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November 22, 2016 
 
To the COAS Assessment Committee and IPFW Assessment Council: 
 
The report that follows presents the results of assessment for selected student learning outcomes 
(SLOs) of the B.S. in Biology for the 2015-2016 academic year.  The department Assessment 
Committee acknowledges that gaps exist in the assessment plan as presented here.  During 2016-
2017, the committee will review the current plan and propose new assessment tools that will 
adequately address the SLOs not currently assessed.   
 

 
 
Bob Gillespie, Chair 
Assessment Committee 
Department of Biology 
 
  

 

DEPARTMENT OF BIOLOGY 

260-481-6305 · Fax: 260-481-6087 
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Assessment Report 2015-2016 
Department of Biology 

November 22, 2016 
 
 
Programmatic Student Learning Outcomes for the B.S. Biology 
 
Students will demonstrate: 
 
1. a level of competency for understanding core principles of evolution, organismal diversity, 

ecology, biological structure, biological function, molecular biology, and genetics. 
 

2. the ability to locate and critically evaluate scientific information to help develop relevant 
questions and hypotheses, interpret the results of investigation, and synthesize and apply new 
and existing knowledge 
 

3. the ability to design studies to test biological hypotheses using laboratory, field, or 
computational methods that meet professional ethical standards 
 

4. the ability to effectively communicate the results of scientific research verbally and in 
writing 
 

5. the ability to learn independently, analyze data, interpret results, synthesize information, and 
to critically evaluate the significance of research results and new knowledge. 
 

6. an awareness of the relevance of biological knowledge to human health and welfare in local, 
national and international communities 
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Programmatic Curricular Map 

 
 

Learning outcome 

Introductory 
Core Courses 
BIOL 11700, 

11900 

Intermediate 
Core Courses 
BIOL 21700-

21900 

Upper-Level 
BIOL 

Electives 
BIOL 

29500/59500 

BIOL 49100 
Senior 

Seminar 
Demonstrate a level of 
competency for 
understanding core 
principles 

mastered 
assessed 

mastered 
assessed 

expanded 
emphasized 
reinforced reinforced assessed 

Demonstrate the 
ability to locate and 
critically evaluate 
scientific information introduced 

expanded 
and 

emphasized 

expanded 
emphasized 
reinforced 

emphasized 
reinforced 

reinforced 
assessed 

Demonstrate the 
ability to design 
studies to test 
biological hypotheses introduced 

expanded 
and 

emphasized 
reinforced 
mastered 

mastered 
assessed assessed 

Demonstrate the 
ability to learn 
independently and to 
critically evaluate the 
significance of 
research results introduced 

expanded 
and 

emphasized 

expanded 
emphasized 
reinforced 

mastered 
assessed 

mastered 
assessed 

Demonstrate the 
ability to communicate 
results of scientific 
research verbally and 
in writing introduced 

expanded 
and 

emphasized 

expanded 
emphasized 
reinforced reinforced 

mastered 
assessed 

Demonstrate the 
ability to design 
studies that meet 
professional ethical 
standards introduced 

expanded 
and 

emphasized 

expanded 
emphasized 
reinforced emphasized mastered 

Demonstrate an 
awareness of the 
relevance of biological 
knowledge to human 
health and welfare introduced 

expanded 
and 

emphasized 

expanded 
emphasized 
reinforced emphasized mastered 



4 
 

 

Alignment of SLOs with the IPFW Baccalaureate Framework 

 

 

 
 
 
  

IPFW 
Baccalaureate 
Framework Department of Biology Learning Outcomes 

Acquisition of 
Knowledge 

Demonstrate a level of competency for understanding core principles of 
evolution, organismal diversity, ecology, biological structure, biological 
function, molecular biology, and genetics. 

Application of 
Knowledge  

Demonstrate the ability to locate and critically evaluate scientific 
information to help develop relevant questions and hypotheses, interpret 
the results of investigation, and synthesize and apply new and existing 
knowledge 

Personal and 
Professional Values  

Demonstrate the ability to design studies to test biological hypotheses 
using laboratory, field, or computational methods that meet professional 
ethical standards. 

A Sense of 
Community  

Demonstrate an awareness of the relevance of biological knowledge to 
human health and welfare in local, national and international 
communities 

Critical Thinking 
and Problem 
Solving  

Demonstrate the ability to learn independently, analyze data, interpret 
results, synthesize information, and to critically evaluate the 
significance of research results and new knowledge. 

Communication  
Demonstrate the ability to effectively communicate the results of 
scientific research verbally and in writing 
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Assessment Plan 
 
The department assessment plan comprises direct and indirect metrics to assess achievement of 
student learning outcomes.  Direct measures include 1) the BioMaps Surveys for core knowledge 
content, and 2) evaluations of capstone-course research papers and presentations for assessing 
critical thinking, synthesis of information, and effective communication.  Indirect measures for 
the ability to design studies and for independent learning, include compilation of enrollments and 
outcomes from directed research credits. 
 
BioMAPS Surveys 
 
1. a level of competency for understanding core principles of evolution, organismal diversity, 

ecology, biological structure, biological function, molecular biology, and genetics. 
 
BioMAPS Surveys are used as a standardized assessment for knowledge of core biology 
principles. BioMAPS (Biology-Measuring Academic Progress in Science) is a national 
collaborative project focused on defining core concepts and competencies outlined in an NSF-
AAAS report (2011) and providing tools to allow programmatic assessment in undergraduate 
biology education. Questions in the BioMAPS assessment are aligned with a set of generally 
agreed upon core concepts in biology (Evolution, Energy and Matter, Information Flow, 
Systems, Structure/Function, Cellular/Molecular/Developmental, Physiology, Ecology; Brownell 
et al. 2014).   The BioMAPS survey can be administered in all levels of the program.  This is an 
effective method for determining progress on achievement of student learning outcomes. 
 
Brownell, SE, S Freeman, MP Wenderoth, and AJ Crowe. 2014. BioCore Guide: A tool for 

interpreting the core concepts of vision and change for biology majors. CBE-Life Sciences 
Education 13:200-211. 

 
NSF-AAAS. 2011. Vision and Change In Undergraduate Biology Education: A Call to Action. 

Final Report, Washington, DC. < http://visionandchange.org/files/2011/03/Revised-Vision-
and-Change-Final-Report.pdf > accessed 24 October 2016. 

 
Evaluation of Artifacts in Capstone Course  
   
2. the ability to locate and critically evaluate scientific information to help develop relevant 

questions and hypotheses, interpret the results of investigation, and synthesize and apply new 
and existing knowledge 

 
4. the ability to effectively communicate the results of scientific research verbally and in 

writing 
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Beginning in Spring 2015, biology majors are required to complete the 3-credit, capstone course, 
BIOL 491- Senior Seminar.  Students conduct either an empirical research project or a literature 
research project to answer a question or test an hypothesis.  Students either have a faculty 
member (empirical research), or select a faculty member (literature research project) to serve as a 
mentor.  Students write a paper summarizing the research project.  Students also create a poster 
that is presented at the department poster symposium in May.  The symposium is open to the 
public.  The research paper and poster presentation are assessed by department faculty.  Research 
papers and poster presentations are evaluated by two faculty members.  One faculty member is 
the student’s mentor, and the other is selected by our Assessment Committee.  In addition, any 
other faculty attending the poster symposium may complete an evaluation form.  Poster 
presentations and papers are evaluated on content, presentation style, and synthetic analysis. 
 
