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Is SoTL good for faculty professional development?
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Taxonomy of questions:



What is?



What works?



Visions of the possible



New conceptual frameworks





“Our work as teachers should meet the highest scholarly standards of groundedness, of openness, of clarity and complexity. But, it is only when we step back and reflect systematically on the teaching we have done ... in a form that can be publicly reviewed and built upon by our peers, that we have moved from scholarly teaching to a scholarship of teaching.”                                                  

Shulman 2004

What is SoTL (1)?





If teaching involves a scholarly process aimed at making learning possible, the scholarship of teaching is about making transparent, for public scrutiny, how learning has been made possible . 

What is SoTL (2)?





SoTL steps: 

1.	Pick theory or model or framework 

2.	Identify an intervention

3.	Frame investigative question 

4.	Conduct investigation 

5.	Produce result (public artifact)

6.	Peer review

Doing SoTL







		Level		Purpose of the investigation is...		Evidence gathering methods and conclusions will be...		Investigation results in...

		1		To inform oneself		Verified by self		Personal knowledge

		2		To inform a group within a shared context		Verified by those within the same context		Local knowledge

		3		To inform a wider audience		Verified by those outside of that context		Public knowledge





























U.S.

/\

What’s the problem?

/\

1. What is (in the U.S.)?







SoTL and US faculty development programs



		2011

		53% include SoTL in their faculty development programs







U.S. faculty professional development often supports

		Level		Purpose of the investigation is...		Evidence gathering methods and conclusions will be...		Investigation results in...

		1		To inform oneself		Verified by self		Personal knowledge

		2		To inform a group within a shared context		Verified by those within the same context		Local knowledge

		3		To inform a wider audience		Verified by those outside of that context		Public knowledge





























2. What works?

		SoTL is good for teaching.

		Is SoTL good for faculty?



		Faculty professional development is good for SoTL.

		Is SoTL good for faculty professional development programs?









2. What works? (cont.)

SoTL enables academics to establish the grounds on which to make informed professional judgements in and about teaching. 

Is SoTL good for faculty professional development?







		It informs ethical, acceptable, effective and transferable behaviour.

		Evidence used in scholarly ways, provides a validation for judgements. 

		SoTL is a sophisticated (professional) way of developing awareness of high quality approaches to teaching.



SoTL is good for PD …









•	sharing and collaborating in SoTL 

•	satisfaction with the variation in teaching 

•	pleasure in seeing enhanced student learning 

•	stimulation derived from the inquiry process 

•	accelerated growth as a teacher 

•	access to a language and values that lead to more meaningful t/l conversations  

•	opening doors to higher education networks 

•	plus teaching awards, teaching grants, promotion opportunities, and money.

PD benefits and rewards







What is it about SoTL that is not so good for professional development?

PD through research publications



Care needs to be taken in both the design of the study and in the quality of the target journal. 







While ... we would want all teachers to ‘step back and reflect systematically on their teaching’ in ways that are consistent with a commitment to openness and mutual accountability, we do not expect every teacher to be publishing higher education research.  Indeed, if the aim is for their peers within the University to build upon this communication, there are far more effective dissemination strategies than journal articles which academics ... might be encouraged to use to communicate about their teaching.  ...  The scheme is not intended to reward every form of SoTL, rather it seeks to support strategic SoTL activities that deliver the greatest benefit to the University. 

Scholarship Index  







		preparing a teaching award application;

		preparing a teaching grant application;

		completing a qualification in university teaching;

		completing a program on research supervision;

		formally mentoring a teaching colleague;

		producing a full length SoTL article for a house journal;

		running a department-wide SoTL forum.



Scholarship Index points accrue through: 







		Focused on learning

		Grounded in context

		Methodologically sound

		Conducted in partnership

		Peer reviewed



Guiding principles for professional development on SoTL







4. New conceptual frameworks

“Educational innovation today invites, even requires, levels of preparation, collaboration, and support that are not always a good fit (to say the least) with the inherited routines of academic life.”

 Hutchings, Huber, Ciccone (2011)







Grassroots leadership as essential to doing SoTL / PD

		Grassroots leaders are “individuals who do not have formal positions of authority, are operating from the bottom up, and are interested in and pursue organizational changes that often challenge the status quo of the institution.” Kezar and Lester (2011)

		Grassroots work typically moves from individual to collective strategies

		On campus, grassroots leadership is “fundamentally educational”









Grassroots leadership in SoTL / PD







		Yes.

		There are professional development dangers in taking a SoTL-as-research pathway.

		Institutional visions that reward SoTL exist, and should be more widespread.

		We should define what excellence looks like.

		Being a grassroots leader is an essential part of doing SoTL.



Is SoTL good for PD?













OpeningLines
Approaches to the Scholarship
of Teaching and Learning

Pat Hutchings, Editor
The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching
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SoTL steps:

1. Picktheoryormodelorframework
> Identif . .

Frame investigative question
Conduct investigation

Produce result (public artifact)
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Peer review
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Linking Students with Community: Designing a Public Management

Course using Project-Based Learning and Service Learning
Byoung Joon Kim, Pnh.D., Assistant Professor (Department of Public Policy, IPFW)

Introduction

» This study explores the impact of creating a
computer literacy program for senior citizens
through developing Project-Based Learning (PBL)
and Service Learning (SL) opportunities in a public
management (PM) course.

» The findings of this study will shed light on
understanding how these implementations
iInfluence students’ learning and how students’
PBL/SL participation In the program could increase
community engagement of students as well as
senliors.

Background

» PBL Is a set of learning experiences and tasks

that guide students in inquiry toward answering a
central question, solving a problem or meeting a

challenge.

» SL Is a teaching and learning methodology that
Integrates meaningful community service with
Instruction and reflection to enrich the learning
experience, teach civic responsibility, and
strengthen communities.

» Public management major students will be able
to learn the importance of ‘serving the public’ and
to be a civic-minded public manager via PBL/SL.

» Public sector projects are rarely carried out and
written up by one individual. Most are handled by
task forces and other teams. Therefore, public
management major students should be exposed to
group project to learn the difficulties and rewards of
working together with various kinds of people.

» The essential elements of PBL/SL are critical
thinking, collaboration, and communication.

IPFW
h €

> The importance of project.in a PM course

(Conventional) Research Project
Project Based-Learning

Rrojec

Service Learning

> The project can be the linkage between teaching
and learning/ theory and real world problems/
universities and communities.

» Advantages of PBL/SL : It facilitates training In
technical, personal, and contextual competences,;
real world problems in the field of public
management are dealt with; and collaborative
learning Is facilitated through the integration of
teaching and research.

Development of PBL/SL for PM

» Seniors and Information Technology

¢ A launching presentation of a new website was held for the
members of a communication committee in a downtown
church which has a long history in Fort Wayne. Participants
were excited to have the new website, a cutting-edge
iInformation technology (IT), called ‘Web 2.0." For the first
time, the church has an interactive tool for communication.
They want to use this new IT not only for a church’s
announcement tool among members, but also to promote the
public life of the community. The average age of participants is
over 70 years old. Their desires to use new IT, de facto, are
higher than younger generations. Also they have more
experience, time, and concerns about community issues. Most
of them want to contribute to their communities. However, the
participants have low confidence to use this new technology.
What should we do?

¢ In March 2010, the Federal Communications Commission’s
National Broadband Plan specially requested additional
funding from Congress to Iinvest In digital literacy training
programs for older Americans. One idea proposed for the plan
was to support a ‘National Digital Literacy Corps’ that trains
volunteers to teach digital skills to those least connected In
thelr communities-including pairing young tech-savvy digital
natives with seniors

INDIANA UNIVERSITY—PURDUE UNIVERSITY FORT WAYNE

» Flve stages for developing PBL/SL in a PM course

Stage 1: Specify course objectives

Clarify academic and scholarly, professional
development, and PBL/SL objectives

Stage 2: Structure of the class

Reflection journals, facilitated group works and
management, create a driving question,
process to write final products (written,
presentation, media & tech, constructed and
planning products)

Stage 3: Present student outcomes to the
community

Beyond classmates and instructor, students
present their work to people in their community

Stage 4: Assess the course

Peer critique, fishbowl prep, cooperative
creation of assessment rubric

Stage 5: Feedback
Reflecting on feedback and revision

» To strengthen the capacity of seniors to receive and
use information and to promote their community
engagement, PM students’ participation in PBL/SL
was crucial (mutual benefits between students and
communities).

» The student participants have opportunities to enrich
their learning experience, learn civic responsibility and
strengthen their community engagement.

Conclusion

» Developing collaborative relationships between
universities and communities through PBL/SL
courses Is a strategy that can enrich the learning
environment and orient both faculty and students
toward the pursuit of civic-minded public
management and citizenship.

» Both PBL and SL together in the design and
development of a public management course will
be meaningful and significant to enhance PM
major students’ learning.
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Using the “Publishing Hook” for SoTL Project Development

Presented by 2010-2011 IPFW SoTL Work Group Members:

Zubovic, Yvonne, zubovic@ipfw.edu, Department of Mathematical Sciences, SoTL Fellow, CASTL committee member, and consultant on faculty SoTL projects, FACET liaison.

Bendele, Michael, bendele@ipfw.edu, Department of Psychology, specializing in research methods, co-facilitator of SoTL Reading Circle, advisory board member for CELT, CASTL committee member, CASTL paper co-author. 

Goodson, Ludwika “Ludy,” goodsonl@ipfw.edu, Instructional Consultant and Designer at CELT, 2008 UCEA South award-winning team member for “Program of Excellence” in faculty development, CASTL committee member, CASTL paper co-author. 

Batagiannis, Stella, batagias@ipfw.edu,, College of Education and Public Policy, co-editor of college’s Center for Excellence journal: scholarlypartnershipsedu, Mid-Western Educational Research Association editorial board member, advisory board member for the center, AERA-SIG secretary/treasurer, FACET member. 

Rathbun, Gail, rathbun@ipfw.edu, Director of CELT, Chair of CASTL committee, CASTL paper co-author, advisor to faculty SoTL projects, international teacher training experiences. 

NOTES:  Names are listed in sequence of presentation and do not suggest any greater or lesser contribution to workshop development.  “CASTL paper” designates “The Difference CASTL has Made:  Building on a Solid Foundation,” Transformative Dialogues:  Teaching & Learning Journal (July 2010); “FACET” designates Faculty Colloquium on Excellence in Teaching.  We acknowledge manuscript samples and inspiration from Gregg W. Wentzell, Ph.D., Managing Editor, Journal on Excellence in College Teaching from a workshop “Making it Count:  Prospective SoTL Publications,” Lilly Conference Workshop, Traverse City, Michigan, September 2010.

