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Introduction 
For the last five years, the U.S. Air Force Academy (USAFA) has been in the process of moving from a teacher-centered to a learning-focused environment.  This process has involved a coordinated effort of administration, academic assessment, faculty development, and departmental faculty members. In our implementation of the learning-focused environment, we have become convinced that institutional, departmental, course, and lesson development must begin with clear and measurable goals.  Many of our faculty development and assessment efforts have been directed toward clarifying institutional outcomes at all levels, from the Academy as a whole, to department and course goals, and finally at the class session level.  This paper describes our efforts in this endeavor and presents a method to assess the effects of this cultural change.
The first step in the learning-focused initiative was the refinement of institutional outcomes (see Fig. 1) by a committee of experienced Air Force officers and civilians, using the efforts of the Association of American Colleges and Universities (2002, 2007) as a guide.  Outcome teams were then formed for each of the twenty-one goals from core courses, departments, and other mission elements. Outcome teams were charged with overseeing the cadet development and assessment of one Academy outcome.
The Academy has a large number of core courses (102 semester hours) that all cadets are required to take. Following the establishment of institutional outcomes, departments selected specific outcomes to emphasize in their core courses. While many of the core courses are taken during the cadet’s first two years at the Academy, a substantial number of core hours are taken in the third and fourth years at the Academy, thus each outcome is emphasized across both departments and course levels.
Simultaneously during the same time period, a separate committee was charged with revising the cadet feedback to faculty.  In an attempt to make feedback compatible with a learning-focused approach to teaching, the committee felt that the online forms should be customizable with items reflecting how well a given course met its stated course goals (see Fig. 2 for an example form).  In addition to the seven standard items that appear on each form, departments and/or courses could add items from a large (over 500 item) library.  Included in the item library were items that directly asked whether specific Academy outcomes were met by the course.  If a core course selected an Academy outcome to emphasize, the item associated with that outcome was added to the cadet feedback form.  For example, in Fig. 2 the ethical reasoning item has been added to the form.
The Goals Database
Because the cadet feedback form required course goals as part of the form, a system was created to enter and revise goals for all courses.  A benefit of this system was the establishment of a goals database that could be analyzed for content.  Previous attempts had been made to create such a database from course syllabi, but syllabi differed greatly both between and within departments.  In many syllabi overall course goals were not present, and a goals analysis was not possible.
Course goals were first collected in the fall, 2008 semester.  Some departments had difficulty with the construct, entering either the same goal for all courses in the department or collecting all forty class session goals and combining it into a single large file of goals.  Each semester the course goals that have been entered in past semesters are stored in the database and passed as the default for the current semester.  Since some courses are offered only in the spring or fall semester, some courses entered their goals only for courses offered in the current semester.  Some of the properties of the current goal database are shown in the graphs in Fig. 3.
An Educational Program on Course Goals
Because course goals were seen as critical to good course design, faculty assessment and development at the Academy embarked on an education program to clarify course goals and propose backwards course design and alignment of course goals, assessment, and classroom experiences.  The educational program employs Bloom’s Taxonomy of educational objectives (Bloom, 1956) and appears throughout the different educational programs.
Course Design Retreats
A three and a half day retreat run at Colorado Mountain College in Leadville, CO in early June every year has attracted between fifteen and twenty participants each in the past two years.  The retreat is highly interactive and involves participants from many departments working in small groups with experienced mentors.  Course goals are created, clarified, and refined by iteratively responding to comments by the other participants and mentors.  Course assessments and classroom experiences are then aligned with course goals in a backwards course design process.  The 2009 retreat used D. Fink (2003) “Creating Significant Learning Experiences” as a guide.  At the end of the retreat each participant displays and discusses a poster describing the design of a particular course (see Figure 4).
Course Design/Developers Workshops
A mini version of the course design retreat, faculty development at the Academy runs a four -hour workshop on course design at least yearly.  This highly interactive workshop, run in one-hour lunch-time sessions, starts with clarifying and refining course goals and then iteratively aligns the course goals with course assessment and classroom experience.  Approximately twenty to thirty faculty course designers attend at least one of the four sessions each semester. Great emphasis is placed on creating course goals that have the cadets “do” something and not just “understand” and/or “know” topics within the discipline.