Enrollment in Directed Research Credits 
 
3. the ability to design studies to test biological hypotheses using laboratory, field, or 

computational methods that meet professional ethical standards 
5. the ability to learn independently, analyze data, interpret results, synthesize information, and 

to critically evaluate the significance of research results and new knowledge. 
 
The number of students who enroll in independent research credits is counted over the three-
semester period of fall, spring and summer.  If a student enrolls in independent research credits 
for more than one semester, they are counted only once.  The numbers of coauthored 
publications and presentations at conferences and meetings by undergraduates are quantified by 
from annual activity reports and/or reported by faculty.   
 
Deficiencies in the Assessment Plan 
 
The department assessment plan needs in-course assessment tools across the core and upper-
level curriculum that can be used to feed program metrics that assess the student learning 
outcomes.  Artifacts that can be assessed for achievement of learning outcomes need to be 
developed and implemented in core and upper-level courses. 
 
The department assessment plan also needs protocols, metrics and/or artifacts to assess the SLO, 
“an awareness of the relevance of biological knowledge to human health and welfare in local, 
national and international communities”.  Although this outcome is addressed in certain courses, 
there is a need for programmatic tools for assessing its achievement. 
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Assessment Results 2014-2016 
 
BioMAPS Assessment of Core Principles 
 
The pertinent outcome measured is: 
 
1. Students will demonstrate a level of competency for understanding core principles of 

evolution, organismal diversity, ecology, biological structure, biological function, molecular 
biology, and genetics. 

 
BioMAPS data were collected in BIOL 21800 and BIOL 49100 in Spring 2015, in BIOL 49100 
in Spring 2016, and in BIOL 11700 in Fall 2016 (Table 1). No BioMAPS assessment data were 
collected in Fall 2015. Prior to data analysis, identifying student information was removed. To 
compare those students completing BioMAPS in subsequent semesters, raw answer data were 
aligned with students between semesters. However, prior to calculating scores (percent correct) 
identifying information was removed. We compared students by academic standing in Spring 
2015 using analysis of variance (ANOVA) and a Tukey’s HSD post-hoc test. We compared 
pooled scores nationally and at IPFW with a one-tailed t-test. To visualize patterns of 
dissimilarity in student scores between courses and semesters, we used nonmetric 
multidimensional scaling (NMDS). Finally, we tested for individual improvement of scores 
between years with a paired t-test. 
 

 

When comparing students at different academic stages, seniors earned the highest scores on the 
BioMAPS assessment (Fig 1). IPFW seniors scored significantly lower than seniors nationally. 
IPFW sophomores and juniors followed the national trend of having lower BioMAPS scores than 
seniors, but not significantly different (Fig 1). When pooled across academic class standing 
(sophomore to senior), IPFW scores were significantly lower than the national average (P < 
0.001; Fig 2). 
 
  

Table 1. Semesters and courses at IPFW involved with the BioMAPS assessment, 
including count of students participating and mean scores (± standard deviation). 

Semester Course Count Mean (SD) 

Spring 2015 BIOL 21800 94 62.5  (9.8) 

 BIOL 49100 11 65.0  (9.5) 

Spring 2016 BIOL 49100 26 71.9 (12.2) 

Fall 2016 BIOL 11700 116 59.4  (9.8) 
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We have used BioMAPS in four different courses across three semesters. Using ordination, we 
were able to compare these courses based on dissimilarity in the question scores (Fig 3). 
Distances between points represent relative dissimilarity, with points farther apart when more 
dissimilar. This exemplifies the diversity of students enrolled at different stages of their 
academic career and between semesters for the same stage. Two instances of BIOL49100 (in 
Spring 2015 and Spring 2016) were relatively dissimilar compared to the other courses. In fact, 
BIOL49100 in Spring 2016 was more similar to BIOL21800 in Spring 2015, than compared to 
the same course in Spring 2015 (Fig 3). 
 
Of the 26 student completion records in BIOL49100 in Spring 2016, 10 also completed 
BioMAPS assessments in BIOL21800 in Spring 2015. Although two students earned lower 
scores in their second assessment, there was a 6.8% improvement overall. Scores for 2016 were 
significantly greater than 2015, when paired for individual students (P = 0.039; Fig 4). 
 
IPFW students scored (rank order) highest in Structure/Function, Systems, and Ecology, while 
nationally students scored highest in Ecology, Structure/Function, and Systems.  These are the 
same core concept groups, but different order. Additionally, IPFW students and the national 
student group earned the lowest scores in Information Flow (i.e. location, timing, and intensity of 
gene expression; mechanisms to perceive and respond to changing environmental conditions). 
IPFW students outperformed the national averages in Systems (i.e. interactions between 
biological molecules, genes, cells, tissues, organs, individuals, and ecosystems; integration of 
internal and external information for feedback control and response). While IPFW students 
scored lower on the BioMAPS assessment than national averages, their relative performance 
among concept groups was similar to the national student group.  
 
 
References 
 
Brownell, SE, S Freeman, MP Wenderoth, and AJ Crowe. 2014. BioCore Guide: A tool for 

interpreting the core concepts of vision and change for biology majors. CBE-Life Sciences 
Education 13:200-211. 

 
NSF-AAAS. 2011. Vision and Change In Undergraduate Biology Education: A Call to Action. 

Final Report, Washington, DC. < http://visionandchange.org/files/2011/03/Revised-Vision-
and-Change-Final-Report.pdf > accessed 24 October 2016. 
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Figure 1. Comparison of mean national and IPFW BioMAPS scores from Spring 2015. Unique 
letters above bars indicate significant differences. 
 
 

 
Figure 2. Mean scores for pooled sophomores, juniors, and seniors nationally and at IPFW. 
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Figure 3. Nonmetric multidimensional scaling (NMDS) ordination for BIOL11700, BIOL 21800, 
and BIOL49100 in Spring 2015 (201502) and 2016 (201602), and Fall 2016 (201701).  
 
 

 
Figure 4. Mean scores for students assessed with BioMAPS during BIOL21800 in Spring 2015 
and BIOL49100 in Spring 2016.  
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Evaluation of Artifacts in Capstone Course  
 
The pertinent outcomes measured are: 
 
2. Students will demonstrate the ability to locate and critically evaluate scientific information to 

help develop relevant questions and hypotheses, interpret the results of investigation, and 
synthesize and apply new and existing knowledge. 

4. Students will demonstrate the ability to communicate the results of scientific research 
verbally and in writing. 

 
The mean percentage for the Overall Evaluation of poster presentations in Spring 2016, Fall 
2015 and Spring 2016 was 81.9, 84.5 and 86.4, respectively.  No percentage, for any category in 
any semester, was below 80%.  Interestingly, the mean scores increased over the three semesters. 
 