Using the “Publishing Hook” for SoTL Project Development:  Agenda

Part 1 Welcome, Introductions, and Objectives (Yvonne Zubovic)



Part 2 Scholarly Articles & Scholarly Teaching (Michael Bendele)



Part 3 Scholarly Teaching Stages (Ludy Goodson)



Part 4 Manuscript Review Activity (Stella Batagiannis)



Part 5 SoTL Project Reflections (Gail Rathbun)



Part 6 “Publishing” and “Wrap Up” (Yvonne Zubovic)




#1001 SoTL Manuscript Review Form

		Manuscript Title:   Evidence Use in Group Quiz Discussions:  How do Students Support Preferred Choices?



		Reviewer:

		Date of Review:



		A. For this manuscript, circle, check, “x,” or highlight the rating that best describes your assessment for standards 1-9 listed below.  If another standard also is important for this manuscript, add it in item 10.



		Unacceptable—manuscript does not meet this standard

Acceptable—manuscript meets this standard

Excellent—manuscript exceeds minimum expectations for this standard

NA—this standard does not apply to this manuscript



		(1) Importance of the problem

		Unacceptable

		Acceptable

		Excellent

		NA



		(2) Clarity of purpose/goals related to problem

		Unacceptable

		Acceptable

		Excellent

		NA



		(3) Relevance & comprehensiveness of literature reviewed

		Unacceptable

		Acceptable

		Excellent

		NA



		(4) Implications for particular learning/teaching concepts 

		Unacceptable

		Acceptable

		Excellent

		NA



		(5) Research design and systematic observations

		Unacceptable

		Acceptable

		Excellent

		NA



		(6) Relevance of evidence/data

		Unacceptable

		Acceptable

		Excellent

		NA



		(7) Appropriateness and clarity of evidence/data analysis 

		Unacceptable

		Acceptable

		Excellent

		NA



		(8) Appropriateness of conclusions and implications

		Unacceptable

		Acceptable

		Excellent

		NA



		(9) Writing and presentation of evidence/data

		Unacceptable

		Acceptable

		Excellent

		NA



		(10)Other (specify):

		Unacceptable

		Acceptable

		Excellent

		NA



		B.  Recommendation:



		_____ Publish (with copy editing only to prepare for publication)



		_____ Publish (after minor revisions as indicated below or in separate attachment)



		_____ Reconsider (after major revisions as indicated below or in separate attachment)



		_____ Reject (but encourage revision as indicated below or in separate attachment)



		_____ Reject (do not encourage revision—manuscript should not be considered for publication)



		C.  What suggestions do you have for any criterion that you rated below “acceptable?” (Please write on back if needed.)









#1001 Evidence Use in Group Quiz Discussions:  How do Students Support Preferred Choices? 

Group-centered learning (often referred to as cooperative or collaborative learning) is an instructional method in which students work together in groups to discuss information, solve problems, search for solutions, or develop a product (Cohen, 1994).  Despite the extensive literature documenting the benefits of group-centered learning, little research has focused on the processes that occur in learning group discussions.  This study examines the argumentative process in learning groups who are completing group quizzes.

In structured academic controversy, students engage in formal procedures that include presentation of positions, advocacy, refutation rebuttal, and final consensus.  Wittrock (1978) suggested that students who engage in elaborations or cognitive restructuring of material under study are better able to remember the material.  Argument may be particularly central in group quiz situations, in which students take a quiz individually, hand that quiz into the instructor, and then take the quiz again in a group.  During the group quiz, members are allowed to discuss each question until they reach a collective decision about the correct answer.  Scores from both sets of quizzes typically count toward the student’s grade in the course.  Past research on group quizzes consistently demonstrates that group quiz scores are higher than the average individual quiz score, and often are higher than the best individual quiz score.  Yet we know nothing about what happens in the group quiz discussion, nor what contributes to improved scores.  In this study, we examine the types of argumentative evidence that students present in group quiz discussions to shed some light on this “black box.”

Undergraduate students (junior and seniors) enrolled in a communication course were randomly assigned to learning groups.  During the final 40 minutes of each of fourteen class periods, students completed first an individual and then a group quiz.  Each group moved to a separate room equipped with videotape equipment to complete the group version.  All group discussions were videotaped.  After a coding scheme was developed, videotapes of group discussion quizzes (extraneous to this investigation) were viewed multiple time s (by the first and second authors) to get a general sense of the types and forms of argumentative interaction in these discussions.  Raters were trained and cross-calibrated using extraneous videotapes to achieve high (>85%) inter-rater reliability before they coded study tapes.

Hypotheses based upon learning theory and group argument predicted that groups would perform better than individuals on quiz scores, evidence use would be common when groups disagreed, and that higher achieving groups and individuals would use greater amounts of argumentative evidence.  Data from learning group discussions were coded and analyzed to test the hypotheses.  Results indicate that:  (1) group quiz scores were significantly higher than the average individual quiz scores and groups (in approximately 70% of cases) scored as well as, or higher, than the best individual group member, 
(2) members of disagreement-based groups used significantly more evidence in their discussions than did members of agreement-based groups, (3) high achievement students used significantly more evidence statements than low achievement students in resolving disagreement, although this finding did not hold for high achievement groups.

This study suggests that in order to maximize the potential of group centered learning, teachers should teach students why and how to use evidence I group discussions.  Such an instructional endeavor has the potential for long-term consequences for our students, our workplaces, and our civic society.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT:  Manuscript sample used with permission from Gregg Wentzell, Managing Editor, Journal on Excellence in College Teaching.

#2002 SoTL Manuscript Review Form

		Manuscript Title:   The Learning-Centered Classroom:  A Model for 21st Century Teacher Preparation



		Reviewer:

		Date of Review:



		A. For this manuscript, circle, check, “x,” or highlight the rating that best describes your assessment for standards 1-9 listed below.  If another standard also is important for this manuscript, add it in item 10.



		Unacceptable—manuscript does not meet this standard

Acceptable—manuscript meets this standard

Excellent—manuscript exceeds minimum expectations for this standard

NA—this standard does not apply to this manuscript



		(1) Importance of the problem

		Unacceptable

		Acceptable

		Excellent

		NA



		(2) Clarity of purpose/goals related to problem

		Unacceptable

		Acceptable

		Excellent

		NA



		(3) Relevance & comprehensiveness of literature reviewed

		Unacceptable

		Acceptable

		Excellent

		NA



		(4) Implications for particular learning/teaching concepts 

		Unacceptable

		Acceptable

		Excellent

		NA



		(5) Research design and systematic observations

		Unacceptable

		Acceptable

		Excellent

		NA



		(6) Relevance of evidence/data

		Unacceptable

		Acceptable

		Excellent

		NA



		(7) Appropriateness and clarity of evidence/data analysis 

		Unacceptable

		Acceptable

		Excellent

		NA



		(8) Appropriateness of conclusions and implications

		Unacceptable

		Acceptable

		Excellent

		NA



		(9) Writing and presentation of evidence/data

		Unacceptable

		Acceptable

		Excellent

		NA



		(10)Other (specify):

		Unacceptable

		Acceptable

		Excellent

		NA



		B.  Recommendation:



		_____ Publish (with copy editing only to prepare for publication)



		_____ Publish (after minor revisions as indicated below or in separate attachment)



		_____ Reconsider (after major revisions as indicated below or in separate attachment)



		_____ Reject (but encourage revision as indicated below or in separate attachment)



		_____ Reject (do not encourage revision—manuscript should not be considered for publication)



		C.  What suggestions do you have for any criterion that you rated below “acceptable?” (Please write on back if needed.)







#2002 The Learning-Centered Classroom:  A Model for 21st Century Teacher Preparation

This article presents learner-centered classrooms as a model for teaching in the twenty-first century.  The information provided is based on a graduate course for students entering the teaching profession.  The study looks at the effect of integrating learning centered techniques and the impact these have on fostering effective, student-centered instruction.

Over the years, I have made a pedagogical shift away from lecture based instruction.  Restructuring my active practice to adhere to the dimensions of teaching and learning (author, 1987), I worked to foster student learning that is both dynamic and interactive.  I structure each class session with a focus on student engagement.  Through my own use of learner-centered approaches in my courses, I have observed my own students transferring these pedagogical principles to their own approaches in the teaching realm.

Evaluating the success of student centered learning has been one of my major goals. As such, I have attempted to integrate authentic assessment processes such as portfolios, peer review opportunities, and self-assessment into each of my courses.  These opportunities for self-evaluation support students in articulating specific learning objectives and criteria for assessing their own growth over time.  In addition, this approach to student learning has allowed me to reflect critically on the quality of my instruction as it is linked to students own learning experiences.

In an effort to understand the extent to which graduate students entering the teaching profession had integrated learner-centered principles into their own teaching practices, I asked a random sample of students from two of my courses to respond to a self-reflection questionnaire.  Nine students, representing a range of experience from novice to experienced teachers, volunteered to participate.  One major finding from students self reports was that they perceived that they had improved ability to establish a positive culture for learning and social interaction.  Additionally, students reported a sense of increased effectiveness in designing coursework and assessment techniques that corresponded more directly with the individual learning needs of students in their classroom.  Student teachers also reported that as a result of increasing their pedagogical knowledge in a specific subject area, they were better able to transmit their learning into more engaging, student-centered lessons.

It appears that learner-centered approaches to teaching introduce student-teachers to the value of collaborative practice.  Moving away from traditional models of teaching that often took shape in isolation, the literature on both teacher education and workplace performance points towards the usefulness of classroom settings that are more interactive and engaged.  Instructional techniques in teacher preparation courses should model the learner-centered methods that we hope those teachers will employ.

I conclude that learner-centered instruction within the higher education community promotes the development of higher levels of communication, reflection and cognition among students.  Furthermore, my experiences confirm the potential of the learner-centered classroom to promote collegiality and leadership within the university setting.  In closing, my findings suggest that the learner-centered classroom is a useful model for re-envisioning higher education in the twenty-first century.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT:  Manuscript sample used with permission from Gregg Wentzell, Managing Editor, Journal on Excellence in College Teaching.