Faculty Orientation
Approximately 150 new and returning faculty and 50 faculty mentors participate in a six-day orientation every year in early July.  Since many of the new faculty have had little or no college teaching experience, considerable time is spent in small groups with experienced mentors discussing teaching philosophy and strategies.  Ken Bain’s (2008) “What the Best College Teachers Do” is used to generate group discussion.  While this orientation is not directly concerned with course design, emphasis is placed on setting goals for each lesson.
Course Goals Primer
As a direct result of the course design retreat, a course goals primer was written to facilitate writing appropriate course goals (see separate handout).
Analysis of the Course Goal Database
The change in posted course goals was used to assess the course goals educational programs at the Academy. At the end of each semester, all course goals for all courses were collected into a large text file and a word search was done for frequency of specific verbs.  Each set of course goals was categorized by type of course (core – general education vs.  non-core - major’s courses), academic division of the course, and course level (100, 200, 300, or 400). The verbs were then classified into different educational objectives using a modified Bloom categorization and summed within categories.  Table 1 presents the verbs that appear in the different categories and word frequencies broken down by core and non-core courses.
Figure 5 shows the data in Table 1 combined over Bloom categories for each of the three semesters and core and non-core courses.  The data are the percent in each category for a specific semester and type of class and are necessarily ipsative.  Application is followed by knowledge as the two most frequently occurring categories. Little change is noted from the fall, 2008 to the fall, 2009 semesters.  Creation verbs appear more often in non-core courses while application verbs occur more frequently in core courses.
Frequency of Bloom verb categories broken down by semester and division of course is presented in Figure 6. Note that application verbs are relatively more frequent for hard science courses and creation verbs occur more often in engineering and social science.
A similar analysis is presented in Figure 7, except the frequency of Bloom verb categories is broken down by semester and course level.  Note that the frequency of application verbs goes down and the frequency of creation verbs goes up as the level of the course increases.
Analysis of Institutional Outcomes
An assessment of stated educational outcomes may be found by asking students directly whether the outcomes have been met.  Tables 2 and 3 present the outcome data for the twenty-one Academy outcomes for the two semesters end-of-course data have been collected.  Note that in both in the fall, 2008 and spring, 2009 semester, the “principles of engineering and the application of technology” outcome was highly rated as being satisfied, while the “quantitative literacy” was the lowest rated outcome.
Outcomes can be broken down further by examining how each course emphasizing the outcome contributed to satisfying the outcome from the cadet perspective (see Table 4).  Note that some courses were much more successful than others in meeting the outcome.  This information is very useful to the outcome teams responsible to assessing a given outcome.
Discussion
While the course goals database has great promise for assessing the impact of educational programs, only small changes were observed over the three semesters the goals database has been in existence at USAFA.  The faculty development program reaches perhaps forty course designers out of 180 existing courses with goals. The academic climate is slow to change. Course designers are busy and may find it easier to just accept the default course goals of past semesters than to give a great deal of thought to new course goals.  Changing course goals often has a ripple effect with respect to course content, assessments, and learning experiences that requires a great deal of effort to successfully implement.
In any case, the course goals database has an impact far beyond an assessment of academic cultural change.  The value of having students know and respond to the goals of the course is huge.  In a program with a large core component, knowing the goals of the courses preceding and following a given course has great value.
Counting and classifying key verbs in course goals can be a worthwhile exercise, but it is a relatively crude measure of goal quality. Words can be ambiguous, depending upon context.  The same word in a sentence could be classified into different Bloom categories depending upon the context it is presented. An automated contextual text analysis could be done with new software that is becoming available that may provide a cleaner analysis by analysis of words in context rather than in a stand alone manner.  In the best of all possible worlds, specific course goals would be integrated with institutional outcomes and analyzed in detail by individuals responsible for the overall curricular design of the institution.
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Figure 1
USAFA Outcomes

