesis
	x 1 (33.34%)
	Student unable to demonstrate that they know the basic information required, such as the authorship, date, occasion, purpose, and the main religious themes on which the text focuses. 
	Student demonstrated an adequate knowledge of the information required by stating the basic information, but the description of the four themes of Creation (in the context of other creation narratives), Fall, Flood (in the context of other flood stories), and Babel displays little or no textual support and, therefore, lacks a richness of content.
	Student demonstrated advanced knowledge of the information required by describing the text’s compositional history, by explaining the text’s content and meaning(s), and by tracing relationships between the text and other foundational writings of the time, detailing how they are alike and how they are different.

	DMiddleton2_RT02_RELI10033_Test2Essay: RT02_Test Two – Essay Question on the ideas and practices associated with Amos and Isaiah, two Hebrew prophetic figures
	x 1 (33.33%)
	Student unable to demonstrate that they know the basic information required, such as the identity, setting, and ethics of the prophets Amos and Isaiah.
	Student demonstrated an adequate knowledge of the information required by stating the basic information, but the description of the prophetic themes—Covenant, Judgment, Redemption, displays little or no textual support and, therefore, lacks a richness of content.
	Student demonstrated advanced knowledge of the information required by identifying Amos and Isaiah as classical prophets, by tracing the similiarities and differences between them and their immediate predecessors, Elijah and Elisha, and by offering textual examples of Amos’s and Isaiah’s three moral and religious concerns.

	DMiddleton2_RT02_RELI10033_Test3Essay: RT02_Test Three – Essay Question on the authentic letters of the Apostle Paul
	x 1 (33.33%)
	Student unable to demonstrate that they know the basic information required, such as Paul’s identity, the setting and purpose of each authentic Pauline letter, and the main themes in the correspondence considered as a whole.
	Student demonstrated an adequate knowledge of the information required by stating the basic information, but the description of each authentic letter’s context-specific ideas and practices and the main themes of the correspondence considered as a whole displays little or no textual support and, therefore, lacks a richness of content.
	Student demonstrated advanced knowledge of the information required by recognizing the Apostle Paul’s rôle as a main figure in the New Testament’s story of Christian origins, by describing the specific situation implied by each authentic letter, and by elucidating, with the aid of textual examples, the ideas and practices in each epistle as well as the main themes in the correspondence considered as a whole.




Assignments Assessed:
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Results: RT01 Buckets Based on Score
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	Students
4
	Students
5
	Students
6
	Students
7

	Student, 10 
Student, 08
Student, 13 
Student, 16
Student, 07
Student, 17 
Student, 05 
Student 12
	Student, 06
Student, 02
Student, 18 
Student, 14 
Student, 20
Student, 22
Student, 25 
Student, 08 
Student, 24
Student, 04 
Student, 23
Student, 19
Student, 21
	Student, 15
Student, 11 
	Student, 03 
Student, 01 
Student, 26
Student, 12 
Student, 09






	Display Course Code
	Course ID
	Term
	Redacted Identifier
	Student Login ID
	Student Last Name
	Student First Name
	RT02 Score
	RT02 Possible Score
	RT02 Percentage

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	RELI 10033
	3813502
	2010 Spring REG eCompanion
	03
	106878270
	Student
	03
	7
	7
	100%

	RELI 10033
	3813502
	2010 Spring REG eCompanion
	04
	106912550
	Student
	04
	5
	7
	71.43%


							ETC.

Faculty Comments on Scoring



	Redacted Identifier
	Student Last Name
	Student First Name
	DMiddleton2_RT02_
RELI10033_Test1Essay Comment
	DMiddleton2_RT02_
RELI10033_Test2Essay  Comment
	DMiddleton2_RT02_
RELI10033_Test3Essay Comment

	02
	Student
	02
	
	
	

	03
	Student
	03
	Succinct and detailed
	
	

	04
	Student
	04
	Links to Enuma Elish and Epic of Gilgamesh need to be more explicit
	
	Specific situations of letters absent.

	05
	Student
	05
	
	
	

	06
	Student
	06
	
	
	

	07
	Student
	07
	Enuma Elish content lacks detail
	Key details missing.
	


							ETC.