Using the “Publishing Hook” for SoTL Project Development:  
Scholarly Teaching Process 

This worksheet reflects the stages described by Richlin, L. (2006). Blueprint for learning: Constructing college courses to facilitate, assess, and document learning.  Sterling, Virginia:  Stylus Publishing.

		Identify Big Questions in Course





		Design Teaching Goals





		Consult Literature





		Choose & Use Learning Experiences





		Conduct Systematic Observation & Assessment





		Document Observations





		Analyze Results





		Obtain Peer Evaluation 









Using the “Publishing Hook” for SoTL Project Development:  
Resources, Journals, and Conferences 

Resources

Getting SoTL articles published: 
[The URL is http://www.sotl.ilstu.edu/resLinks/sotlMats/getPub.shtml.]

Center for Teaching, Vanderbilt SoTL:  
[The URL is http://cft.vanderbilt.edu/teaching-guides/reflecting/sotl/.]

Journals

Academic Exchange Quarterly:  [The URL is http://www.rapidintellect.com/AEQweb/.]

Action Learning: Research and Practice:  
[The URL is http://www.tandf.co.uk/journals/titles/14767333.asp.]

Active Learning in Higher Education:  [The URL is http://alh.sagepub.com/.]

American Educational Research Journal:  
[The URL is http://www.aera.net/publications/?id=315.]

Arts and Humanities in Higher Education:  [The URL is http://ahh.sagepub.com/.]

College Teaching Methods & Styles Journal:  
[The URL is http://journals.cluteonline.com/index.php/CTMS.]

Currents in Teaching and Learning:  
[The URL is http://www.worcester.edu/Currents/default.aspx.]

Curriculum and Teaching:  [The URL is http://www.jamesnicholaspublishers.com.au/ctjrnl.htm.]

International Journal for the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning:  
[The URL is http://academics.georgiasouthern.edu/ijsotl/index.htm.]

International Journal of Teaching and Learning in Higher Education:  
[The URL is http://www.isetl.org/ijtlhe/cfp.cfm.]

Inventio:  Creative Thinking about Teaching and Learning:  
[The URL is http://doit.gmu.edu//inventio/.]

Journal of College Student Development:  
[The URL is http://www.jcsdonline.org/submissions.html.]

Journal of the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning:  
[The URL is https://www.iupui.edu/~josotl/.]

Journal on Excellence in College Teaching:  
[The URL is http://www.compact.org/resources/journal-of-excellence-in-college-teaching/955/.]
[The alternate URL is http://celt.muohio.edu/ject/.]

Mountain Rise: The International Journal of the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning:  
[The URL is http://mountainrise.wcu.edu/index.php/MtnRise.]

New Directions for Teaching and Learning:  
[The URL is http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/journal/10.1002/%28ISSN%291536-0768/issues.]

Teaching in Higher Education: 
[The URL is http://www.tandf.co.uk/journals/titles/13562517.asp.]

Using the “Publishing Hook” for SoTL Project Development:  
Resources, Journals, and Conferences (continued)

The Canadian Journal for the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning:  
[The URL is http://www.cjsotl-rcacea.ca/.]

The Interdisciplinary Journal of Problem-Based Learning:  
[The URL is http://docs.lib.purdue.edu/ijpbl/.]

Transformative Dialogues:  Teaching and Learning Journal:  
[The URL is http://old.library.georgetown.edu/newjour/t/msg02886.html.]

List of journals by discipline:  
[The URL is http://www.libraries.iub.edu/index.php?pageId=3213.]

University of Central Florida:  
[The URL is http://www.fctl.ucf.edu/ResearchAndScholarship/SoTL/journals/.]

Conferences

Innovations in the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning at Liberal Arts Colleges:  
[The URL is http://www.wabash.edu/sotl/.]

ISSOTL - International Society For The Scholarship Of Teaching & Learning:  
[The URL is http://www.issotl.org/.]

Lilly Conferences on College & University Teaching:  [The URL is http://lillyconferences.com/.]

Midwest Conference on the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning:  
[The URL is http://www.iusb.edu/~ucet/sotl.shtml.]

Scholarship of Teaching and Learning Conference:  
[The URL is http://www.maryville.edu/about-excellence-ctl-conference.htm.]

Scholarship of Teaching & Learning (SOTL) Academy:  
[The URL is http://www.emich.edu/sotlacademy/.]

SoTL Symposium of the South:  
[The URL is http://academics.georgiasouthern.edu/ijsotl/conference/2011/.]

The SoTL Commons: A conference for the Scholarship of Teaching & Learning:  
[The URL is http://academics.georgiasouthern.edu/ijsotl/conference/2011/.]



[bookmark: _GoBack]Listings of conferences also are posted at these sites:

CELT-IPFW:  [The URL is http://www.ipfw.edu/celt/learning/sotl.shtml.]

University of Central Florida:  
[The URL is http://www.fctl.ucf.edu/ResearchAndScholarship/Conferences/.]

Illinois State University:  [The URL is http://www.sotl.ilstu.edu/sotlConf/.]

CELT-Kennesaw State University:  
[The URL is http://www.kennesaw.edu/cetl/resources/na_conf_list.html.]

DePaul Teaching Commons:  
[The URL is http://teachingcommons.depaul.edu/Scholarship/Conferences/index.html.]

Indiana University, Bloomington:  [The URL is http://www.indiana.edu/~sotl/eventstop.html.]

List of SoTL journals, conferences, and resources: Michigan State University:  
[The URL is http://fod.msu.edu/oir/Sotl/sotl.asp#cons.]




Using the “Publishing Hook” for SoTL Project Development:  
Resources, Journals, and Conferences (continued)

Belcher, W. L. (2009).  Writing your journal article in 12 weeks:  A guide to academic publishing success.  Thousand Oaks, CA:  Sage Publications, Inc.

Summary of “Common Reasons why Journals Reject Articles” (pp. 69-91).

Too Narrow or Too Broad:  

Tip 1:  Set article in broader context, historical background, larger problems.

Tip 2:  Aim at broad academic audience; assume readers will have less knowledge tan your expertise.

Tip 3:  Aim at a smart audience by avoiding encyclopedic information about context.

Tip 4:  Give pertinent examples to support your argument.

Tip 5:  Relate examples to the argument so that it’s neither too technical nor too narrow.

Tip 6:  Keep manuscript within journal’s expectations for length.

Tip 7:  Select the appropriate journal to match the focus of your manuscript.

Off Topic:

Tip:  Make sure the manuscript focus matches the interests of the journal.

Not Scholarly:

Tip 1:  Be meticulous about documentation.

Tip 2:  Cite recent literature.

Tip 3:  Cite multiple sources.

Tip 4:  Cite relevant literature.

Tip 5:  Reference debates in the field.

Tip 6:  Use discipline-related expertise.

Tip 7:  Provide a critical framework, i.e., your approach to your topic.

Tip 8:  Provide evidence for arguments; don’t just assert that an argument is true.

Too Defensive:

Tip 1:  Keep down the number of quotations; abridge the quotations used.

Tip 2:  Don’t quote famous authors unless a quote relates explicitly to your focus.

Tip 3:  Cite relevant documentation only and skip the rest.

Tip 4:  Avoid using jargon.

Tip 5:  “Delete all references to former incarnations“ (p. 74) of the submitted manuscript.

Tip 6:  Mention disagreements with your arguments; acknowledge different perspectives.

Not Sufficiently Original:

Tip 1:  Don’t replicate the work already done by others.

Tip 2:  Focus on what’s new compared to  others’ ideas.

Tip 3:  If you offer arguments against other positions, only do so for real ones cited in the literature.

Tip 4:  Explain what’s different or original about your focus.

Tip 5:  Use phrases such as “The thesis of this paper is” or “I argue that…” or in some other way “claim your ideas.” (p. 75)  The authors state that women often fail to do this.

Tip 6.  Make the “voice” clear and active without moralizing what you write.


Using the “Publishing Hook” for SoTL Project Development:  
Resources, Journals, and Conferences (continued)

Belcher, W. L. (2009).  Writing your journal article in 12 weeks:  A guide to academic publishing success.  Thousand Oaks, CA:  Sage Publications, Inc.

Summary of “Common Reasons why Journals Reject Articles” (pp. 69-9) (continued).

Poor Structure:

Tip 1:  Make structure explicit with “summary paragraphs, subheads,” and transitions.

Tip 2:  Stick to your point.

Tip 3:  Delete redundant or irrelevant text.

Tip 4:  Present facts or data in a clear context, related to a specific idea.

Tip 5:  Give “your single significant idea” early in the manuscript.

Not Significant:

Tip 1:  Explain the significance, e.g., no one else has written about this, solves a problem, etc.

Tip 2:  Select the right journal.

Theoretically or Methodologically Flawed:

Tip 1:  Get peer review before submitting your manuscript.

Tip 2:  Explain your methodology in detail; cite others who’ve used it or similar methodology.

Tip 3:  Balance theory and concrete examples or applications.

Tip 4:  Indicate awareness of opposing views.

Tip 5:  Review your analysis of data and interpretation of findings.

Too Many Misspellings and Grammatical Errors:

Tip 1:  Complete exercises to improve your grammar.

Tip 2:  Run a spell and grammar check.

Tip 3:  Hire someone to review and edit ($5 to $25 per page).

Tip 4:  Follow the journal’s submission guidelines.

No Good Argument:

Tip 1:  Craft and present an argument early in your manuscript; express ”a point of view intended to influence” the readers of the journal article (p. 82).

Tip 2:  Test whether or not statements in the manuscript can elicit “I agree” or “I disagree.” (p. 83).

Tip 3:  Avoid being dogmatic by “build(ing) in a consideration of opposing voices.”

Tip 4:  Don’t substitute a “topic” for an “argument” as they are not the same.

Tip 5:  Craft arguments in the style familiar to the journal context and discipline.






Using the “Publishing Hook” for SoTL Project Development:  
Wrap up Activity 



The purpose of this section of the workshop is to reflect on its value to you as a model to use in your work, and to share your perspectives with other participants. In this way you will leave today with more ideas and better able to remember this experience because you have examined it before moving on to the next session. The other outcome is for us to have a record of your reactions to the workshop so that we may refine or change it to make the experience more effective.