 

Table 2. Average Scores for the Poster Presentation in BIOL 491 

Rubric Metric 
Max 
Score 

Mean Score Percent of Possible Score 
Spring 
2015 

Fall 
2015 

Spring 
2016 

Spring 
2015 

Fall 
2015 

Spring 
2016 

concise title 5 4.52 4.85 4.28 90.5 97.0 85.6 
context and objectives 
of research 10 8.70 8.54 8.45 87.0 85.4 84.5 
research methods and 
data analysis 15 11.73 12.19 12.50 78.2 81.3 83.3 
summative evaluation 
of research question 10 8.61 8.31 8.60 86.1 83.1 86.0 
oral and visual 
presentation  20 17.95 17.08 17.90 89.8 85.4 89.5 
critical and synthetic 
analysis  15 12.77 12.38 13.10 85.2 82.5 87.3 

Overall Evaluation 75 61.41 63.35 64.83 81.9 84.5 86.4 
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The mean percentage for the Overall Evaluation of research papers in Spring 2015, Fall 2015 and 
Spring 2016 was 79.7, 86.2 and 83.3, respectively.  No percentage, for any category in any 
semester, was below 80%.  Scores were considerably lower in spring 2015 than in the two 
succeeding semesters.. 
 

Table 3. Average Scores for the Research Paper in BIOL 491 

Rubric Metric 
Max 
Score 

Mean Score Percent of Possible Score 
Spring 
2015 

Fall 
2015 

Spring 
2016 

Spring 
2015 

Fall 
2015 

Spring 
2016 

concise title and 
abstract 5 3.70 4.31 4.21 74.0 86.2 84.2 
context and objectives 
of research 10 7.85 8.13 8.46 78.5 81.3 84.6 
research methods and 
data analysis 10 7.70 8.31 8.00 77.0 83.1 80.0 
summative evaluation 
of research question 5 3.80 4.56 4.14 76.0 91.2 82.8 
proper use of citations 
and references 10 8.65 8.44 8.89 86.5 84.4 88.9 

scientific writing style 5 3.85 4.81 4.00 77.0 96.0 80.0 
critical and synthetic 
analysis  15 12.25 12.50 12.25 81.7 83.3 81.7 

Overall Evaluation 60 47.80 51.69 49.96 79.7 86.2 83.3 
 
Analysis and Response 
 
Our Assessment Committee has determined that a minimum overall score of 3.5 is necessary for 
satisfying achievement of these student learning outcomes.  For both the posters and papers 
presented in the three credit BIOL 491, category and overall scores were greater than 70%.  The 
committee concludes that these results show evidence for achievement of learning goals for the 
2015-2016 academic year. 
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Senior Seminar Poster Student Name

Title

Evaluator Name
Points 
possible

Gen Ed 
Learn. Out. Poster contents and characteristics Excellent Good Weak Incomplete Scores

5 Title 5 3-4 2 0-1
Describes paper content concisely, adequately, appropriately 

10 8.1 Introduction 9-10 6-8 3-5 0-2
Explains why this topic is of interest
Effectively defines the research objectives and states the research 
question/hypothesis to be tested

15 8.1 Body (inc. Methods and Results) 13-15 9-12 6-8 0-5
Major sections are organized in a logical pattern
Enough information is given for a basic idea how data were collected
Builds a logical argument using data to evaluate the research question
Representation of data in the form of graphs and tables that test the 
hypothesis examined

10 8.1 Conclusion 9-10 6-8 3-5 0-2
Links answer of research question to solution of problem
Convincingly describes what has been learned in the study
Summarizes the major points that support the conclusion concerning the 
hypothesis tested

20 8.2 Presentation 18-20 12-17 6-11 0-5
Student is able to orally convey the main rationale, results and 
conclusions of their research
Poster is written in scientific style:  clear and to the point
Grammar and spelling are correct

15 8.4 Overall aims of the poster: the student... 13-15 9-12 6-8 0-5
Demonstrates the development of a thoughtful question and synthetic 
analysis
Demonstrates critical analysis with respect to question and hypothesis 
tested

75 Total

Date
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Evaluation Rubric:  Senior Seminar Paper

Points 
possible

Gen Ed 
Learn. Paper contents and characteristics Excellent Good Weak Incomplete Scores

5 Title and Abstract 5 3-4 2 0-1
Describes paper content concisely, adequately, appropriately 
Abstract conveys a summary of the entire paper concisely and effectively

10 8.1 Introduction 9-10 6-8 3-5 0-2
Explains why this topic is of interest
Effectively defines the research problem and states the research 
question/hypothesis to be tested

10 8.1 Body 9-10 6-8 3-5 0-2
Major sections are organized in a logical pattern
Enough information is given for a basic idea how data were collected
Builds a logical argument using data to evaluate the research question
Representation of data in the form of graphs and tables that test the 
hypothesis examined

5 8.1 Conclusion 5 3-4 2 0-1
Links answer of research question to solution of problem
Convincingly describes what has been learned in the study
Summarizes the major points that support the conclusion concerning the 
hypothesis tested

10 8.3 Citations and references 9-10 6-8 3-5 0-2
Appropriate documentation of ideas and content from the primary literature
Proper format is adhered to in citation and listing of references

5 8.2 Presentation 5 3-4 2 0-1
Paper is written in scientific style:  clear and to the point
Grammar and spelling are correct

15 8.4 Overall aims of the paper: the student... 13-15 9-12 6-8 0-5
Demonstrates the development of a thoughtful question and synthetic 
analysis
Demonstrates critical evaluation of primary literature with respect to 
question and hypothesis tested

60 Total
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Engagement in Student Research 
 
The pertinent outcomes measured are: 
 
3. the ability to design studies to test biological hypotheses using laboratory, field, or 

computational methods that meet professional ethical standards 
5. the ability to learn independently, analyze data, interpret results, synthesize information, and 

to critically evaluate the significance of research results and new knowledge. 
 
Over the past five years, the number of students enrolled in research credits ranged from 17-34.  
During 2015-2016, 33 students were enrolled in either BIOL 295 or BIOL 595 projects (Table 
4). Over the previous five years, the number of student presentations ranged from 5-19.  During 
2015-2016, 17 presentations were made by undergraduates.  Seven presentations were given at 
the IPFW Creative Endeavor Symposium, held in March.  Over the past five years, the number 
of co-authorships on publications has ranged from 2 to 7.  During 2015-2016, at least five 
students were a coauthor on a published article.   
 

  

Table 4.  Enrollment in BIOL 295/595, number of presentations at conferences authored or co-
authored by undergraduate students. 
Enrollment in BIOL 295/595 Number of Presentations from Research1, 2 
2006-2007 26 2006-2007  9 
2007-2008 26 2007-2008 13 
2008-2009 18 2009  8 
2009-2010 29 2010  9 
2010-2011 29 2011  6 
2011-2012 32 2012  5 
2012-2013 17 2013  9 
2013-2014 24 2013-2014 18 
2014-2015 34 2014-2015 19 
2015-2016 33 2015-2016 17 
1From 2009-2013, the number of presentations were extracted from annual activity reports and 
were reported for the calendar year.  All other years are reported for the academic year (Fall, 
Spring, and Summer).  2Numbers of presentations are underestimated, since not all faculty 
reported numbers. 



16 
 

Analysis and Response 
 
The number of students enrolled in BIOL 295/595 during 2014-2016 were the greatest since the 
department began keeping records.  The number of coauthored publications and presentations 
given by students in 2015-2016 is similar to those over the past three years.  Although there are 
no specific benchmark criteria for achievement of the learning outcomes for this assessment, the 
committee concluded that the number of students engaged in research shows indirect evidence 
for meeting the learning goals listed above. 
 