To commission leaders of character who embody the Air Force Core Values and are …
committed to Societal, Professional, and Individual Responsibilities 
• Ethical Reasoning and Action
• Respect for Human Dignity
• Service to the Nation
• Lifelong Development and Contributions
• Intercultural Competence and Involvement
empowered by Integrated Intellectual and Warrior Skills 
• Quantitative and Information Literacy
• Oral and Written Communication
• Critical Thinking
• Decision Making
• Stamina
• Courage
• Discipline
• Teamwork
grounded in essential Knowledge 
• Heritage and Application of Air, Space, and Cyberspace Power
• National Security and Full Spectrum Joint and Coalition Warfare
• Civic, Cultural, and International Environments
• Ethics and the Foundations of Character
• Principles of Science and the Scientific Method
• Principles of Engineering and the Application of Technology 


Figure 2



Figure 3
Properties of Course Goal Database




Figure 4
Example poster from USAFA Course Design Retreat




Figure 5
Change in Word Frequency in Course Goals of Bloom’s Cognitive Domain Categories over Three Semesters and Core and Non-Core Courses




Figure 6
Change in Word Frequency in Course Goals of Bloom’s Cognitive Domain Categories over Three Semesters and Division of Course
              


Figure 7
Change in Word Frequency in Course Goals of Bloom’s Cognitive Domain Categories over Three Semesters and Level of Course

 (
One Hundred Level     Two Hundred Level   Three Hundred Level    Four Hundred 
Level
)                                                  

Table 1
Word Count of Course Goals by Year and Core/Non-Core Courses
	Word
	CoreF08
	CoreS09
	CoreF09
	NonCoreF08
	NonCoreS09
	NonCoreF09
	Bloom Category

	appreciate
	3
	3
	3
	10
	11
	12
	0

	enjoy
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0

	internalize
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	categorize
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1

	decide
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1

	define
	11
	12
	12
	12
	20
	20
	1

	describe
	3
	3
	2
	28
	47
	47
	1

	duplicate
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	express
	0
	0
	0
	4
	5
	4
	1

	identify
	4
	4
	6
	30
	40
	43
	1

	know
	55
	60
	62
	127
	145
	156
	1

	label
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	list
	2
	3
	4
	7
	17
	18
	1

	match
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	memorize
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	name
	1
	1
	1
	3
	3
	6
	1

	outline
	1
	2
	2
	0
	0
	0
	1

	recall
	0
	0
	0
	2
	4
	5
	1

	recite
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	record
	0
	1
	1
	1
	2
	4
	1

	repeat
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1

	reproduce
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1

	state
	10
	10
	10
	28
	36
	39
	1

	underline
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	understand
	54
	59
	59
	199
	278
	283
	1