 

We'd like you to work in triads for about 5 minutes to answer the two questions on the Workshop Reflections sheet. Have one person act as scribe. Please write legibly. We will use the rest of our time to hear your answers. We will collect your responses at the end of the workshop





 

1. Which aspects of this workshop would you be most apt to use? Why?





























2. What problems would you have implementing this workshop in your context?









IPFW SoTL Work Group, ISSOTL Pre-Conference Workshop, Milwaukee, Wisconsin	October 19, 2011
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Abstract

The project investigated the impact of new course content on student learning of basic knowledge and attitudes toward various assistive technology (AT) services and devices using multiple measures in an introductory-level course in a special education program. Results indicated that participants gained fundamental knowledge of AT devices and services, were willing to utilize AT devices in their current and future, and were eager for further training in AT. 



Correspondence to Jeong-il Cho and Jane Leatherman, Department of Professional Studies, Neff Hall, 2101 East Coliseum Boulevard, Fort Wayne, IN. 46805.                                                                             Email: choj@ipfw.edu;  leatherj@ipfw.edu
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Council for Exceptional Children (CEC)- Professional Standard for Special Education Teachers





SOURCE: CEC http://

www.cec.sped.org/ 

Objective 10. Demonstrate basic knowledge of Assistive Technology (AT) services and devices.

Understand AT including legal requirements, its purpose and functional application for the student's educational program.


Demonstrate awareness of a variety of assistive  technology devices and services.


Demonstrate the ability to use appropriate AT.


Demonstrate the recognition of the need for ongoing individual professional development and maintaining knowledge of emerging technologies.
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What is Assistive Technology?

“Any item, piece of equipment, or product system, whether acquired commercially off the shelf, modified, or customized, that is used to increase, maintain, or improve the functional capabilities of a child with a disability.” 

Low-tech Examples: velcro-attached pencils, enlarged print 

Mid-tech Examples: talking calculators, tape recorder       

High-tech Examples: computer synthesized speech devices,

                                        voice recognition software









4



Statement of the Problem

AT devices are not effectively used in classrooms due to a lack of knowledge, understanding, and experience with AT devices and federal mandates related to AT devices among teachers and school administrators.

Lack of AT resources at a university=difficulty in training future and current teachers.

Teachers themselves are aware of their lack of preparation in utilizing AT for their students with disabilities.
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Significance of the Project

Basic AT training

What is AT?

What are federal mandates related to AT?

What are local AT resources?

How to use appropriate AT devices?

Training future and new teachers (proactive approach)

Examining comfort level/willingness 

Querying professional development topics 
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Methods

Participants and Setting

Undergraduate and graduate students

Voluntary Participation

EDUC K370/525

 Dual-level Course

 Introductory-level special education course

 Offered every spring and fall

 Selected course by the Special Education Program for

    introducing basic information about AT

Data Sources 

AT Survey

AT Observation  

AT Definitions 

Exams 
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Project Timeline



		Early June 2010		“Professional training” preparation (PATINS Project)

		June		Preparation and submission of the IRB application 

		3rd week of June through mid-July		Five full-day visits to the PATINS Project office in Columbia City, Indiana

		3rd week of July		Compiled a list of AT devices that are available at IPFW campus

		4th week of July		Ordered FREE demonstration CDs from multiple AT companies

		mid-July through 2nd week of August		Course preparation

		3rd week of August		Recruitment email to students registered for EDUC K370/525
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Multiple Data Sources and Results 







9





      Results: 

Basic knowledge

& understanding of AT, legal mandates, and available local AT  programs and services.





AT observation

in Local Classrooms





AT surveys





AT definitions





AT exams





AT course content (Federal Program: PATINS project)



































Myth or True Quiz

		Question		Answer

		1. “Assistive Technology devices are only high-tech devices.”		Myth or True 

		2. “Assistive Technology devices can be any devices which increase or maintain functional capabilities of individuals with disabilities.” 		Myth or True 

		3. “Individuals with physical disabilities, especially those with fine motor problems, cannot use assistive technology devices.”		Myth or True 

		4. “Assistive Technology devices is all too expensive and hard to learn.”
		Myth or True 















Answers:

Myth

True

Myth

Myth
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Assistive Technology
Demonstration
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The Scholarly Teaching Difference in Student Evaluation and Learning: 
The Case of Site Construction

Ludwika A. Goodson, Don Slater & Yvonne M. Zubovic

D.08.1.MacArthur Room,  Friday, 21 October, 1:30-3:00 


The big question for this SoTL project was “What learning experiences could change the low level of student engagement in a senior-level site construction course?” This question led to the teaching goal of improving student confidence, satisfaction, and learning.  Richlin’s scholarly teaching (2006), Keller’s ARCS model (2006), Nuhfer’s knowledge survey research (2003), and Dick and Carey’s instructional systems procedures (1996) guided confidence surveys and active learning, with results reported over a 5-year period of teaching.





Scholarly Teaching Framework



McKinney (2007) presents the scholarship of teaching and learning (SoTL) as a research agenda (p. 10), and like Richlin (2006), explains the SoTL process as one that begins with a problem description and includes documenting and making SoTL work public.  Richlin’s summary of a SoTL approach provides the framework for this study, namely to identify big questions in the course; design teaching goals; consult literature; choose and use learning experiences; conduct systematic observation and assessment; document observations; analyze results; and obtain peer evaluation.  



Context



[bookmark: _GoBack]The instructor was teaching a senior-level Site Construction course of a Construction Management Program with the traditional methods by which he had been taught, namely a combination of lecture and homework.  The instructor had over forty years of both design and construction experience in the Civil Engineering private and public sector arenas.  He had been teaching since the mid-1980’s and had taught both college and university courses with similar subject matter for several years.  



However, the students were failing to in their traditional homework assignments in using acceptable written English to successfully express the technical procedures and logic of the content of the course. Students seemed unmotivated, apparently disinterested, in grappling with the content of the course, a puzzlement when considering the context of the career path of the students leading to future jobs as construction site managers. 



Major Question, Teaching Goal, and Related Literature



Through consultation with an instructional designer, the instructor formulated the big question in this way:  “What learning experiences could change the low level of student engagement in this senior-level site construction course?”  This question, and consultation with the literature, led to the teaching goal of improving student confidence, satisfaction, and learning.  This goal was framed in the context of Nuhfer’s (2003) knowledge survey research and Keller’s ARCS model (2006).



Communication of Expectations



Clarity of expectations for students is a factor in motivation to learn as well as successful learning performance (Clarke, 1990; Harris, 1991; Lumsden, 1994).   In addition, clarity of structure and sequence improves learning and leads to better grades (Clarke, 1990; Gagné, Briggs & Wager, 1988; Harniss, Hollenbeck, Crawford & Carnine, 1994; Lodewyk, Winne, & Jamieson-Noel, 2009).  



The combination of an explicit structure of learning tasks with the option of raising personal self-confidence can help students to focus their attention (Stipek, 1988; Raffini, 1993; and Brophy, 1986 — all cited in Rumsden, 1994).   Explicit learning objectives enable students to access course design features even if content is not well organized (Chambliss, Richardson, Torney-Purta, and Wilkenfield, 2007; Exline, 1989).  



Learner Engagement



Learner engagement plays a central role in learning (Kaplan, 2008).  The reason for a learner’s engagement may be intrinsic or extrinsic desire for a reward (Lumsden, 1994).  Appropriate course design features with feedback would be the other key ingredients for success (Hattie, 2009, p. 161), including multiple ways to nurture and maintain student interest and confidence (Zheng, Skelton, Shih, Leggette, and Pei, 2009).  



The Knowledge Survey



Nuhfer (2003), Nuhfer and Knipp (2003), and Wirth and Perkins (2006) describe a knowledge survey as one with questions covering all the content of a course, including levels of learning or inquiry, in which students estimate their abililty at the beginning of a course and at intervals after instruction.  In their reports, the results of these surveys are compared to student scores and the survey is used as a tool of formative evaluation for the purpose of improving course design.  



As cited in Nuhfer and Knipp, this type of survey offers several advantages in the teaching and learning process.  For the instructor, the process of developing the survey helps to “clarify and organize the course objectives,” the pre-course data can “guide course content,” the data after instruction can “provide meaningful measures of learning gains. (Abstract).  Students benefit from “full disclosure of the course content and learning objectives,” can use the survey as a “learning guide,” provides students with a “self-assessment tool” making learning “more visible” and giving students “more comfort and a greater sense of control over their learning” (p. 3).



Construction of a confidence survey with a well-structured task for formative self-assessment (Bail, et al.,2009; Sorić & Palekčić, 2009; Wirth & Perkins, 2006) can give students the larger concepts, thereby making subordinate knowledge and tasks easier to learn (Nuhfer & Knipp, 2003).  Such explicit organization gives students the steps to follow in achieving a larger goal (Carnine, Jones, & Dixon, 1994; Carnine, 1997) and, thereby, can activate their organization and integration of information (Sorić, I. & Palekčić, M., 2009).  In addition, a high degree of alignment of the survey with course expectations (Nuhfer & Knipp, 2003) makes the survey items relevant to what the students are studying.



Such goal-setting and self-evaluation of progress connect self-regulation and self-directed learning to instructional methods in a course (Schunk, 2008, 466-467).  Short-term goal setting in a self-regulated course with meaningful choices also has been shown to improve grades (Bail, Zhang, & Tachiyama, 2009). 



In the administration of such a survey, the students’ process of judging capabilities can improve cognitive abilities (Bandura & Schenk, 1981; Kleitman & Stankov, 2007), and adding student choice and responsibility can increase intrinsic motivation to learn (Nussbaum, 2010).  Furthermore, the opportunity for self-reflection can create a plan-do-review cycle of learning (Ellis, 1999).  



Instructional Systems Design



Back in 1977, the first author of this paper participated in the small-group field-test of the first book on instructional systems design authored by Walt Dick and Lou Carey (1978), a book that has since been republished in multiple editions, the 8th edition of which included James O. Carey (2008) as a third author.  The systems approach in this model, as in many other models, (Andrews & Goodson, 1980, 2011), begins with thorough instructional analysis of learner tasks, and as such, requires a product similar to the task statements of a knowledge survey.  Such analysis details what students are expected to do when they succeed in a course. 



While formative evaluation is another component of this systems approach, in the field of instructional design, the use of a task analysis itself has not generally been advanced as a formative evaluation tool, but a building block for pretests, learning activities, assessments, and other course components.  However, it is common as part of the phase of audience analysis, to use a pretest, and a knowledge survey functions in the same way by giving a baseline of the student entry level into the course.  