Report Dissemination and Collaboration 
 
Assessment reports are posted to the department O drive for access to all faculty and submitted 
to the COAS Assessment Committee and are also posted on the college web site.  The Biology 
Assessment Committee will present the results analyses, and recommendations of the report to 
the faculty at a scheduled department meeting early in the spring term.   
 
Use of Results for Programmatic Change to Improve Student Learning, Achievement and 
Success 
 
Programmatic and Curricular Improvement 
 
Results of assessment for learning outcomes associated with the evaluation of artifacts in the 
capstone course and enrollments in directed research, suggest that the students have successfully 
achieved: 

• the ability to locate and critically evaluate scientific information to help develop relevant 
questions and hypotheses, interpret the results of investigation, and synthesize and apply 
new and existing knowledge 

• the ability to communicate the results of scientific research verbally and in writing. 
• the ability to design studies to test biological hypotheses using laboratory, field, or 

computational methods that meet professional ethical standards 
• the ability to learn independently, analyze data, interpret results, synthesize information, 

and to critically evaluate the significance of research results and new knowledge. 
 
The BioMAPS surveys were first used to assess learning outcomes for knowledge of core 
principles for the B.S. Biology program in 2015.  Although these surveys were used only in the 
past three semesters, comparisons of scores with national averages, and among core concepts for 
IPFW students may be useful in identifying weaknesses in the core curriculum.  Members of the 
Assessment and Curriculum Committees should meet to discuss the details of the report. 
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measures and recommendations for changes to the curriculum are first deliberated among 
members of the department assessment committee.  Recommendations are made to the faculty 
body for consideration and approval.  Typically, changes to the curriculum would be charged to 
the curriculum committee. 
 
Improvement of Assessment Process 
 
The department assessment plan needs in-course assessment tools across the core and upper-
level curriculum that can be used to feed program metrics that assess the student learning 
outcomes.  Artifacts that can be assessed for achievement of learning outcomes need to be 
developed and implemented in core and upper-level courses.  The department assessment plan 
also needs protocols, metrics and/or artifacts to assess the SLO, “an awareness of the relevance 
of biological knowledge to human health and welfare in local, national and international 
communities”.  Although this outcome is addressed in certain courses, there is a need for 
programmatic tools for assessing its achievement.  The Assessment Committee will meet 
regularly over the next several months to improve the assessment plan and its protocols.  Using 
resources available from the Office of Academic Assessment, the committee will propose 
assessment protocols that will fill the gaps identified above by the end of the spring semester, 
2017. 



ASSESSMENT REPORT 
Chemistry Department 
Academic Year: 2015-2016 
 
 
Section 1:  Student Learning Outcomes for the Program  
 
1) Students will acquire a broad and integrated body of chemical knowledge and demonstrate 
how to critically apply it to solve problems in the following areas:  
 
 a) Structure – Students can predict physical and chemical properties of a chemical 
 compound based on its structure at the molecular level.  
 b) Transformation – Students can predict physical and chemical transformations of 
 chemical compounds based on the ambient conditions and the combination of compounds 
 mixed together.  
 c) Synthesis – Students can devise and execute experimental procedures to convert one or 
 more chemical compounds into one or more desired compounds. 
 d) Analysis – Students can select appropriate techniques for determining chemical 
 properties and composition, and interpret their results. 
 
Additionally, students who earn a Bachelor’s degree certified by the American Chemical Society 
should exhibit a deeper understanding of these concepts and their applications.     
 
  
2) Students will be able to demonstrate effective communication of chemical principles in 
 the following manners: 
 
 a) Oral presentation - Students can effectively organize and orally present information 
 pertinent to a defined chemical topic, appropriate to the audience addressed and the time 
 allotted.  
 b) Written presentation - Students can write a manuscript communicating information 
 pertinent to a defined chemical topic using appropriate grammar, organization and 
 terminology.   
 
3) Students will be aware of the personal and professional expectations of the discipline and the 
scientific community, in general.  Students will understand the protocols necessary to ensure 
personal safety and environmental integrity, and realize the importance of objectivity in 
interpreting and communicating experimental results and acknowledging the contributions of 
others through adequate citation. 
 
  
 
  



Section 2: Curriculum Map          
            
A.  Map of Programmatic Outcomes to Baccalaureate Framework     
  
 1) Comprehension of the principles of chemical structure and transformation establishes 
 the acquisition of knowledge, while the devising of strategies for chemical synthesis and 
 analysis establishes critical thinking and the application of knowledge. 
 
 2) Effective dissemination of information pertinent to a defined chemical topic, both in 
 written and oral forms, ensures communication skills. 
 

3) The understanding and application of safety protocols, objectivity in scientific 
discourse and  acknowledgement of others’ work and contributions develops both 
professional ethics and the commitment to open inquiry and mutual respect necessary to 
be a member of the global scientific community. 
 
 

Baccalaureate Framework Outcomes Student Learning Outcomes 
Acquisition of Knowledge 1a, 1b, 1c, 1d 
Application of Knowledge 1a, 1b, 1c, 1d 

Critical Thinking 1a, 1b, 1c, 1d 
Communication 2a, 2b 

Sense of Community 3 
Personal Ethics 3 

 
 

 
 
 B.  Map of Programmatic Outcomes to Identified “core courses” in the curriculum. 
 
 The course-based curriculum map is shown in tabular form on the next page.  The table is 
 formatted with column headings denoting outcomes and the row headings denoting core 
 courses; the outcomes have been broken down for outcomes 1 & 2 according to particular 
 subcategories.  If a course covers a particular outcome, it is noted for doing this at an 
 introductory level (I), a developmental level (D) or a mastering level (M). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



  



Section 3: Assessment Plan 

 A.  Description of Department’s Assessment Model  
 
 The assessment regime employs assessment at various points during students’ 
 coursework (interim measures) and upon graduation.  These measures include embedded 
 quizzes, internally-developed and nationally-normed written examinations, and a 
 capstone course to evaluate communication skills using internally-developed rubrics. 
 
 
B.   Measures Used 
 
1.  Interim measures 
          
  a. The chemistry faculty will administer a departmentally-developed examination to all entering 
 chemistry majors early in their first semester. The exam, testing key concepts in CHM 
 115 and 116 (general chemistry) and 241 (introductory inorganic chemistry), will  have 
 no impact on the student's grade in the course. (There will be no provisions for make-up 
 examinations.) It is a multiple choice exam that probes the student's knowledge of 
 chemistry prior to taking CHM 115, 116 and 241. Similarly, Chemistry 261/265 
 students will take a departmentally-developed multiple choice exam during the first week 
 of the semester to test their knowledge of organic chemistry (261-2, 265-6) prior to 
 taking the courses at IPFW. The students will again be assured that their performance 
 will have no repercussions on any course grades.        
           
     Chemistry majors taking CHM 321 (analytical chemistry) will then be given an exam during 
 the first week of the semester (typically the fall semester of their junior year) composed 
 of exactly the same questions that appeared on the two above examinations. The exams 
 will be scored and the student's performances on the examinations will be compared. By 
 comparing each student's performance on the `pre-course' and `post-course' examinations, 
 the department will have a quantitative assessment of how well students have learned the 
 course material and, thus, the exams can provide feedback to the chemistry faculty on 
 how successfully we have taught course material. 
      