	describe
	3
	3
	2
	28
	47
	47
	2

	discuss
	26
	26
	26
	61
	67
	66
	2

	distinguish
	1
	1
	1
	3
	5
	5
	2

	explain
	27
	28
	27
	55
	71
	75
	2

	generalize
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2

	grasp
	0
	0
	0
	2
	2
	2
	2

	illustrate
	0
	0
	0
	2
	2
	2
	2

	locate
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	2

	paraphrase
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2

	recognize
	4
	4
	4
	12
	14
	15
	2

	report
	1
	2
	2
	18
	34
	33
	2

	restate
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2

	review
	0
	0
	0
	1
	4
	2
	2

	summarize
	0
	0
	0
	3
	3
	3
	2

	tell
	12
	12
	12
	16
	19
	20
	2

	translate
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	2

	apply
	62
	62
	65
	160
	191
	205
	3

	calculate
	3
	3
	3
	9
	9
	9
	3

	demonstrate
	32
	34
	34
	86
	125
	124
	3

	discover
	0
	0
	0
	1
	2
	2
	3

	dramatize
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3

	employ
	3
	3
	3
	17
	21
	21
	3

	interpret
	27
	28
	29
	70
	75
	76
	3

	measure
	1
	2
	2
	11
	11
	10
	3

	modify
	0
	0
	0
	2
	2
	2
	3

	operate
	0
	0
	0
	6
	6
	6
	3

	practice
	3
	5
	5
	10
	20
	20
	3

	predict
	4
	4
	4
	14
	17
	17
	3

	produce
	5
	6
	6
	16
	19
	19
	3

	research
	5
	7
	7
	31
	45
	38
	3

	schedule
	0
	1
	1
	6
	10
	10
	3

	shop
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3

	show
	1
	1
	1
	3
	3
	3
	3

	sketch
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3

	solve
	27
	33
	33
	68
	78
	78
	3

	use
	27
	38
	39
	116
	153
	152
	3

	analyze
	24
	26
	26
	102
	134
	133
	4

	appraise
	0
	0
	0
	3
	3
	3
	4

	classify
	0
	0
	0
	2
	2
	3
	4

	compare
	0
	0
	0
	6
	10
	12
	4

	contrast
	0
	0
	0
	5
	6
	6
	4

	debate
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	3
	4

	diagram
	2
	2
	2
	2
	6
	6
	4

	differentiate
	0
	0
	0
	1
	2
	2
	4

	discriminate
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	4

	examine
	3
	3
	3
	6
	7
	8
	4

	experiment
	4
	7
	7
	20
	22
	22
	4

	inspect
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4

	inventory
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4

	question
	1
	1
	1
	19
	25
	23
	4

	relate
	24
	25
	26
	29
	34
	37
	4

	separate
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	4

	test
	4
	3
	3
	27
	46
	45
	4

	transfer
	3
	3
	3
	6
	14
	14
	4

	argue
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5

	collect
	2
	2
	2
	10
	11
	11
	5

	combine
	2
	2
	2
	2
	3
	3
	5

	compose
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	5

	defend
	6
	6
	6
	3
	3
	1
	5

	devise
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	5

	invent
	0
	0
	0
	2
	1
	1
	5

	manage
	5
	4
	4
	29
	53
	50
	5

	organize
	4
	4
	4
	8
	11
	11
	5

	plan
	2
	2
	3
	40
	41
	49
	5

	prepare
	20
	20
	21
	25
	26
	25
	5

	prioritize
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5

	propose
	1
	2
	2
	4
	4
	3
	5

	rearrange
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5

	reconstruct
	0
	0
	0
	4
	3
	3
	5

	sort
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5

	arrange
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	6

	assess
	5
	6
	7
	28
	31
	32
	6

	choose
	0
	0
	0
	2
	3
	3
	6

	conclude
	0
	0
	0
	2