The ARCS Model



In the ARCS model “Motivation consists of the amount of effort a person is willing to exert in pursuit of a goal” (Keller, 2006a, ¶3), and in the context of learning, “motivational tactics have to support instructional goals” (Keller, 2006b, ¶7).  For this purpose, instruction can be designed to enhance four learner motivation categories.



Attention (A) — Arouse student curiosity and interest.

Relevance (R) — Relate to student’s experiences and needs.

Confidence (C) — Scaffold student’s success of meaningful tasks. 

Satisfaction (S) — Build student’s sense of reward and achievement.



Keller based this model on a “combination of theories, including: (1) Bandura’s Self-Efficacy (1977), (2) Berlyne’s Curiosity and Arousal (1965), (3) Maslow’s Needs Hierarchy (1954), (4) McCelland’s Achievement Motivation (1976), (5) Rotter’s Locus of Control (1975), and (6) Seligman’s Learned Helplessness (1975) to substantiate motivating factors for learners”  — Shellnut,1998 (with preface by John Keller, June 2006).  While we also discuss some aspects of attention and relevance, our study’s primary focus is on the Confidence and Satisfaction parts of this model as described below.  



· Confidence will scaffold student’s success of meaningful tasks in three ways (Keller, 2006a, ¶4; Carr & Carr, 2000):  set learning requirements (set clear goals, standards, requirements, and evaluative criteria); create success opportunities (give challenging and meaningful opportunities for successful achievement within available time, resources, and effort); and (3) encourage personal control (show or explain how the students’ own effort determines success — how personal responsibility connects directly to achievement).

· Satisfaction will build the student’s sense of reward and achievement in three ways (Keller, 2006a, ¶4; Carr & Carr, 2000): (1) support intrinsic and natural consequences (learning applied in real world or simulated context with consequences); (2) provide extrinsic and positive consequences (feedback after practice to confirm, analyze, or correct performance); and apply equity in learning and assessment (consistent consequences for meeting standard consistent evaluation criteria).









Learning Experiences



After examining representative articles from the literature, the next step was to determine what to accomplish within the available time frame prior to the beginning of the next semester of the course.  One option considered was the use of a more traditional pretest because a well-designed pretest could enhance learning, help make student entry-level more visible, provide a baseline for comparison with posttest performance, and gain the students’ attention about what will be important to study (Brajer & Gill, 2004; Stuart, 2000; Gagné, Briggs, & Wager, 1988). 

However, the vision of using a more traditional pretest was placed on hold due to time constraints, and instead, because of its value for course design and necessity in developing a complete knowledge survey, the decision was made to complete a task analysis for the course.  Because of interest in motivating the students, it was also decided to create a confidence survey that could serve to build both student confidence and satisfaction as described above in Keller’s ARCS model.



Another strategy could be use of a formative evaluation questionnaire to prompt students to focus on personal learning goals.  For example, the question at the beginning of the term could be “What is the most important thing you want to learn in this course?” while it could be reframed at the end of the course to “What was the most important thing you learned in this course?”  This kind of informative assessment can inform both students and instructor (Tomlinson, 2008). 



Using a pretest, confidence survey, and formative evaluation questionnaire would form a triarchic assessment strategy providing more information than any single strategy alone (Boston, C., 2002; The National Center for Fair and Open Testing, 2007).



Teaching Methods

Teaching methods evolved from Fall semester 2005 through 2010 as shown below.



· Fall 2005:  Lecture, Quizzes, Homework (Grading: Quizzes 1-5; Announced Exams 1 and 2; Homework Sets 1, 2, and 3; Extra Credit Project (about 1-3 points; others had 100 as maximum)

· Spring Semester 2006, Sections B and C; Fall 2006 Sections A and B:  Lecture, Semester Project (replacing homework sets), Quizzes (Grading:  Semester Project  Presentations (2) with Peer Review and Written Report (30%); Quizzes 1-4 (averaged with lowest grade deleted; 30%); Exams 1 and 2 (20% Each)

· Spring 2007, Sections A and B; Fall 2007, Sections A and B:  Lecture, Lab, Team Building (small activity), Quizzes 1-9, Confidence Survey System, Formative Evaluation (Grading:  Lab Report (15% Spring; 20% Fall); Team Building Exercise (5%); Quizzes 1-9 (25%);  Exams 1 and 2 (25% each);  Confidence Survey (5%); Formative Evaluation)

· Spring 2008, Sections A and B; Fall 2008 Sections A and B; Spring 2009:  PRETEST, Lecture, Project and Reviews,  Confidence Survey System, Formative Evaluation (Grading:  Semester Project Presentations (3,30%); Project Reviews (3, 10%, then 5% in Spring 2009); Quizzes (15%, then 20% in Spring 2009); Exams 1 and 2 (20% each); Extra Credit Quiz (3 points);  Syllabus Receipt (1%); Confidence Survey (5%); Formative Evaluation) 

· Fall 2009, Sections A and B; Spring 2010; Fall 2010:  PRETEST, Lecture, POGIL Team Project and Reviews,  Confidence Survey System, Formative Evaluation (Grading:  Semester Team Presentations (3, 30%); Team Project Reviews (3,5%); Quizzes (12, 20%); Exams 1 and 2 (20% each); Extra Credit Quiz (3 points); Syllabus Receipt (1%); Perfect Attendance (5 bonus points); Confidence Survey (5%); Formative Evaluation) NOTE: POGIL stands for the process oriented guided inquiry learning system.





Systematic Observation and Assessment



Survey Format



The survey format requested the student’s name at the top of each set of survey items for a major unit of study. The title of the unit identified the document as a checklist and confidence survey, and gave the major topic of study. For example, the first unit had the title “Confidence Survey for Objectives and Tasks — Topic 1: Soils, Investigation, Testing, Classification.” In the next unit, the title was changed to Topic 2: Engineering Properties of Soils.” Such titles gave the larger conceptual focus for the tasks listed within each topic.



Following the title, students would see five columns in this sequence: date of the rating before studying, code for the task to assist in later data collection, task list, date for the rating after studying, and before/after score difference. Under the task list column, students were asked one central question: How much confidence do you have in your ability to accomplish each of the following objectives and tasks? Following this question, students were given the Likert rating scale: 



· 5 = complete confidence

· 4 = moderate confidence

· 3 = some confidence

· 2 = a little confidence

· 1 = no confidence at all. 



The tasks listed for each major topic were in the form of explicit statements of learning performance objectives. For example, the second unit of study had a list of about twenty discrete statements, three of which are listed below to illustrate the variety of learning levels contained in the course.



· Indicate a specified percentage of maximum dry density on a laboratory moisture/density curve. (RULE)

· Explain the relationship between vertical stress and horizontal stress. (CONCEPT)

· Identify, review, and analyze field data to evaluate the engineering properties of soil. (EVALUATION)



The bottom row on the survey, gave students a place to add up their total score before studying, their total score after studying, the difference in the total scores, and to make any comments.



Formative Evaluation



When the formative evaluation questionnaire was first introduced at the end of the term in Spring 2007, the questions were in the form of “What was the most important thing you learned in this course?,” “What was the least important…?,” and “What would you change…?” In subsequent terms, the instructor added other questions and framed them for completion both before and after instruction. From the initial list of three basic open questions, the questionnaire evolved and now contains nine questions focused on specific issues related to course content and student expectations.  The “pre” questionnaire has the form of “What may be…” and the “post” has the form of “What was…” as the stem of the question.  The issues addressed are the:



· most positive part of the individual learning experience 

· most positive part the team learning experience

· most negative part of the individual learning experience

· most negative part of the team learning experience

· changes to make in the design of the course

· topic liked least and why

· topic liked most and why



Sequence of Activities



The basic sequence of activities began during the first week of the semester with students taking both the pretest and the pre-instruction formative evaluation. The pretest contained questions related to all tasks within all units of study.  During the first week of the semester students also rated confidence in all the tasks for all units of study before any instruction began. Students handed in these forms. 



Students were told to use the same survey form, posted online, as a study guide.  They carried with them a copy of the survey form as they studied throughout the course. Over the course of the semester students received instruction followed by a quiz.  For some units of study, they would also make a team presentation which was a hands-on activity related to the unit of study. At the end of a unit of study, students gave the post-instruction confidence rating. 



In addition to the confidence survey, at the end of the course, students were asked to rate the value of the confidence survey process. And, then students completed the post-instruction formative evaluation and took the final exam.



Analysis and Results



Items with slight variations in wording across surveys were included in data analysis, e.g., “soil” and “a soil mass” were considered to have the same meaning.  Items that appeared on one survey, but were not in all surveys, were not included in the data analysis.  Typically such items were omitted due to problems of logistics in making opportunities available to the students to accomplish, e.g., CSOT-10 and CSOT-11 were not included in the first survey and for this reason were not included in the data comparisons across all semesters.



Data analysis for statistically significant differences and trends suggest value for the use of the confidence rating system from the students’ perspective.  The relevance of the survey to the course was made explicit by the students’ use of the survey form as a study guide.  This allowed the students to see experientially the alignment of the learning activities in the course with the task statements in the confidence survey. 



The structure of the survey supported the following accomplishments:



· provided students with a view of the course structure (major themes)

· communicated explicit expectations (high expectations)

· initiated a continual process of reflection (reflection)

· guided what the student would study (scaffolding)

· provided the student with self-feedback about progress on each task (feedback)

· provided the instructor with insights on how to clarify content (clarification)



The formative evaluation survey given at the beginning and completion of the course also set course expectations, initiated reflection, asked students about the value of the confidence survey system, and gave the instructor a springboard for increasing interactions student-faculty interactions.



Sample Student Comments



Students provided the following unsolicited comments on surveys:



“Confidence surveys are good!”

“When taking the quiz today in class, I realized that I must have skipped one of my confidence surveys.”

“I have no Godly clue about this topic.”

“Have some knowledge, but not certain.”

“Study.  Knew already, but forgot.”



The following chart gives a basic display of the value according to students from Spring 2007 to 2010.





Preliminary data shows a correspondence of student ratings to final grades, with advantages for the confidence survey system and the pretest.  (Details will be discussed during the ISSOTL presentation.)



Instructor Responses to Data



The instructor responded to information about student confusion and misunderstanding about task statements expressed in student discussions, questions, and quiz results, by checking for vague wording, checking the appropriateness of the level of content, and considering how to refine and revise the task statements.  The following examples illustrate the impact of the instructor reflections in using the confidence survey system, formative evaluation process, and comments and questions from students.



