O 334/5:

This is an opportunity to not only expand our learning
paradigm, but reexamine it (Kennedy, 2009)

Importance of understanding our approach in terms of
“new” learners (Hanstedt & Deneen, 2010)

o OBL
A system of curricular design and implementation which

focuses and organizes its components around the anticipated
achievement of learners.

Learner-centered and results-oriented (Baron & Boschee,

1996)




What do we mean by outcomes?

O There are various definitions of student learning
outcomes (SLOs).

= Briefly: What do | want students to demonstrably achieve?

0 Towards a typology: Dwyer, Millett and Payne (2006)

1.  workplace readiness and general education skills

N

content- /discipline-specific knowledge and skills

w

“soft skills” (non-cognitive skills)

00 Research suggests students place high value on
- category 1 SLOs and SLOs that are “context-specific”
(Drew, 1998)

If we're learner centered... where are the

learners’ voices?

O Student “voice” exists partially through SETs, but that’s no guarantee of
students being heard (Gravestock, & Gregor-Greenleaf , 2008)

0 Students’ conceptions “count” in terms of students’ demonstration of outcome
achievement (Peterson, Brown, & Irving, 2010)

o Some research has been done into student perceptions of outcomes (Drew,
1998)... but not much.

0 The critical question, then: What does a research-based inquiry info
students’ identification and valuing of outcomes reveal?



Qur research questions

The research questions for this study were:

0 What outcomes do students identify for a course intended to
be outcomes-based?

0 How closely do those identified outcomes match the
intended outcomes for the course? (ongoing inquiry)

0 How useful are the student-identified outcomes for success
as a teacher, according to students?.

1 Through the “lens” of category 1: workplace readiness and
general education skills (Dwyer, Millett and Payne, 2006)

Sample and setting

o Course: C&l module, “CUI5046 Curriculum and Assessment”.
£ compulsory core course for the PGDE

o aims to provide students with knowledge needed to understand and contribute to curriculum
development and assessment tools development in Hong Kong

‘0 Students: 76 students, registered in the Postgraduate Diploma in Education (PGDE) at The
Hong Kong Institute of Education (HKIED) in 2nd semester in 2009-2020. Predominantly ESL.

o EMIE: 50
i CMI: 26

o 2 lecturers, both Chinese, native Cantonese speakers, both functioning as participants and co-
investigators

o A word about researcher-participants

Appropriate and transformative (Kanno, 1997}

1 Especially relevant to a Teaching Development Grant: designed as inquiry and improvement



Data collection

O Survey administered after multiple classes
EMI: 5 classes
CMI: 9 classes

0 Post-course focus groups
EMI/CMI student groups
& Instructor interview
1 Ethnographic interviewing protocols (Spradley, 1979)

@ Grand and mini-tour questions

Using Morgan’s (1997) Focus Group protocols
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£

Survey instrument
4> (Section 1)

AESL S AR L R R IR R M MY - R R - BUB VR LY
HEiP) « (Please write down 3 expected learning outcomes from your course today, including
knowledge based, comprehensive based or technical based)

HtAn Ul ¢ (learning outcome 1)
BAMRYL T ¢ (learning outcome 2}
BYASHLE  (learning outcome 3)

IR (section 2)
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{Based on the experience of being a teacher/student teacher, the learning outcomes that
you pointed out in Section 1, did they help you in being a successful teacher? Please check
in the boxes below following the learning outcomes listed above,
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findings: Survey @@dlng

R

Initie

Table 1. Coding families of CMI/EMI survey data

01 - Theory & Philosophy _ :
‘ 1a: Philosophy, Aims, Values, Epistemology
1b: Curriculum Theory & Concepts

Tc: Assessment Theory & Concepts

1d: Learning Theory & Concepts .

02 Political Issues

2a: Government Policy

2b: Teachers & Schools

2c: Multiple stakeholders (Govt, Tchrs, Families)
03 Practice and Implementation

3a: System level comparisons
3b: Classroom level .