	2
	2
	6

	criticize
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	6

	critique
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	2
	6

	diagnose
	0
	0
	0
	2
	3
	2
	6

	estimate
	1
	1
	1
	4
	6
	6
	6

	evaluate
	5
	6
	6
	68
	77
	78
	6

	judge
	0
	0
	0
	6
	6
	6
	6

	justify
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	6

	rate
	56
	61
	61
	149
	211
	221
	6

	recommend
	3
	4
	4
	4
	5
	5
	6

	revise
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	6

	score
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	6

	select
	2
	3
	3
	14
	22
	22
	6

	support
	16
	17
	17
	29
	33
	33
	6

	value
	12
	12
	12
	14
	17
	16
	6

	assemble
	0
	0
	0
	2
	2
	2
	7

	construct
	0
	0
	0
	32
	37
	38
	7

	create
	4
	4
	4
	10
	14
	12
	7

	design
	16
	18
	19
	117
	192
	192
	7

	develop
	38
	42
	41
	138
	157
	165
	7

	formulate
	1
	1
	1
	15
	16
	17
	7

	imagine
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	7

	write
	1
	2
	2
	22
	29
	29
	7





Table 2
Outcome Analysis – Means and Standard Deviations
		
	Fall 2008
	Spring 2009
	Fall 2008
	Spring 2009

	Outcome
	Mean
	Mean
	SD
	SD

	Quantitative Skills
	2.32
	2.3
	0.56
	0.6

	Science
	2.38
	2.31
	0.6
	0.61

	Decision Making
	2.43
	2.34
	0.59
	0.62

	Power
	2.4
	2.34
	0.6
	0.61

	Respect
	2.43
	2.35
	0.6
	0.61

	Character
	2.45
	2.4
	0.61
	0.62

	Lifelong
	2.41
	2.41
	0.59
	0.62

	Teamwork
	2.56
	2.46
	0.57
	0.61

	Oral Communication
	2.59
	2.46
	0.53
	0.58

	Service
	2.29
	2.47
	0.61
	0.59

	Critical Thinking
	2.48
	2.47
	0.57
	0.58

	Environments
	2.53
	2.48
	0.55
	0.57

	Warfare
	2.48
	2.49
	0.61
	0.57

	Written Communication
	2.54
	2.52
	0.56
	0.57

	Ethics
	2.57
	2.54
	0.55
	0.6

	Intercultural
	2.61
	2.55
	0.53
	0.54

	Information Skills
	2.51
	2.56
	0.55
	0.53

	Engineering
	2.71
	2.59
	0.48
	0.53



	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



Table 3
Outcome Analysis - Percentages
	
	Fall 2008
	Spring 2009
	Fall 2008
	Spring 2009

	Outcome
	N
	N
	Not 
	Slightly
	Substantially
	Not 
	Slightly
	Substantially

	Quantitative Skills
	2835
	2349
	5%
	58%
	37%
	8%
	55%
	37%

	Science
	2333
	1977
	6%
	49%
	44%
	8%
	53%
	39%

	Decision Making
	3528
	2718
	5%
	47%
	48%
	8%
	50%
	42%

	Power
	1733
	1133
	6%
	49%
	45%
	7%
	51%
	42%

	Respect
	873
	937
	6%
	46%
	48%
	7%
	51%
	42%

	Character
	1457
	1060
	6%
	43%
	51%
	7%
	45%
	48%

	Lifelong
	838
	504
	6%
	48%
	46%
	7%
	44%
	48%

	Teamwork
	1068
	738
	4%
	37%
	60%
	6%
	42%
	52%

	Oral Communication
	1985
	1832
	2%
	38%
	60%
	4%
	45%
	51%

	Service
	652
	196
	8%
	54%
	37%
	5%
	43%
	52%

	Critical Thinking
	3932
	3536
	4%
	45%
	52%
	4%
	45%
	51%

	Environments
	2761
	1889
	3%
	41%
	56%
	3%
	45%
	52%

	Warfare
	1405
	1021
	6%
	40%
	54%
	4%
	43%
	53%

	Written Communication
	2743
	2293
	3%
	40%
	57%
	4%
	40%
	56%

	Ethics
	294
	299
	3%
	37%
	60%
	6%
	35%
	59%

	Intercultural
	1296
	723
	2%
	34%
	64%
	2%
	41%
	57%

	Information Skills
	1700
	1456
	3%
	43%
	54%
	2%
	40%
	58%

	Engineering
	990
	948
	1%
	27%
	72%
	2%
	37%
	61%



Table 4
Outcome Analysis – Course Contributions
	Course
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Not 
	Slightly
	Substantially