Example 1:  In Fall 2007, the confidence survey section for the topic of “Modification Techniques” had eighteen task statements, including items about soil “stabilization,” while the Spring 2010 section had only fifteen items, without any questions about “stabilization.”   The instructor revised the content because “modification” is a process whereas “stabilization” involves several separate and specific techniques.  Discussion with the students about the task statements showed that the use of the terms in the way that they had been listed in the Fall 2007 survey caused some confusion for many students.  Therefore, the instructor revised the content with more explicit statements about “modification” techniques rather than interchanging the two terms, deciding to limit “stabilization” to the topic of soil “modification” rather than have it in multiple sections.  Similarly, task statements for the topic of “Construction Dewatering” in the Fall 2007 concerning “slope stability” were revised to correct confusion in terms.  For this topic, four task statements at the knowledge level of learning were refined by creating one new statement about knowledge with an application element, namely, “draw and label a sketch.”



Example 2:  In Fall 2007, for the topic of “Modification Techniques” the confidence survey included five statements that called for “three” of different tasks while the Spring 2010 survey called for “two” of the same tasks.  Thus, “State three methods of vibrocompaction”  became “State two methods of vibrocompaction” because the instructor had determined that the the expectation for “three” was too high.



Example 3:  For the topic of “Layout and Grade Staking,” some tasks addressed application tasks for existing construction projects.  Yet, student application did not work out due to logistics issues; obtaining sufficient site plans was too cumbersome for practical applications.    For this reason, the instructor deleted those items and subsequently aimed for tasks that would require students to work in a hands-on on-campus project involving students in the development of the erosion and sedimentation control measures themselves.  Similar items had been included for the topic of “Excavation Equipment” to target application levels of learning, but had to be later removed because logistics simply did not allow the context for the application.  However, not giving up on the inclusion of application tasks, the instructor introduced other application tasks, such as requiring students to “survey” their auger holes using simple hand-held tools as part of a field laboratory exercise.



Example 4:  The Fall 2007 task statement “State two controlling factors that control the depth of spread footings and mat foundations” was changed in the Spring 2010 survey to “State two controlling factors that control the depth of shallow foundations.”  The purpose of this change was to simplify the item.



Example 5:  Two items listed on the Fall 2007 survey for the topic of “Foundations” produced confusion for the students, and upon reflection, the instructor determined that these items would be better covered in a higher level course.  Those items were “List the foundation possibilities for five various subsurface conditions…” and “List four methods of underpinning.”  For similar reasons,  the topic of “Excavation Equipment” had  several items in the Fall 2007 survey that the instructor determined to be too technical for the scope of the course, and better suited for the graduate level.  These items were: “List four procedures in proper construction order for installing a cofferdam;” “State how a hydraulic gradient is formed by electro-osmosis;” and “State five methods used to construct a cutoff curtain.” 



Example 6:  For the topic on “Soils, Investigation, Testing, Classification,” some task statements were revised to make them more complete in the Spring 2010 edition.  “Enter field data on a field log and on a final log” was transformed to “Enter field data on a field log and then refine the same field data for entry on a final log;”  “Display subsurface information on a soil section” became “Display, draw, and identify subsurface information on a soil section.”  Similarly, for the topic of “Sediment and Erosion Control,” the task “Write a definition of erosion” became “Write a definition of the erosion process.”   For the topic of “Engineering Properties of Soils,” the task “Explain vertical stress and horizontal stress” became “Explain and give examples of both vertical stress and horizontal stress within a soil mass.”  These types of changes clarified expectations for student performance.



Unknowns

Much still is unknown about the meaning of the results. For example, some students may overestimate confidence for some tasks, then as they study may realize a task actually was beyond their capabilities. Students’ personal traits and predispositions to persist, and differing abilities to self-evaluate may influence confidence and grades (Bowers, Brandon, & Hill, 2005). Students may differ in competence to use a range of study skills (Purdie & Hattie, 2009). 



Counterbalancing these influences, the explicit alignment of the survey with learning tasks and the larger concepts in units of study should support student judgments of what to study and how to study. This would happen because students are able to view the explicit tasks for which they already have confidence, and use terms such as name vs. explain vs. draw in the statements of learning objectives to determine where to focus study time and what type of studying to do for accomplishing the objective.



If self-confidence is very low or very high across tasks in a unit, the effect of the course design features could be less learning, since tasks perceived as too difficult or too easy can reduce motivation (Voke, 2002). However, such an effect would probably be no less than without the self-confidence survey, and the clarity of expectations would still hold the potential for producing greater learner engagement and wiser choices about study skills (Purdie & Hattie, 2009).



Another consideration is whether the confidence survey, though not a test, may be a more powerful assessment than many tests because it is likely to be more comprehensive, covering the full range of learning tasks for the course. Something that might lead to insight about this possibility would be an examination of the correlation of confidence ratings with scores on tests vs. projects. In addition, there has been some concern that students who do well in problem base learning, which can improve critical thinking skills, may not do so well on knowledge tests (Burris & Garton, 2004).



More recently Zheng et al (2009) expressed a similar challenge to nurture the interest, efforts, and confidence of  nurture their interest, maintain their efforts, and strengthen their confidence. Their approach to the problem was the development of self –regulated learning in a problem/project-based learning model in new course design modules with instructional strategies sustained over a period of several years in a program.  This approach focuses on the concurrent development of high-level cognitive skills.  A broad program-level expanded time could have a deeper impact on student learning than the use of a confidence rating system in a single course.



Peer Evaluation



Peer evaluation is the last stage of the scholarly teaching framework with which we began.  Recommendations and insights during this ISSOTL session are welcome!  This presentation will be revised with more detail on results and prepared as a formal manuscript for publication in a journal. 
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Attachment 1:  Scholarly Teaching Statistical Analysis Summary

1. Was there a significant change in the confidence ratings before and after study across tasks?

Yes! We separately analyzed the confidence ratings according to the teaching method grouping described on page 4.  Within each teaching method, we considered the totals for all items on the task list.  For each task list, we used paired t-tests to test whether the total score after study exceeded thetotal score before study.  In each teaching method (3, 4, and 5), there was a statistically significant increase (at p < .001) from the before rating to the after. The average increase ranged from 1.92 to 2.76 on the 5 point scale.

When considering whether the size of the increase changed across teaching methods, we used a one-way ANOVA on the differences with Teaching Method as the factor.  For several of the tasks, Tasks 2, 3, 8, 9 there was no significant difference across methods.  For the remaining tasks, 1, 4, 5, and 6, Method 4 (where the Pretest was introduced) showed the greatest increase and, with the exception of Task 6, Method 3 showed the least.   

2. Was there a significant change in the overall confidence ratings after study across semesters?

We computed a total confidence rating score by adding the scores after study for each task.  Since these scores did not meet Normality assumptions, we used a Kruskal-Wallis test procedure to compare the total scores after study across the teaching methods.  There was no significant difference found. 

3. Was there a significant change in the value students gave to the Confidence Ratings across different teaching methods?

We tested for differences in the confidence ratings across semesters using a Non-parametric procedure, the Kruskal Wallis Test since our Normality assumptions wasn’t met for the ratings.  The test did show a significant difference in the values across teaching methods.  Pairwise comparisons showed that students rated the value of the confidence survey higher in Methods 4 and 5 than in Method 3, but there was no significant difference between Methods 4 and 5.

4. Was there any difference in the grade distribution across teaching methods?



Yes!  There was a significant shift in course grades across methods.  Methods 1 and 2 showed roughly 30-35%A’s, 40% B’s, and 20-25% C’s.  Method 3 showed a 10% shift from A’s to B’s.  Methods 4 and 5 showed roughly 60% A’s, 30% B’s and 5% C’s.

5. Was there any difference in course scores across the teaching methods?

Yes!  We used Kruskal Wallis to compare final scores in the course across teaching methods.  There was a significant difference (p < .001) with Methods 4 and 5 significantly greater than Methods 1, 2, and 3, but no significant differences among Methods 1, 2, and 3 and no differences between Methods 4 and 5.  

There was no statistically significant difference when the Confidence Surveys and Formative Evaluation were added and when the number of quizzes was doubled.  There was a difference when the Pretest was added.

6. Was there a correlation between the grades (as final scores) and confidence ratings?

We computed correlation coefficients between the after study confidence ratings and the scores in the course across the various teaching methods, for each task separately.  There was no correlation between grade and confidence rating for any task in Method 5 (when POGIL added).  In Method 4 (when the Pretest was added) there was a significant positive correlation for each task and grade.  In Method 3 (when the confidence survey was introduced) there was a significant correlation between grade and some tasks (T3, T4, T5, and T8) but not all.

Attachment 2:  Sample Student Comments 

Comments on Confidence Survey Forms

“Confidence surveys are good!”

“I have no Godly clue about this topic.”

“Have some knowledge, but not certain.”

“Study.  Knew already, but forgot.”



Formative Evaluation Comments

It was a preview of what’s to come.

The surveys helped me know what I needed to understand fully and gave me a preview of what was in the coming chapters.

They were helpful in steering me in the right direction towards what I needed to study.

I used them before every test and quiz.

Good, helped you with what you needed to organize to know for the course.

They gave me a great idea of what to study and showed a difference of what I thought I knew versus what I learned.

Before the class I wasn’t sure what this topic was all about but the confidence surveys gave me an idea.

Love the confidence surveys; more classes need them.  Helps learn the main skeleton structure of the course.

Very valuable in showing the applied material.  Showed me how much I really learned.

Number of Students	2

3

4

5



1	13	28	85	161	Confidence Ratings



 Students
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[bookmark: _GoBack]In 2008 IPFW became a Carnegie Academy the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning Affiliate campus, becoming part of a national network of over 40 universities in the US and Canada who supported each other in studying the place of SoTL in their respective settings, and in pursuing activities that would further ongoing inquiry into evidence-based improvement of student learning. The International Society for the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (ISSOTL) was founded in 2004 in Bloomington, IN to “recognize and encourage scholarly work on teaching and learning in each discipline, within other scholarly societies, and across educational levels.” In 2009 the IPFW CASTL committee attended the 6th annual ISSOTL conference, joining other affiliate campuses in bringing to a close a decade of work under the Carnegie umbrella, and beginning a new decade of refinement and dissemination, continuing to build the “teaching commons.” After the 2009 event, the committee, then composed of Gail Rathbun, CELT, Michael Bendele, PSY, Carrie Stumph, ECON, Linda Lolkus, CFS, and Yvonne Zubovic, MATH, set a goal of bringing at least 10 people from IPFW to the 2011 ISSOTL conference as presenters.

