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INTRODUCTION

During the 2001-2002 academic year, the Department of Industrial Technology renewed its interest in student learning outcomes assessment.  Previously, our departmental assessment committee had devised an analytical model for formatting courses, recording student-learning data, and compiling those data. Furthermore, the system as designed allowed queries through a database system to compare and contrast factors such as student, instructor, course, gender, and performance on a diagnostic basis, and serve as a catalyst for intervention at the instructor’s discretion.  In the current academic year, we moved ahead with our attempts to redesign course evaluation to “fit” the model.  It is a much slower process than we had envisioned but it is working and in time we think it will represent a model that may be useable by other departments that perform student evaluation on an analytical basis, especially those that have established student learning outcome goals for their programs.

OVERVIEW

Our departmental student learning outcome assessment system is a two-fold approach; best described as formative and summative assessment.  The differentiation is not only in focus but also in instrumentation.  We have been performing this assessment for several years and gleaned a lot of good information.  Only lately we have come to realize that what we had was mostly summative and anecdotal.  We still gather information in the form of graduate follow-up surveys, employer surveys, capstone course performance, and institutional research studies, but we recognize it for what it is – summative data that relate to nine of our ten departmental student learning outcome goals in a method that affords a global perspective of “how we were”.

As a result, we have spent most of our time and energies this year developing a formative assessment model.  It requires that we analyze every evaluative component that we used in every course and codify them within the categories of our ten student learning outcome goals and record student performance by evaluative methodology and relationship to goal(s). This has proven to help students and instructors in identifying areas of strengths and weaknesses within a course.  We have developed a system that will compile these results from many courses and allow us to analyze a student’s (or group of students’) performance on a more reliable basis for diagnostic and prescriptive intervention.  The result is a formative assessment model that incorporates multiple measures and multiple assessors in a method that affords timely (almost immediate) feedback to students currently in the program.

OUTCOMES / OBJECTIVES LINKAGE

The formative assessment program that we have designed and are currently developing and implementing inherently links the outcomes assessments and the student learning outcome goals (objectives) that have formally been adopted by the department and subsequently approved by our industrial advisory board.  All of the outcomes are categorized as goals.

CHANGES TO PROCEDURES / CURRICULUM RESULTING FROM ASSESSMENT

The changes that have occurred in our departmental operation as a result of this assessment initiative are evident.  Instructors are beginning to analyze their instructional design; what they are doing, why they are doing it, and how well they are doing it.  After a one-year field test with one instructor using the formative model grade-keeping system, three other instructors are currently using or redeveloping their courses to “fit” the model.  This represents 50% of our faculty currently testing the system.  Two professors are using an instrument that relates each measurement activity to one goal; while two other professors are using instruments that analyze every individual component and classifies it under one goal or distributes its weight among a variety of goals.  The results of this parallel processing will allow us to select or mix and match the methodology and analyze validity and reliability.  At this time, we have five courses for which the Excel gradesheets will be imported and compiled into an Access database.

CHANGES IN ASSESSMENT GOALS OR OBJECTIVES

Probably the biggest change that occurred during this year to our assessment strategy was a modification of our previous assumptions about the relationship between formative measurement methods and goals.  Previously we reported the results of surveys of current faculty to reflect that students’ written reports (method) only related to eight of the ten student learning outcome goals (excluding “gainful employment” and “positive professional attitude”).  We have now come to realize that it is certainly possible to have students write papers related to either of these topics.  This example led us to reexamine our exclusion of other goals from other methods and we found that any exclusion was unwarranted at this time.  Therefore, our newest version of the gradesheet incorporates all ten goals as being possible under all methods.

CLOSING

In summary, we have had an active and productive year in our student learning outcomes assessment endeavors.  The committee spent a lot of time developing instrumentation, discussing ways to use the instrumentation and making it easier for all faculty to use, and involving other faculty. We just completed the on-site visit required for our re-accreditation by the National Association of Industrial Technology.  The visiting team reviewed our assessment model and commented on its thoroughness (although they said we could have done better in explaining it in our self-study documentation). One result is that one of the faculty members on the assessment committee and an OU administrator will be presenting a paper on its design and use at association’s annual convention in Panama City, Florida in November.
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