     This assessment is intended to measure the student success at learning and retaining critical 

core concepts that are part of the general and organic chemistry curriculum and comprise 
a large portion of the knowledge that students should acquire; this is linked to Student 
Learning Outcomes 1a and 1b.  The Departmental Assessment Committee will be 
charged with looking critically at students' scores on the examinations and providing 
feedback to the entire department. 

 
b. All incoming majors will be required to enroll in CHM 194 (Freshman Seminar).  A portion of 
 the course content will cover the personal and professional expectations of the discipline 
 and the greater scientific community.  Aggregate performance on embedded quizzes 
 evaluating student comprehension of safety and scientific ethics will be used to assess 
 how well students are understanding the concepts associated with Student Learning 
 Outcome #3.  



 
    
2. Internal measures at or after graduation 
 
Students will be required to complete a capstone course (CHM 496/497) during the academic 
year in which they intend to graduate.  Two of the course expectations will be 1) to generate a 
research paper based on either several articles from refereed, discipline-appropriate journals or 
an independent, “for-credit” research project under the direction of a faculty mentor and, 2) give 
an oral presentation of the paper’s contents.  Department faculty members will evaluate these 
papers and the accompanying presentations using internal rubrics.  These assessments give 
feedback regarding Student Learning Outcomes 2a and 2b. 
   
 
3. External measures at or after graduation 
 
a. The annual American Chemical Society (ACS) report and departmental alumni surveys will be 
reviewed.  
  
b. The Diagnostic of Chemical Undergraduate Knowledge (DUCK), a standardized exam 
developed by the ACS, will be an expectation for the CHM 496/497 capstone course.  All 
students in that course will be required to take this exam in the last semester of the year in which 
they plan to graduate.  Given the structure of the questions on this exam, it will provide an 
evaluation of how well students have integrated the core concepts of chemistry and can apply 
them in various “real-world” problems; this addresses Student Learning Outcomes 1c and 1d. 
 
                               
 C.   Rubrics or Evaluation Metrics Descriptions 
 
 
1) Analysis of the pre-test and post-test results will be performed biannually beginning in 2017. This 
analysis will determine the average and standard deviations for the pre-test and post-test results and 
the means will be compared for statistically significant difference; the benchmark for this analysis 
will be demonstration of significant difference at the 90% confidence level.  
 
2) Weighted averages for the papers and oral presentations generated for CHM 497 will be calculated 
from the rubrics filled out by department faculty members; the numerical scaling will extend from 
“1” for Poor to “4” for Excellent. This analysis will be performed in odd-numbered years for students 
from the current year and from the year prior. The benchmark for both the paper and the presentation 
will be an aggregate average that is 3 or better. 
  
3) Aggregate student performance on the DUCK exam will be compared with nationally normed data 
determined by the American Chemical Society. This analysis will be performed in even-numbered 
years for students from the current year and from the year prior. The benchmark for this will be 
aggregate performance at or above the 50th percentile.  
 



4) Aggregate student performance on questions embedded in CHM 194 quizzes that test 
comprehension of the personal and professional expectations will be analyzed biannually, starting in 
2016; the benchmark for this metric will be 70% correct.  
 
  
D.   Description of Plan for Disseminating and Using Findings for Programmatic Learning 
Improvement 

 
If an outcome fails to meet its benchmark, a more detailed analysis of the measures for the 
outcome will be performed by the Curriculum & Assessment Committee.  The goal of this 
analysis will be to identify the outcome measures that are responsible for the underperformance, 
discover any patterns present that might link two or more of the measures, and recommend a 
course of action (modification of the program, the measures or the assessment process, etc.)  
These recommendations will then be brought to the entire department for consideration. 
 
 
Section 4: Assessment Results 
                                 
A.  Current Year Assessment Findings  
 
We had nine graduates in 2015-2016; seven of these students received ACS-certified degrees. 
 
The Committee focused on the results from the DUCK examination and assessment of quiz 
questions from CHM 194 dealing with ethics and safety. 
 
 The aggregate average of the seven students taking the DUCK examination at the end of 
 CHM 497 was 40.9 correct responses out of 60 questions.  This compares to a national 
 average of 31.5 correct responses and ranks at the 87th percentile.  This exceeds the 
 benchmark of a minimum performance at the 50th percentile.  The weighted average for 
 this year and last year (twelve students) is 37.9 out of 60 and ranks at the 77th percentile. 
 
 Last year (fall 2015) in CHM 194, two quizzes, containing a total of eleven questions 
 regarding safety or ethics, were taken by twelve students and eleven students, 
 respectively.  The average score on ten of the questions was 75% or higher, while one 
 question had an average (67 %) slightly below the benchmark of 70%.  This year (fall 
 2016), two quizzes, containing a total of eleven questions regarding safety and ethics, 
 were taken by 28 students. The average score on all questions was higher than 75%.  
 
These findings are distributed to all faculty members and they are encouraged to give feedback 
on them. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



B.  Proposed Changes to Address Findings 
 
The performance on the DUCK exam and CHM 194 quiz questions regarding safety and ethics 
exceeds the departmental assessment benchmarks.  Based on this, no changes are indicated. 
 
 

C.  Prior Year Assessment Findings and Description of Changes Made  

 
The Committee identified student performance on the written presentations in CHM 497 to be 
problematic and suggest a modification to advising practices within the Department to encourage 
that both ENG W131 and ENG W233 be taken as soon as can be scheduled. 
                               
 
D.  Assessment Findings for Curricular Changes Made  
 
No metrics were analyzed for this year’s report that would assess improvement in the written 
presentations in CHM 497; additionally, the impact of this change will require more time to be 
realized. 
 
.   
 
 
 
Section 5: Conclusions, Next Steps, and Communication  
 
Performance on this year’s metrics met their benchmarks; no curricular changes are indicated. 
 
In this report, we have also addressed the requests made by the COAS Assessment Committee 

• The areas of structure, transformation, synthesis and analysis have been listed in a 
manner consistent with their presentation in the SLOs. 

• The SLOs descriptions have been better detailed and aligned with the outcomes in the 
Baccalaureate Framework. 

• The assessment measures have been directly matched to specific SLOs. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 



Department of Communication 

2016 Undergraduate Assessment Report 

 

 

Section 1:  Student Learning Outcomes for the Program 

 
(Please note:  Based on the Department of Communication’s 2015 assessment report, the COAS 

Assessment Committee made the following recommendation, “We approve of the clarity and specificity of 

the Student Learning Outcomes (SLOs) for the core outcomes and Media and Public Relations Track.  
However, we encourage the Department of [Communication] to increase the clarity and specificity of the 

outcomes related to the Interpersonal and Organizational to rise to the same level.”, and the below 

directly addresses this recommendation.) 
 

Student learning outcomes for all graduates of the Department of Communication: 

 

 Student Learning Outcome 

1 Articulate the historical traditions of the discipline:  

 

The student has demonstrated that s/he is able to articulate the history and development of 

communication as a field of study; understanding of the development of theories and methods; 

fundamental background in the literature and chronology of communication studies, as well as 
key historical figures 

2 Demonstrate an awareness of and skillful use of technologies relevant to their major:  

 
The student has demonstrated that s/he is aware of and skillful in the use of technologies relevant 

to her/his concentration.  Technologies relevant to a concentration may include, but are not 

limited to; software programs, online databases, and/or Internet resources.  In addition, the 

student has demonstrated the ability to present ideas professionally through media including, but 
not limited to; presentation software (i.e., PowerPoint), creation of website or web-based 

software, photography, and/or audio-video-film production. 