Between 2009 and 2011, CELT sponsored a SoTL work group, SoTL workshops, a SoTL conference, and, through Research, Engagement and Sponsored Programs (RESP), funded a SoTL Fellow (currently Yvonne Zubovic). The CASTL committee also authored an article published with other affiliates’ articles in Transformative Dialogues, a journal published by Kwantlen Polytechnic University in Surrey, British Columbia. These activities bore fruit for the faculty listed below, for their students’ learning, and for the reputation of IPFW. Our presence was noticed, as shown by one attendee’s comment that “there are so many people from IPFW here.”



The CASTLE, Committee for the Advancement of Scholarly Teaching and Learning Excellence, as the CASTL committee has been renamed, thanks the departments of this year’s IPFW participants, the Office of Research, Engagement and Sponsored Programs (RESP), and the Office of Academic Affairs for their generous support of travel to the 9th annual ISSOTL in Milwaukee, WI.



IPFW participants and the titles of their presentations appear below.

 

Stella Batagiannis, EDUC, Yvonne Zubovic, MATH, Ludy Goodson, CELT, and Gail Rathbun, CELT presented a pre-conference workshop, "Using the 'Publishing Hook' for SoTL Project Development". (Michael Bendele, PSY, played a significant role in developing this workshop but was unable to attend.) The workshop was developed by the SoTL Work Group, 2010-11.

 

Jane Leatherman and Jeong-il Cho, EDUC, presented a concurrent session on "Teaching Assistive Technology: An Investigation of the Impact of New Assistive Technology Course Content on Student Learning", which grew out of a CELT Summer Instructional Development grant.

 

Betsy Berry, MATH, presented a concurrent session on "An Investigation of Integrating Portfolio Assessment with Learning to Enhance Pre-Service Elementary Teachers' Mathematics Content Knowledge for Teaching". Her work received support from the CELT Instructional Development grant program.

 

Ludy Goodson, CELT, and Yvonne Zubovic, Math, presented a concurrent session on "The Scholarly Difference in Student Evaluation and Learning: The Case of Site Construction". Don Slater, Construction Management and Civil Engineering Technology, at Georgia Southern was the faculty member who instigated and carried out the research in collaboration with Goodson. Zubovic was the statistical analyst on the project. A second presentation, "Reflections on Students and Teaching" A Transformative Path for Pedagogy and Course Design", was also based on Slater's project.

 

Zeynep Isik-Ercan, EDUC, presented a concurrent session entitled "Utilizing Case Study Assignments to Teach Theoretical Concepts in Child Development and Education".

 

B. Joon Kim, PEA, presented a poster session entitled "Linking Students with Community: Designing a Public Management Course using Project-Based Learning and Service Learning".



The current composition of the CASTLE is: Gail Rathbun, Chair, Michael Bendele, PSY, Denise Jordan, NURS, Ludy Goodson, CELT, Yvonne Zubovic, MATH, and Michelle Drouin, PSY.


Utilizing case study assignments to teach theoretical concepts in child development and education

Zeynep Ercan, P.hD.

Assistant Professor of Early Childhood 

Indiana U. Purdue U. at Fort Wayne (IPFW)

isikz@ipfw.edu







Literature on case studies

Business, medical, education

Engaging students in classroom discussions (Kunselman & Johnson, 2004), 

Teaching critical thinking skills (Herreid, 2004), 

Focusing on dilemmas and problem solving (Derry & Hmelo-Silver, 2005). 





Theory

The theoretical framework: Social constructivism (Vygotksy, 1980; Cole & Wertsch, 1990) 

Learner’s active participation in the communities of practice. 





Context

Regional campus in Northeast Indiana 

Traditional and untraditional students - juniors

Child development course for preservice teachers, who do not have long classroom experiences







Use of Case Study

Evaluated as one of the best assignments for students

Surprised by results as this is a small assignment

Students stated they perceived case studies as learning tool 







Case study assignment

Three different case studies 

Structured analysis process

Different theories or areas of development, 

A week to analyze the case using the concepts/theories they learned through readings and class discussions. 

Whole class session -fishbowl discussion, all students readily participate using their written responses 

Students take the leadership to discuss in a coherent way using group dynamics





Example analysis paragraph

Piaget understood that “children "construct" their understanding of the world through their active involvement and interactions” (Zeynep Ercan, Third Session: Developmental Theories powerpoint, August 30, 2011). Mr. Edwards had the children get directly involved in making the “word web” about the ocean animals (Ozretich, et. al, 2011). The students not only chose their own words but also what categories they thought would work well in their web. By having the children actively explore this concept, Mr. Edwards was practicing Piaget’s Cognitive Development Theory in his classroom. 





Methods

Qualitative study with 30 participants, who are students in my child development course.

Written reflection responses about the use of case studies and a formal questionnaire. 







Findings and Analysis

1. What are your impressions about the use of case studies in this course? How are they different or similar to your early experiences with case studies?







Valuable because of practical application 


 

Modeling good practices for future teaching (6)

Apply concepts and knowledge( 3)

Connect theories to actual cases-real life child development (6)

Relevant

Useful in teacher growth 

Useful 







Valuable because it deepens knowledge of content, particularly child development theories and concepts


 

Better Understanding concept and theories (5) (identify and explore concepts)

Understanding of child development topics (5) (better insight)

Educational (2)







Pedagogical tool


Structured guidelines for analyzing the case and sharing (comparison)

Learning tool

Discussion format – learning from others

Help in writing

In depth thinking , allows interpretation (4)

 Coherence across learning practices & curriculum- connection with research project (3)







Enjoyment


Broad experiences different cultures 

Interesting (3)

Enjoy as a favorite assignment

Divergent:

“Not beneficial –no background experience with case studies, did not value in the beginning – 

“could not understand the connection in the beginning disliked (b25)”







Why was case study a powerful tool for your learning?


Connection to teaching

Classroom application for future teaching (16) 

Connect theories to teaching strategies and methods (2)

 Connect theories and concepts to actual cases-real life child development (5)

Apply knowledge of child dev to real life situations (3)

Provide a moral aspect into teaching – makes up for lack of teacher observation

What will I face- What is out there?  (4)

Theories have uses







Knowledge

 

Challenged me to read and research to understand 

Better Understanding of child development topics – concepts (4)

Test the knowledge

“helped to solidify the concepts and ideas” 21 f

Examples helpful





Skills

Allows own insight and interpretation – consider different perspectives

Think deeply analyze the concepts 

Allows the class come together and discuss

Connection to observation – research projects 2 (complimenting the project – additional topics-concepts)

 

c-17 – too much focus took away from actual theories and skills in development

not a powerful tool 25-c  later realization that it covers an area addressed in research paper






3. For me, I benefitted most from a case study when…


Challenges thinking

 

Dig deeper into our book, handouts and pick the best concepts / compare– looking for information, rather than an overall reading  5

Was able to think freely – can choose to apply any theories 

Put myself in someone else’s shoes

When discussed diversity

When it present a problem solving situation

Finding more connections

Listening to others talk – hearing different perspectives and ideas 10







Beneficial when structured



Identify the chapters/topics to find info 2

Having specific theories given

When I got feedback in early case studies

When realized analysis process applies to research project





Deepening understanding

Understood material, concept and theories

– “It helped me see the theories & concepts in a bigger picture.” 20D

Discussion in class as it helps a clear understanding (more than writing) / make more connections (4)

When it applies to classroom settings (2)





“I really dug deep into our book & picked out the best concepts to apply the study to. This gave me a more concrete understanding of concepts & theories related to child development - much more than reading chapter.”

 

“We discussed it in class. We didn’t just complete the assignment, hand it in, and move on. It helped that we actually discussed it to make sure we understood the concepts.”





4. Which case study did you benefit most from? Why?

“I liked the 3rd case study because it emphasized the importance of not judging a student too quickly. I learned even more how important it is to get to know each student for who they are & find their strengths so I can use them to create a positive learning environment.” 

“The case study told a story over time, including what is happening outside.” 

“The case study that involved the mother and her daughter with the physical disability, because we saw a glimpse of what was happening outside of the classroom, and over an extended period of time, not just one instance.” 

Personal experience - similar

Supporting me in my teaching – getting to know students and the impact of context (2)










Observing successful teaching practices


Teachers’ positive practices 3rd case

Related to teaching – strategies (such as grouping children, problem solving, peer teaching) and image of a good teacher (6)

supported teaching skills and knowledge (5)

Felt like observation –witness 







Understanding


More theories and concepts 3rd

More freedom, several chapters

Satisfaction with analysis and connection to areas of development (2)

First – Piaget and Vygostky – helped with research paper

Lay a foundation with overall theories and concepts (2)

Second video on Vygostky and Piaget – both perspectives are seen in the video

Better understand theories (2 )







5. Can you describe your experiences and challenges in writing the case? 


No right answer: Ambiguity

Challenge with choosing the connection to any theory 3 (trying to figure out what professor preferred)

Critical thinking – analysis, challenging but beneficial

“Not knowing - or even having - a right or wrong answer. A lot of your class is designed this way & I'm still trying to get used to it. But I am benefiting because I can really challenge my thinking.” 

Trying to find all concepts – discussions helped other people noticed different things

Covering more concepts

Hard time connecting specific concepts to the case 4 was not sure how to answer

Trying to find best match 2 class discussion

Connect ideas with child development







Higher thinking skills

Challenge my thinking – enjoyed

Were not too challenging

Simple- but challenging thinking

I had, like the rest of the case studies, to view it though the eyes of a child.

Takes a higher mental capacity and I was not focused

Connecting theories real life- enjoyable







Textbook use

 

First case seemed lost– where to begin? – used text notes (3) Feedback for the first one helped!

Book helped to make connections – time consuming to write







Analytical writing

Straight forward  organization

Making it precise and short 2

Formats of the cases







Problems

Lack of examples to guide analysis for Piaget and Vygotsky – differences hard to figure out

More practice with analyzing and making connections – less lecture

More focus on concepts needed – repetition

Had hard time finding the files on elearning







 
6. In order to better utilize case studies in the future, please do……


In preparation:

Provide more info on case study (2)

Continue to be explicit in expectations (2)

Discuss guidelines for format and context

Focus more on concepts – discuss those in class

Read the articles in class

Explain practical application

Print them – make it easy to access (3)

21-g “Encourage students to examine all areas, physical, cognitive, & social-emotional. I felt, as I wrote my analysis, I failed to consider all areas of development & not just cognitive.”