	Course A
	2.82
	0.39
	33
	0%
	18%
	82%

	Course B
	2.76
	0.44
	395
	1%
	23%
	76%

	Course C
	2.73
	0.44
	260
	0%
	27%
	73%

	Course D
	2.52
	0.56
	261
	3%
	41%
	56%

	Course E
	2.53
	0.56
	186
	3%
	41%
	56%

	Course F
	2.18
	0.53
	49
	6%
	69%
	24%

	Course G
	2.49
	0.59
	88
	5%
	42%
	53%

	Course H
	2.85
	0.38
	13
	0%
	15%
	85%

	Course I
	2.67
	0.49
	12
	0%
	33%
	67%

	Course J
	2.58
	0.67
	12
	8%
	25%
	67%

	Course K
	2.49
	0.56
	203
	3%
	45%
	52%

	Course L
	2.88
	0.34
	24
	0%
	12%
	88%

	Course M
	2.19
	0.54
	91
	7%
	68%
	25%

	Course N
	2.29
	0.61
	573
	8%
	55%
	37%
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F08	Knowledge	Understanding	Application	Analysis	Synthesis	Evaluation	Creation	0.21833333333333363	5.8333333333333431E-2	0.38333333333333336	0.14333333333333359	0.05	5.3333333333333476E-2	9.3333333333333365E-2	S09	Knowledge	Understanding	Application	Analysis	Synthesis	Evaluation	Creation	0.22561863173216906	6.9868995633187866E-2	0.37554585152838427	0.13682678311499274	3.0567685589519691E-2	5.6768558951965073E-2	0.10480349344978165	F09	Knowledge	Understanding	Application	Analysis	Synthesis	Evaluation	Creation	0.2378303198887344	6.8150208623087613E-2	0.36161335187760824	0.140472878998609	3.7552155771905432E-2	5.2851182197496516E-2	0.10152990264255912	F08	Knowledge	Understanding	Application	Analysis	Synthesis	Evaluation	Creation	0.24074074074074095	0.14814814814814839	0.28271604938271638	0.10123456790123476	7.5308641975308788E-2	7.0370370370370375E-2	8.1481481481481433E-2	S09	Knowledge	Understanding	Application	Analysis	Synthesis	Evaluation	Creation	0.24582338902147999	0.15035799522673041	0.28162291169451126	9.9045346062052828E-2	7.2792362768496433E-2	6.801909307875896E-2	8.2338902147971363E-2	F09	Knowledge	Understanding	Application	Analysis	Synthesis	Evaluation	Creation	0.24559341950646349	0.15041128084606406	0.27967097532314994	9.9882491186839173E-2	7.2855464159812103E-2	7.0505287896592314E-2	8.1081081081081086E-2	F08	Knowledge	Understanding	Application	Analysis	Synthesis	Evaluation	Creation	0.21897810218978125	9.8540145985401714E-2	0.18795620437956229	8.7591240875912468E-2	4.9270072992700739E-2	0.16605839416058396	0.19160583941605835	S09	Knowledge	Understanding	Application	Analysis	Synthesis	Evaluation	Creation	0.23076923076923125	0.10349650349650365	0.2	0.10209790209790208	6.1538461538461584E-2	0.14125874125874127	0.16083916083916094	F09	Knowledge	Understanding	Application	Analysis	Synthesis	Evaluation	Creation	0.24517906336088147	9.7796143250688708E-2	0.20523415977961434	9.5041322314049811E-2	5.5096418732782433E-2	0.134986225895317	0.16666666666666669	F08	Knowledge	Understanding	Application	Analysis	Synthesis	Evaluation	Creation	0.14805520702634903	8.0301129234629898E-2	0.29234629861982486	9.0338770388958628E-2	6.2735257214554585E-2	0.12547051442910917	0.20075282308657469	S09	Knowledge	Understanding	Application	Analysis	Synthesis	Evaluation	Creation	0.17595818815331046	8.1010452961672683E-2	0.30400696864111498	0.10801393728223012	6.2717770034843398E-2	4.7038327526132434E-2	0.22125435540069691	F09	Knowledge	Understanding	Application	Analysis	Synthesis	Evaluation	Creation	0.17549956559513502	8.0799304952215545E-2	0.30321459600347561	0.10860121633362307	6.2554300608166816E-2	4.778453518679409E-2	0.22154648132059107	
F08	Knowledge	Understanding	Application	Analysis	Synthesis	Evaluation	Creation	0.23383084577114441	0.11442786069651741	0.33830845771144358	0.13432835820895517	7.4626865671641784E-2	4.4776119402985093E-2	5.9701492537313543E-2	S09	Knowledge	Understanding	Application	Analysis	Synthesis	Evaluation	Creation	0.23673469387755122	0.1020408163265306	0.36326530612244945	0.12653061224489787	6.5306122448979598E-2	5.7142857142857127E-2	4.8979591836734733E-2	F09	Knowledge	Understanding	Application	Analysis	Synthesis	Evaluation	Creation	0.23886639676113397	0.10121457489878546	0.36437246963562847	0.12550607287449408	6.4777327935222853E-2	5.6680161943319839E-2	4.8582995951417116E-2	F08	Knowledge	Understanding	Application	Analysis	Synthesis	Evaluation	Creation	0.20833333333333356	0.1171875	0.29947916666666713	0.10416666666666674	5.4687500000000014E-2	6.5104166666666671E-2	0.15104166666666671	S09	Knowledge	Understanding	Application	Analysis	Synthesis	Evaluation	Creation	0.21226415094339648	0.11320754716981132	0.29716981132075543	0.11320754716981132	4.9528301886792483E-2	6.367924528301884E-2	0.1509433962264155	F09	Knowledge	Understanding	Application	Analysis	Synthesis	Evaluation	Creation	0.21495327102803741	0.10747663551401869	0.29672897196261799	0.11214953271028047	5.3738317757009393E-2	6.3084112149532703E-2	0.15186915887850491	F08	Knowledge	Understanding	Application	Analysis	Synthesis	Evaluation	Creation	0.23421926910299051	0.10215946843853821	0.30897009966777489	9.883720930232559E-2	5.8970099667774029E-2	8.139534883720953E-2	0.11544850498338871	S09	Knowledge	Understanding	Application	Analysis	Synthesis	Evaluation	Creation	0.23107307439104668	0.10599078341013844	0.30348913759052032	0.10664911125740618	4.8057932850559593E-2	7.6366030283081088E-2	0.12837393021724819	F09	Knowledge	Understanding	Application	Analysis	Synthesis	Evaluation	Creation	0.23778501628664495	0.10358306188925091	0.30293159609120518	0.10749185667752446	4.7557003257329034E-2	7.4267100977198797E-2	0.12638436482084692	F08	Knowledge	Understanding	Application	Analysis	Synthesis	Evaluation	Creation	0.17592592592592593	8.6419753086419679E-2	0.27572016460905402	0.1111111111111111	6.6872427983539123E-2	9.1563786008230452E-2	0.1923868312757202	S09	Knowledge	Understanding	Application	Analysis	Synthesis	Evaluation	Creation	0.19843750000000004	8.6718750000000011E-2	0.26171875	0.11171875000000002	7.1874999999999994E-2	7.9687499999999994E-2	0.18984375000000026	F09	Knowledge	Understanding	Application	Analysis	Synthesis	Evaluation	Creation	0.20425208807896741	8.7319665907365188E-2	0.2574031890660593	0.11085801063022004	7.0615034168564919E-2	7.8967350037965081E-2	0.19058466211085787	
Number of Courses with Goals
Goals	Fall, 2008	Spring, 2009	Fall, 2009	136	168	174	Total Number of Words in Goal Database
Total Words	Fall, 2008	Spring, 2009	Fall, 2009	10340	14199	13039	Goal Length in Words per Course
Words/Course	Fall, 2008	Spring, 2009	Fall, 2009	67.588235294117666	77.720238095238102	68.3735632183908	image1.png
Course Goals