3 Explain communication concepts and theories relevant to their major:  

 

The student has demonstrated a conceptual understanding of the communication concepts and/or 

theories relevant to their major. 

4 Explain, apply, and evaluate the processes involved in productive conflict in the contexts 

(e.g. interpersonal, small group, organizational, mediated, public) relevant to their major: 

 

The student has demonstrated the ability to (1) describe a conflict, (2) analyze diverse 
perspectives present in this conflict, and (3) respond in a productive/competent manner. 

5 Demonstrate awareness of diverse perspectives: 

    

The student has demonstrated awareness of diverse perspectives among individuals, cultures, 
and/or societies (i.e. in terms of culture, ethnicity, sex, gender, religion, sexual orientation, etc.) 

6 Read, speak, write, and listen competently:  

 

The student has demonstrated his/her ability to (1) comprehend written and/or mediated text, (2) 
deliver an effective oral presentation (with appropriate organization, support, and delivery), (3) 

write effectively (well organized, coherent thoughts, appropriately supported), and (4) listen 

effectively (exhibits active listening skills with appropriate responses). 

 



Section 1:  Student Learning Outcomes for the Program (continued from the previous page) 

 

In addition to the six outcomes for all graduates, Media and Public Communication (COMM) 

graduates will be able to: 

 

 Student Learning Outcome 

7 Identify and analyze the interrelation among media economics and relevant 

institutions and agencies: 

 

The student has demonstrated understanding of how two or more of the media industries 

and some agencies (i.e. companies) within those industries influence each other, 

compete with one another, and support one another and perhaps other agencies (i.e. 

governmental). 

8 Critically analyze media and public communication: 

 

The student has demonstrated the ability to critically analyze messages in media 

(possibly including but not limited to commercials, advertisements, narratives, technical 

components, etc.) and/or messages in public communication (possibly including but not 

limited to public address, campaigns, news media, political punditry, public opinions, 

etc.). 

9 Identify and analyze instances of the interdependent relations between media and 

society: 

 

The student has demonstrated the ability to critically analyze how media influence 

society, and individuals in that society, and has demonstrated the ability to critically 

analyze how society and individuals in that society influence the media industries. 

10 Demonstrate a basic understanding of the terminology of mediated and public 

communication: 

 

The student has demonstrated an understanding of terminology used within mediated 

and/or public communication and the student has demonstrated an understanding of 

terminology used to analyze mediated and/or public communication. 

11 Identify and analyze the form, structure, and techniques of mediated or public texts 

in their entirety, and consider how they function in a larger context: 

 

The student has demonstrated the ability to critically analyze the form, structure, and 

techniques in media [possibly including but not limited to narrative structure, production 

techniques (i.e. shot composition, lighting technique, mise-en-scene, etc.), genre, etc.] 

and messages in public communication (possibly including but not limited to 

presentational structure and/or style, persuasive/rhetorical techniques, etc.). 

 

 

 



Section 1:  Student Learning Outcomes for the Program (continued from the previous page) 

 

In addition to the six outcomes for all graduates, Interpersonal and Organizational 

Communication (COMI) graduates will be able to: 

 

 Student Learning Outcome 

7 Evaluate interpersonal and/or group interactions: 

Student has demonstrated the ability to evaluate key components of an interpersonal 

interaction (i.e. perspective taking, self-monitoring, conflict management, assertiveness, 

etc.) or group interaction (i.e. member roles, leadership behavior, conflict management, 

task/relational/procedural roles, etc.). 

8 Communicate competently (effectively, appropriately, ethically) interpersonally 

and/or in groups: 

The student has demonstrated the ability to consider him/herself and “other” in the 

interpersonal or group interaction and to (1) be effective (attaining instrumental and 

relational goals), (2) appropriate (contextually) and (3) ethical (appropriate language and 

diverse perspectives). 

 

It is important to note:  Previously, there were two majors within the Department of 

Communication (1) Media and Public Communication (COMM) and (2) Interpersonal and 

Organizational Communication (COMI).  The Department of Communication undergraduate 

curriculum was revised for the fall 2014 semester.  Now, the Communication major is composed 

of four new concentrations, and the student learning outcomes for each of these concentrations 

were updated.  These updates will be provided in a future undergraduate assessment report. 

  



Section 2:  Curricular Maps 

 

A. Map of Programmatic Student Learning Outcomes to Baccalaureate Framework, and 

B. Map of Programmatic Student Learning Outcomes to identified “core courses” in the 

curriculum 

* All courses are COM courses, and “core courses” appear in bold font and are 

highlighted 

 

Student learning outcomes for all graduates of the Department of Communication: 

 

 Student Learning 

Outcome 

Baccalaureate 

Framework Goal(s) 

Classes where this 

Outcome Should be 

Met* 

1 Articulate the historical 

traditions of the discipline 

Acquisition of 

Knowledge 

300 

2 Demonstrate an 

awareness of and skillful 

use of technologies 

relevant to their major 

Acquisition of 

Knowledge 

120, 308, 331, 332, 

334, 337, 480  

3 Explain communication 

concepts and theories 

relevant to their major 

Acquisition of 

Knowledge 

212, 248, 253, 300, 

303, 310, 318, 324, 

325, 330, 410, 422 

4 Explain, apply, and 

evaluate the processes 

involved in productive 

conflict in the contexts 

(e.g. interpersonal, small 

group, organizational, 

mediated, public) relevant 

to their major 

Application of 

Knowledge 

Critical Thinking and 

Problem Solving 

Communication 

212, 303, 316, 318, 

410, 471 

5 Demonstrate awareness 

of diverse perspectives 

Critical Thinking and 

Problem Solving 

Communication 

Personal and Professional 

Values 

A Sense of Community 

212, 300, 303, 310, 

312, 314, 316, 318, 

330, 338, 410, 422 

6 Read, speak, write, and 

listen competently 

Application of 

Knowledge 

212, 300, 303, 308, 

310, 314, 316, 318, 

325, 333, 334, 410, 

471  

 

  



Section 2:  Curricular Maps (continued from the previous page) 

 

In addition to the six outcomes for all graduates, Media and Public Communication 

(COMM) graduates will be able to: 

 

 Student Learning 

Outcome 

Baccalaureate 

Framework Goal(s) 

Classes where this 

Outcome Should be 

Met* 

7 Identify and analyze the 

interrelation among 

media economics and 

relevant institutions and 

agencies 

Acquisition of 

Knowledge 

Personal and Professional 

Values 

250 

8 Critically analyze media 

and public 

communication 

Application of 

Knowledge 

Critical Thinking and 

Problem Solving 

Communication 

248, 250, 253, 318, 

330, 338, 401, 421, 

422 

9 Identify and analyze 

instances of the 

interdependent relations 

between media and 

society 

Acquisition of 

Knowledge 

Personal and Professional 

Values 

A Sense of Community 

250, 330, 421, 422 

10 Demonstrate a basic 

understanding of the 

terminology of mediated 

and public 

communication 

Acquisition of 

Knowledge 

248, 253, 318, 332, 

421 

11 Identify and analyze the 

form, structure and 

techniques of mediated or 

public texts in their 

entirety, and consider 

how they function in a 

larger context 

Acquisition of 

Knowledge 

Application of 

Knowledge 

248, 253, 318, 333, 

334, 401, 421  

 