Role of discussions


Do more case studies with just class discussions (2)

“More of them and more class discussions giving ample time for all students to make connection not just the few that speak up most.”

More group discussion (2) – focus on few points not an overload of info







Consider the assessment technique

Do more 

More time to write

“Give time to correct papers after the class discussion. Maybe you could have the discussion the day before papers were due instead of the day of.” 24-g

More points

More video clips







7. It helps if you add this idea or component to the case study assignment….


 “I think a small reflection of what we thought of the study and why we liked or didn’t like it would be helpful and insightful.”

“What would you have done if you were in this situation. It would be interesting to her what people would say.”

Video clip

Align them with what is being learned rather than what was learned – (students might need a concept map)







Feed me by spoon…



A list of specific theories /concepts (2), Identify chapters

Provide handouts (Piaget-Vygotsky one helped)

More specific info-expectations

Smaller examples – (need more practice) (3)

Have fewer concepts – helps repetition and understanding

First discuss with peers, then write the paper

Only hit a few concepts – hard to regenerate







The whole class discussion of case studies could be more productive and beneficial if….


Concerns for the content

Student has to read parts of their paper

All concepts are introduced

Use more concepts

First present the topics, then students can elaborate on







Resistance to speak

Felt pressure to talk

“I personally don't like to talk in front of classes, I get very nervous & stressed, so maybe not so much emphasis on everyone having to talk maybe an alternative or extra activity.” 22-i

No open discussion

Less point value for discussion grade

 







Suggestions on involving all students in discussion

“We talked with a partner first, then got into group discussion, because I know the majority of us were resistant to speak; we thought we did it wrong & we would start talking once we heard someone else use a similar concept or theory.” or small groups (3)

“I feel the class discussion were great…I learned a lot and even took notes as we went”

Involve everyone (4)

Share in order, wait for others

More cues during pauses

We go in some kind of order- trying to talk before others to get your thoughts out

“I liked it. But for some people it is hard to have an open forum, where you just chime in. It makes people uncomfortable I think. But it was nice you went around and asked people who had not participated by the end.”  







 
9. Any other ideas that could help me in understanding how case studies might support/hinder your learning process in this course…


Focus on the grade



More points

Chances to improve grades later one (2)

Fewer concept requirements

Give two weeks – first discuss in groups (3)









 
Focus on the process



Focus merely on early childhood

More smaller ones

More of them (2)

More video case studies (2)

Have two or three cases shared by each group not repetition









1. Case studies have been effective in my learning of child development concept and theories. 





Question 1	

Stongly Disagreed	Disagreed	Neutral	Agreed	Strongly Agreed	1	1	2	8	17	

2. Case studies have been effective in my learning about successful practices in supporting children’s growth and learning.





Question 2	

Stongly Disagreed	Disagreed	Neutral	Agreed	Strongly Agreed	1	3	4	3	18	

3. Case studies supported my ability to analyze the complexity and diversity of children’s development.





Question 3	

Stongly Disagreed	Disagreed	Neutral	Agreed	Strongly Agreed	1	1	2	5	20	

4. Case studies supported my ability to analyze teacher practices more deeply to assess whether they are developmentally appropriate or not.





Question 4	

Stongly Disagreed	Disagreed	Neutral	Agreed	Strongly Agreed	1	0	3	7	18	

5. Writing of the case study required me to think critically about a teacher’s role in child development.





Question 5	

Stongly Disagreed	Disagreed	Neutral	Agreed	Strongly Agreed	1	1	1	6	20	

6. Writing of the case study required me to think deeply about the ways multiple actors and contexts influence child development.





Question 6	

Stongly Disagreed	Disagreed	Neutral	Agreed	Strongly Agreed	1	1	3	3	21	

7. Writing of the case study improved my ability to provide evidence for my ideas.





Question 7	

Stongly Disagreed	Disagreed	Neutral	Agreed	Strongly Agreed	0	2	4	6	17	

8. Writing and sharing of the case study improved my teaching abilities. 






Question 8	

Stongly Disagreed	Disagreed	Neutral	Agreed	Strongly Agreed	1	6	2	6	14	

9. Discussing the case study with the whole group affirmed my own analysis and examples.





Question 9	

Stongly Disagreed	Disagreed	Neutral	Agreed	Strongly Agreed	2	2	1	4	20	

10. Discussing the case studies with the whole group helped me better understand child development concepts and theories. 





Question 10	

Stongly Disagreed	Disagreed	Neutral	Agreed	Strongly Agreed	2	1	1	4	21	

11. Discussing the case studies with the whole group helped me to think differently about each part in the case. 





Question 11	

Stongly Disagreed	Disagreed	Neutral	Agreed	Strongly Agreed	1	0	4	4	20	

12. Sharing of the case studies with the whole group supported my public speaking abilities.





Question 12	

Stongly Disagreed	Disagreed	Neutral	Agreed	Strongly Agreed	3	0	4	8	14	

Discussion

Top goal: Teacher knowledge and skills

Challenge with choice and analytical skills

Challenged with discussion, group dynamics influential

Structuredness solidifies content

Interest in stories and contexts of children and teachers







Implications and conclusions

Describe and structure the analysis process

Prevents students from sharing ideas without depth and analytical thinking

Combines the concepts/theory learning  with good teacher practices

Important tool to consider by teacher educators







image1.jpeg







image2.jpeg







image3.jpeg









o

|1|V;:a§studvamgnmemstueﬁ\
~thegretical conceptsin chid
B et andcduceticd
e, 240
A recor o xty o

ot o wayme P
R













Betsy Berry, Ph D

Indiana University-Purdue University Fort Wayne
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Integrating Portfolio Assessment with Learning to Enhance Pre-Service Elementary Teachers’ Mathematics Knowledge for Teaching 







Outline

		Previous history

		Present position

		Course(s) Description

		Problem/questions

		Instruction and assessment

		My self study/course assessment

		Questions









Course Description

		Three semesters of mathematics foundations, encompassing, number sense, algebraic thinking, data analysis, probability, geometry and measurement 









What is The “Problem”

		Many pre-service elementary education majors have negative preconceptions about themselves as mathematics learners and misconceptions about what it means to understand mathematics

		In most mathematics content courses, students encounter traditional assessment instruments consisting of tests, quizzes, and textbook homework exercises that focus on procedures, skills and concepts

		A teacher “needs to know more and different mathematics –not less” than other adults  









The Questions:

1.) To what extent do students reveal growth in mathematics knowledge for teaching (MKT)?



2. How and to what extent do students reveal evidence of learning and deep-understanding in their portfolio entries?



3. What dispositions toward mathematics are observed in journal writings collected during the course? 







Mathematics Knowledge for Teaching

		Ball, et al (2009) builds on the pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) framework put forward by Shulman (1986) 

		professes that a teacher “needs to know more and different mathematics –not less” than other adults 

		this understanding must be detailed in ways not necessary for everyday functioning in mathematics…not just about “doing” 

		categorized in sub-domains including common content knowledge, specialized content knowledge, horizon content knowledge, knowledge of content and students, knowledge of content and teaching, and knowledge of content and curriculum 









    







common content knowledge, the knowledge teachers have in common with others who know and use mathematics, and specialized content knowledge, mathematical knowledge specific to teaching such as recognizing multiple representations, unpacking the mathematics and understanding the “why” of the concepts and procedures, making connections beyond and within mathematics, etchorizon knowledge, “an understanding of the wider mathematical landscape”. 

 

*









MKT addressed in 10X Courses

		common content knowledge, the knowledge teachers have in common with others who know and use mathematics

		 specialized content knowledge, mathematical knowledge specific to teaching such as recognizing multiple representations, unpacking the mathematics and understanding the “why” of the concepts and procedures, making connections beyond and within mathematics, etc

		horizon knowledge, “an understanding of the wider mathematical landscape”. 









Course Goals

		Deepen and broaden students’ understanding of fundamental elementary mathematics

		Increase students’ knowledge and expertise as problem-solvers

		Collaborate and communicate with colleagues in solving problems and making connections to the “real” world and across mathematics topic areas









Course Goals cont:

		  Develop fluency and proficiency in [algebraic thinking, rational number sense, data and probability as well as other content areas].

		Strengthen students’ abilities to reason and communicate mathematically and to analyze and evaluate the mathematical thinking and strategies of others.

		Develop the ability to self-assess and evaluate their own mathematical growth, to share their understanding or lack of understanding with others and take any steps necessary to improve.









Instructional Model

Non-traditional mathematics classroom

Students are engaged in explorations, investigations and problem-solving in groups.

(Re-) discovering fundamental mathematics

Conversations with their peers is essential

Traditional lecture/note-taking is rare







Assessment Goals

		To enhance students’ dispositions toward mathematics

		To allow students’ the opportunity to provide evidence of their mathematical thinking through performance tasks and reflective journals

		To provide feedback to students on their thinking and to further stimulate it

















Portfolio Contents

		A minimum of 5 instructor-selected tasks 

		3-5 student-selected tasks

		Three self assessment and reflection essays collected at the beginning, middle and end of the course

		14-16 other journal entries…one for each week of the semester (may include responses to instructor-posed prompts)

		Other









Key Points



		No quizzes or tests and no traditional grades during the semester

		Students focus on their thinking and understanding

		Tasks are “works in progress”

		Puts ownership and responsibility for learning directly on the students

		Integrates learning with assessment

		Provides a  larger window to view both the students ability to “do” mathematics and their conceptual understanding of the content and processes of mathematics. 









Portfolio Assessment Logistics

		Assigned Tasks

		Portfolio Entry Slips

		Evaluation and Feedback (word “scores” rather than number or letter grades)

		Revisions

		Sample Student work

		Journal Entries

		Sample Portfolios











What might success look like?

TKAS Pre-tests and post-test assessments provide evidence of growth in MKT as measured by those instruments. (the catch) (Early Results)



Random Sampling and analysis of First-Middle-Last journal essays for evidence of language that shows positive changes in disposition. (one example)



 Students’ portfolios show evidence of proficiency in course content and process







MA 103 Geometry Spring 2011: Pre- to Post-Assessment Change Scores 







Questions?



Betsy Berry, Ph D

Assistant Professor

Department of Mathematical Sciences

Indiana University-Purdue University Fort Wayne



berrys@ipfw.edu

























Domains of Mathematical Knowledge for Teaching
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Pre-Assessment Scares