Focus group coding (a work in progress)

Table 2. Coding families of CMI/EMI focus group data

01 Theory & Philosophy , 1a: Philosophy, Aims, Yalues, Epistemology ‘

k R R ~ 1b: Curriculum Theory & Concepfts ' .
1c: Assessment Theory & Concepts
“1d:'Learning Theory & Concepts

02 = Political Issues 2a: Government Policy
2b: Teachers & Schools
2c: Multiple stakeholders (Govf Tchrs, Famlhes)

03 Practice and Implementation 3a: System level comparisons
3b: Classroom level

04 PGDE Course Co-ordination Odat Pésiv"rive‘
A -crmque of course quc»ll‘ry and . 04b: Neutral .
ms’rruc’rors pedcgoglccl prochces O4c: lmprovemenf—onented

05 f’(STuden’rs Professnon Developmenf - 04a: Positive
i '?;‘-lssues rela’red to sfuden‘rs career E 04b Neutral - e
developmen’r RS ‘ Ode: lmprovemenf-orlenfed




Quantitative analysis of coded survey data

|Cohen's ¢

Catepory (parent, child)

1 Theory & Philosophy

ta: Philosophy, Aims, Values, Epistemology

1b: Curriculum Theory & Concepts

Ic: Assessment Theory & Concepts

1d: Learning Theory & Concepts

2: Political Issues

2a: Government Policy

2b: Teachers & Schools

2c: Multiple stakebolders (Govt, Tchrs, Families)

3: Practice and mplementation (VB S]

3a: Svstem level comparisons 1 (ikO;VIxG) L

3b; classroom level

LN

(the ongoing) discussion

o Frequency patterns suggest student responses closely following the intended
course outcomes (to the degree that we have understood them), however...

m  Discrepancy in what constitutes an “Outcome,” Dynamic interactive- “students will achieve”
vs. Content area- "l must know”

s Therefore, what students were identifying may not have been outcomes as much as course
content,

o Standard deviations suggest relatively modest variability in students
evaluation of outcomes for success as a feacher. Why?

8 Possibility 1: PGDE students have a common understanding of what is needed to
be successful as a teacher.

& Possibility 2: Accoun’rc:blhfy impacts conformity of response (Lerner and Tetlock,
1999). The E23% factor

g Possibility 3: We got back an evaluation of course content as valued by the
instructor. (Tetlock, Skitka, and Boettger, 1989)



(the ongoing) discussion

o Score means of coding families:

1 Both CMI and EMI value classroom level practice and
implementation (code 3b)
CIEMI 2.97 CMI 2.77
it Not surprising given the scope of the inquiry: success as

teacher

i However, differences emerged around political issues
involving multiple stakeholders (code 2c¢)
[1CMI: 2.89 EMI: 2.42, yielding a Cohen’s D of .80

1A significant possibility is that while both groups identified
was instructor emphasis. This is further supported...

(the ongoing) discussion

.. by understanding construct interpretation/validity issues around “outcome”

0 the student responses tended to be content statements rather than outcomes. The
effect: shifting from the internal to the external. “What have | achieved” to “What
should | value?”

o Also, this may be compounded by a linguistic issue: chéng gud % R =
good results

o

22 achievement, fruit, gain, positive result, Inherent positive connotation may have led to
response bias,

o Did we solicit what we through we were soliciting? The two non-Cantonese
investigators thought they were asking for outcomes and degree of their “worth.”
But were we? This is an important implication for outcome development and
enactment as well as multi-lingual research.



(the ongoing) discussion

0 Disparity between survey and focus group data

2 Methodological difference, but...

i1 Possibly an accountability response issue as well: we
are soliciting oo s s, explicitly in
the focus groups.

72 What did this bring to the table? Course critique (4)
and reflection on connections to their own
professionalism (5). POWERFUL!

Paths forward

A TDG should develop, so...

Institutional level and further research

o Integrating student perspectives into outcome discussions bi-directionally
2t Supported by developing research (Deneen, Brown, Bond, Shroff, 2010)

o Understanding human psychology factors in identifying and valuing
outcomes (Tetlock, Skitka, and Boettger, 1989, Lerner and Tetlock, 1999 )

o Language issues

o Instrumentality

&2 Moving to a broader scope in outcome typology, outside success as a teacher

72 Refining our scale to allow for greater variability (Deneen, Brown, Bond, and
Shroff, 2010, Lam and Klockars, 1982)



Paths forward

Departmental level

0 Collect data on student outcomes to inform program and
course planning

Course level
0 Greater emphasis on outcome-oriented metacognition

0 Assembling course-specific materials which speak to identified
areas
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