Students will understand the importance of ethics in research and will participate in the
process to obtain research approval through the Institutional Review Board (IRB).
Students will conduct a literature review of the scientific literature on a selected topic and
reportit in APA format.

Students will critique and provide feedback on others’ research.

Students will identity the appropriate form of study for a given research question.

1.1. The course activities (e.g., assigned readings, lectures, discussions, labs, projects, etc.) were

eftective in helping me accomplish the learning goals of this course.

1.2. In this course, the graded events (e.g., GR’s, papers. projects, etc.) provided the opportunity
for me to demonstrate my accomplishment of the course learning goals.

1.3. In this course, I received feedback that improved my ability to meet the course learning
goals.

2.1 In this course, the USAFA outcome Commitment to Ethical Reasoning and Action was

Not developed in this course Developed slightly in this course Developed substantially in this
course
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Course Learning Goals

1. Create and refine, with feedback, a set of learning-focused course 

goals.

2. Design an assessment strategy aligned with your course goals.

3. Evaluate effective course goals and course alignment.

4. Generate a list of foundational knowledge and skills necessary for 

cadets to accomplish your course goals.

5. Outline a seminal learning experience from your course.

Final Assessment

Course Profile Poster Presentations 

& Feedback

Displays Alignment & Integration of 

Course Components 

The Essential 

Foundation/Concepts

1. Significant Learning

2. Course Design Architecture

• Components - Integration & Alignment

• Building Learning Modules

• Learning Goals & Bloom’s Taxonomy

• Aligned Assessment Basics

• Significant Learning Experiences 

Learning Experiences

• Presentations 

• Reading Assignments & Reflections

• Learning Community – Discussions

• Open Thinking & Work Time

• Displaying Thinking (Posting Work)

•Feedback & Dialogue

Course Title: 

USAFA Course Design Retreat                                                                                           

Relevant Situational Factors: 

20 Empowered Course Directors; 3 days; 25% CD Workshop Series; Varied 

background in course design and understanding/implementing Learning-focused Practices 


Microsoft_Office_PowerPoint_Slide1.sldx
2009 USAFA Course Design Retreat



3



Course Learning Goals

Create and refine, with feedback, a set of learning-focused course goals.

Design an assessment strategy aligned with your course goals.

Evaluate effective course goals and course alignment.

Generate a list of foundational knowledge and skills necessary for cadets to accomplish your course goals.

Outline a seminal learning experience from your course.

Final Assessment

Course Profile Poster Presentations & Feedback

 Displays Alignment & Integration of Course Components 





The Essential Foundation/Concepts

1. Significant Learning

2. Course Design Architecture

 Components - Integration & Alignment

 Building Learning Modules

 Learning Goals & Bloom’s Taxonomy

 Aligned Assessment Basics

 Significant Learning Experiences 

Learning Experiences

 Presentations 

 Reading Assignments & Reflections

 Learning Community – Discussions

 Open Thinking & Work Time

 Displaying Thinking (Posting Work)

Feedback & Dialogue

Course Title:  USAFA Course Design Retreat                                                                                           Relevant Situational Factors: 20 Empowered Course Directors; 3 days; 25% CD Workshop Series; Varied background in course design and understanding/implementing Learning-focused Practices 
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