  



Section 2:  Curricular Maps (continued from the previous page) 

 

In addition to the six outcomes for all graduates, Interpersonal and Organizational 

Communication (COMI) graduates will be able to: 

 Student Learning 

Outcome 

Baccalaureate 

Framework Goal(s) 

Classes where this 

Outcome Should be 

Met* 

7 Evaluate interpersonal 

and/or group interactions 

Application of 

Knowledge 

Personal and Professional 

Values 

A Sense of Community 

Critical Thinking and 

Problem Solving 

Communication 

212, 310, 320  

8 Communicate 

competently (effectively, 

appropriately, ethically) 

interpersonally and/or in 

groups 

Application of 

Knowledge 

A Sense of Community 

Communication 

212, 310, 320, 410 

 

(Please note:  Based on the Department of Communication’s 2015 assessment report, the COAS 

Assessment Committee made the following recommendation, “We do note that for the 

Interpersonal Organizational track, there are fewer options and alignments, which would be 

corrected if our prior recommendation is addressed”, and the below directly addresses this 

recommendation.) 

 

It is important to note:  Previously, there were two majors within the Department of 

Communication (1) Media and Public Communication (COMM) and (2) Interpersonal and 

Organizational Communication (COMI).  The Department of Communication undergraduate 

curriculum was revised for the fall 2014 semester.  Now, the Communication major is composed 

of four new concentrations, and the Baccalaureate Framework Goals for each of these 

concentrations are in the process of being updated.  These updates will be provided in a future 

undergraduate assessment report. 

  



Section 3:  Assessment Plan 

 

A. Description of Department’s Assessment Model:  How is the department assessing 

student progress to Programmatic SLO at key, common points in matriculation to degree? 

 Portfolios:  Per the Department of Communication Assessment document, 

“Undergraduate programmatic assessment will take place every other year with 

the evaluation of undergraduate portfolios required in the final capstone course 

(COM 480/499). These portfolios will be gathered each semester, by randomly 

drawing 25% of portfolios from the final capstone course (COM 480/499) 

(stratified to match major and/or concentration proportions for that year). 

Beginning in Spring, 2011, we will assess the portfolios each year to refine the 

portfolio instructions and assessment rubrics.  In Spring, 2013, we will begin an 

every other year rotation of having faculty assess the portfolio.”  (The entire 

Department of Communication Assessment document is available as Appendix 

A.) 

 Alumni surveys and employer surveys:  Per the Department of Communication 

Assessment document, “The assessment committee will conduct graduate and 

undergraduate alumni and alumni employer surveys every five years.  This 

external exit measure will seek opinions as to the degree of accomplishment of 

the overall goals of the curricula.”  (The entire Department of Communication 

Assessment document is available as Appendix A.) 

 

B. Measures Used, 

C. Rubrics or Evaluation Metrics Descriptions, and  

D. Description of Plan for Disseminating and Using Findings for Programmatic Learning 

Improvements 

 Portfolios:  Per the Department of Communication Assessment document, since 

the portfolios were last assessed in the 2015 Undergraduate Assessment Report, 

the next time the portfolios will be assessed will be in the 2017 Undergraduate 

Assessment Report.  

 Alumni surveys and employer surveys:  Per the Department of Communication 

Assessment document, since the alumni surveys and employer surveys were last 

included in the 2015 Undergraduate Assessment Report, the next time the these 

surveys will be assessed will be in the 2020 Undergraduate Assessment Report. 

  



Section 4:  Assessment Results 

 

A. Current Year Assessment Findings 

 Portfolios:  Per the Department of Communication Assessment document, since 

the portfolios were last assessed in the 2015 Undergraduate Assessment Report, 

the next time the portfolios will be assessed will be in the 2017 Undergraduate 

Assessment Report.  

 Alumni surveys and employer surveys:  Per the Department of Communication 

Assessment document, since the alumni surveys and employer surveys were last 

included in the 2015 Undergraduate Assessment Report, the next time the these 

surveys will be assessed will be in the 2020 Undergraduate Assessment Report. 

B. Proposed Changes to Address Findings 

 Portfolios:  Since portfolios were not assessed this year, this section of the 

undergraduate assessment report is not applicable. 

 Alumni surveys and employer surveys:  Since alumni surveys and employer 

surveys were not distributed this year, this section of the undergraduate 

assessment report is not applicable. 

C. Prior Year Assessment Findings and Description of Changes Made 

 Portfolios:  Since portfolios were not assessed this year, this section of the 

undergraduate assessment report is not applicable. 

 Alumni surveys and employer surveys: Since alumni surveys and employer 

surveys were not distributed this year, this section of the undergraduate 

assessment report is not applicable. 

 

D. Assessment Findings for Curricular Changes Made 

 Portfolios:  Previously, there were two majors within the Department of 

Communication (1) Media and Public Communication (COMM) and (2) 

Interpersonal and Organizational Communication (COMI).  The Department of 

Communication undergraduate curriculum was revised for the fall 2014 semester.  

Now, the Communication major is composed of four new concentrations, and the 

Baccalaureate Framework Goals for each of these concentrations are in the 

process of being updated.  These updates will be provided in a future 

undergraduate assessment report. 

 Alumni surveys and employer surveys:  Previously, there were two majors within 

the Department of Communication (1) Media and Public Communication 

(COMM) and (2) Interpersonal and Organizational Communication (COMI).  The 

Department of Communication undergraduate curriculum was revised for the fall 

2014 semester.  Now, the Communication major is composed of four new 

concentrations, and alumni surveys and employer surveys for each of these 

concentrations are in the process of being updated.  These updates will be 

provided in a future undergraduate assessment report. 
  



Section 4:  Assessment Results (continued from the previous page) 

 

(Please note:  Based on the Department of Communication’s 2015 assessment report, the COAS 

Assessment Committee made the following recommendation, “However, the benchmark of scores 

being 4 on at least ½ of the outcomes has not yet been meet.  We recommend that an explanation 

be provided for how this benchmark was established.”, and the below directly addresses this 

recommendation.) 

 

 Two benchmarks were established: 

o All learning outcomes needed a mean of 3.  This benchmark was established 

because the Department of Communication Faculty wanted our students (and 

soon-to-be graduates) to be competent (which the Department of 

Communication Undergraduate Assessment Committee defined as the ability 

to do something sufficiently; demonstrates basic understanding) in all of the 

learning outcomes as they prepare for their next step after graduation. 

o At least ½ of the outcomes needed to earn a 4.  This benchmark was 

established because the Department of Communication Faculty wanted our 

students (and soon-to-be graduates) to be proficient (which the Department of 

Communication Undergraduate Assessment Committee defined as 

demonstrates a high degree of competence or skill; expertise) as they prepare 

for their next step after graduation. 

 

(Please note:  Based on the Department of Communication’s 2015 assessment report, the COAS 

Assessment Committee made the following recommendation, “Furthermore, we recommend that 

the Department of [Communication] address how it will achieve this benchmark in future 

years”, and the below directly addresses this recommendation.) 

