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Results: Big Picture

The West Virginia Learning Assistants Program was established with
the intention of replicating the success in Colorado and answering
some research questions. Goals include:

« Producing qualified physics teachers for the state—it's early... but
no LAs have committed to teaching.

* Increasing student learning in our service courses—so far; it works
with “'full implementation,” but this is very dependent upon instructor
involvement.

Research Questions to be answered: How does the implementation of
a Learning Assistant Program in Large Lecture Courses affect
underrepresented populations in comparison to majority populations?
Our numbers of underrepresented students are too small to draw
statistically significant conclusions as of now.

Abstract

During the 2011-2012 academic year, West Virginia University began a learning assistants (LA) program
in its introductory calculus-based physics course targeted at increasing course effectiveness and
recruiting future STEM teachers. The LA program was modeled after the Colorado Learning Assistant
model. This poster describes the setting and initial results from the implementation, including learning
gains (measured with the Force and Motion Conceptual Evaluation) and attitudes (measured with the
Colorado Learning Attitudes about Science Survey). These data are combined with demographic data
about the individual students and compared to baseline data collected prior to the implementation of the
LA program.
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TABLE 1. Normalized content gains (average of matched pair gains) on the FMCE before and after implementing
the LA program at WVU. LAs were used in Fall 2011 and Spring 2012 semesters, but lecture instructors in the fall
of 2011 did not meet with LAs (see text).
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