	Lessons Learned Faculty:





	Lessons Learned Koehler Center:






	Improvement Plan/Changes to Course:








	Lessons Learned Faculty:

“Working with learning outcomes has helped clarify my exact goals and how I prioritize them, see more clearly how each fits into the core competencies, and illuminate how each of my assignments meets a particular outcome.  It has also helped me clarify when, where, and how much I actually focus on each of my course goals, and to measure the success of each student in meeting them (the outcome).  This work has helped me refine my goals, though not actually changed any.   This effort has reinforced my recognition that my primary emphasis early in the course is on method (understanding the study of religion), and shifts more to content as the semester progresses.”
	
· Students demonstrated achievement of the RT01 outcome at different points during the semester (different points for different students).
· Assessment of the RT01 student learning outcome can effectively be accomplished using a 3-level instead of a 4-level scale (got it well, got it sufficiently, didn’t get it) because the distinguishing characteristics between the levels (clarity of description, specific examples) really do tell me which level of achievement the student reached.
· Using a brief, holistic rubric (3-level, as above) helped direct my thinking about assessing outcomes achievement away from “grading” and toward a focus on recognizing those instances which demonstrate student outcome attainment.
· Feeling completely confident that a student’s expression in a learning artifact which tells me she “got it” at some point in the course (whether in an exam question or in the electronic journal) means she will “keep it” in all contexts or in subsequent years is probably impossible.
· Learning that the benefit for me and students can in fact outweigh the time invested despite the low reward built into the university merit structure.
· One-on-one work with Koehler mentors allows effective learning and builds trust but is highly time-intensive for them as well.
· Learning outcome language is unfamiliar to many faculty and in many cases might need the time spent and trust built, particularly among humanities faculty.
	



	Lessons Learned Koehler Center:

· Break down assignments into individual chunks. Exam 1; Thread Posting 1, 2, 3; Exam 2; Paper
· Add examples to comments box in LOM




	Improvement Plan/Changes to Course:

· Spring 2010 will focus on RT02.
· Score based on 7 got it well, 6 got it sufficiently, 4 did not get it sufficiently
· Collect date of posting to pull comments into LOM example of high, medium and low. (This will help track the “when they got it” aspect of the RT02 outcome.)
· Define RT02 rubric with more details explicitly distinguishing between three levels (as done after rubrics revision of RT01 in Fall 2009).
· Select two postings to assess all students.  Suggestion to select one discussion post in February and April.




ECollege LOM notes (1/10)
Andrew O. Fort

Working on e College’s Learning Outcomes Management with Jeff King and Romy Hughes has helped me clarify when, where, and how much I actually focus on each of my course goals, and to measure the success of each student in meeting them (the outcome).  This work has helped me refine my goals, though not actually changed any.   This effort has reinforced my recognition that my primary emphasis early in the course is on method (understanding the study of religion), and shifts more to content as the semester progressed.  This is, of course, a difficult balance; a professor must always include some of both, and one is no good without the other.
I should note that I have taught this course, apparently successfully, for over 25 years, and I began with some real reservations about whether working on “learning outcomes management” would be worth the time invested.  I feared that I would be asked to add or alter some outcomes to fit someone else’s purpose, and it took a lot of reassurance and experience to persuade me that my partners wanted to affirm and facilitate what I was already doing.  I also insisted on taking on only as much as would fit into an already busy schedule.  I am pleased to affirm that I have been able to work at my own pace, with goals I set.  As a consequence, as time went on my trust and enthusiasm increased, and I am certain it has been worth the time invested.  While learning this approach certainly demands time up front, I am persuaded it saves time over later semesters due to having clearer goals and (in my case simple) rubrics for student outcomes, which allow for easier measurement and future improvement.  One can transfer the outcomes and rubrics to other courses.  This can also eventually assist with the separate issues of how a course outcome fits with a departmental program, university core curriculum, or overall university mission.

Some Lessons Learned for LOM Training:

➊		MORE rubrics training!

➋		MORE one-on-one training!

➌		Better timeline for completed work from faculty!

➍		TEMPLATES created for electronic delivery of rubrics


Contact Information:

Jeff King: jeff.king@tcu.edu

Romana Hughes: r.hughes@tcu.edu

Koehler Center for Teaching Excellence: www.cte.tcu.edu 
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