 

 The Department of Communication Undergraduate Assessment Committee has four 

strategies that we are in the process of implementing, and these were outlined in 

section 5 of the 2015 Undergraduate Assessment Report.  First, Department of 

Communication Undergraduate Assessment Committee will continue to recommend 

to instructors of the portfolio courses (COM 120, COM 308 and COM 480/499) as 

well as all faculty teaching courses that might provide portfolio artifacts that they 

clarify to students the objectives and the types of items most suitable for the 

portfolios.  Secondly, the Department of Communication Undergraduate Assessment 

Committee will continue to recommend to all faculty teaching courses that might 

provide portfolio artifacts that they clearly/directly explain to students how/why a 

specific assignment meets a specific student learning outcome.  Third, in an effort to 

ensure an understanding of the assessment forms, the Department of Communication 

Undergraduate Assessment Committee “fine-tuned” the explanations of some of the 

student learning outcomes.  Finally, in an effort to ensure an understanding of the 

assessment forms, prior to the assessment of the portfolios, the Department of 

Communication Undergraduate Assessment Committee will discuss the portfolio 

assessment forms with rubrics with the faculty members assessing the portfolios.  



Section 5:  Conclusion, Next Steps, and Communication 

 

(Please note:  Based on the Department of Communication’s 2015 assessment report, the COAS 

Assessment Committee made the following recommendation, “We note that faculty members do 
participate in the rubric scoring of portfolios.  No other faculty stakeholder involvement is evident in the 

report.  This does not mean that such involvement was absent, it just isn’t described here.  We recommend 

that such involvement be articulated in future assessment reports.”, and the below bullet points directly 
addresses this recommendation.) 

 

Based on this assessment report, the Department of Communication Undergraduate Assessment 
Committee recommends the following conclusions, next steps, and communication: 

1. Student learning outcomes:  It is important to note:  Previously, there were two majors within the 

Department of Communication (1) Media and Public Communication (COMM) and (2) 

Interpersonal and Organizational Communication (COMI).  The Department of Communication 
undergraduate curriculum was revised for the fall 2014 semester.  Now, the Communication 

major is composed of four new concentrations, and the student learning outcomes for each of 

these concentrations were updated.  As a result, the Baccalaureate Framework Goals, portfolio 
assessment forms, alumni survey questions, and employer survey questions must be updated 

accordingly.  These updates will be provided in future undergraduate assessment reports. 

 The Department of Communication Faculty members were and continue to be actively 

involved in these updates. 
2. Portfolios:  The Department of Communication Undergraduate Assessment Committee has four 

strategies that we are in the process of implementing, and these were outlined in section 5 of the 

2015 Undergraduate Assessment Report.  First, Department of Communication Undergraduate 

Assessment Committee will continue to recommend to instructors of the portfolio courses (COM 
120, COM 308 and COM 480/499) as well as all faculty teaching courses that might provide 

portfolio artifacts that they clarify to students the objectives and the types of items most suitable 

for the portfolios.  Secondly, the Department of Communication Undergraduate Assessment 
Committee will continue to recommend to all faculty teaching courses that might provide 

portfolio artifacts that they clearly/directly explain to students how/why a specific assignment 

meets a specific student learning outcome.  Third, in an effort to ensure an understanding of the 

assessment forms, the Department of Communication Undergraduate Assessment Committee 
“fine-tuned” the explanations of some of the student learning outcomes.  Finally, in an effort to 

ensure an understanding of the assessment forms, prior to the assessment of the portfolios, the 

Department of Communication Undergraduate Assessment Committee will discuss the portfolio 
assessment forms with rubrics with the faculty members assessing the portfolios. 

 Again, Department of Communication Faculty members were and continue to be 

actively involved in these updates. 

 Furthermore, feedback about the portfolios is sought from area business leaders through 

the Department of Communication’s Community Engagement Committee. 
3. Alumni surveys and employer surveys:  Based on the conclusions, next steps, and communication 

provided in section 5 of the 2015 Undergraduate Assessment Report, the Department of 

Communication Undergraduate Assessment Committee anticipates making necessary updates to 

the alumni surveys and the employer surveys.  These updates will be provided in a future 
undergraduate assessment report. 

 Again, Department of Communication Faculty members will be actively involved in 

these updates. 

 Furthermore, the Department of Communication Undergraduate Assessment Committee 
anticipates feedback will be sought from area business leaders through the Department 

of Communication’s Community Engagement Committee. 



Appendix A:  Department of Communication Assessment Document 

 

 ASSESSMENT OF ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNICATION 

 

The faculty of the Department of Communication acknowledges the desirability of the systematic 

review of student academic achievement. Such review will allow identifying strengths and 

weaknesses of current curricula and pedagogy as well as developing and implementing curricular and 

pedagogical efforts to maximize the identified strengths and minimize the identified weaknesses.  

 

The academic accomplishments of graduate students in Professional Communication will be assessed 

by graduate faculty review of the synthesis paper required of all students who complete the 

curriculum. This internal exit assessment will be administered by the Director of Graduate Study 

with assistance from graduate faculty. They will review the papers and prepare a biannual collective 

summary of the extent to which the papers demonstrate accomplishment of the goals for the graduate 

program as articulated in “Mission and Goals -- Department of Communication” approved 

September 13, 1993. Each four years the collective summaries will be reviewed by the Director of 

Graduate Study and curricular and/or pedagogical adaptations will be presented for consideration to 

the faculty of the department.  

 

Undergraduate programmatic assessment will take place every other year with the evaluation of 

undergraduate portfolios required in the final capstone course (COM 480/499). These portfolios will 

be gathered each semester, by randomly drawing 25% of portfolios from the final capstone course 

(COM 480/499) (stratified to match major and/or concentration proportions for that year). Beginning 

in Spring, 2011, we will assess the portfolios each year to refine the portfolio instructions and 

assessment rubrics.  In Spring, 2013, we will begin an every other year rotation of having faculty 

assess the portfolio. Portfolios will be assessed according to the objectives listed in the portfolio 

manual for each major/concentration. The faculty will use a rubric designed to evaluate how well the 

portfolios show mastery of the objectives. 

 

The assessment committee will conduct graduate and undergraduate alumni and alumni employer 

surveys every five years.  This external exit measure will seek opinions as to the degree of 

accomplishment of the overall goals of the curricula. The committee will prepare a recommendation 

based on the responses.  

 

Every five years the assessment devices and adaptations will be reviewed by the assessment 

committee. The committee will prepare recommendations for general and specific modifications of 

the assessment procedures. Internal interim and external exit assessments will begin Spring, 1994. 

The entire process will function by June 30, 1995. 

 

Approved 11/8/93 

Amended 3/28/94 

Amended 4/24/2001 

Amended 4/18/2003 

Amended and approved 4/29/09 

Amended and Approved 10/11/13 

Amended and Approved 3/25/15 

 



Graduate Studies Committee (Bassett, Webb-Sunderhaus, White) 
Department of English and Linguistics 
 
Assessment of 2015–16 
 
Introduction: Student Learning Outcomes Statement  
Students who complete the Master of Arts in English (36 hours) will be able to  

• Demonstrate the knowledge of one specific area of study in English (Literature; 
Language and Linguistics; Writing Studies)  
• Demonstrate an understanding and appreciation of the diverse scholarly approaches to 
major issues in the study of literature, language and linguistics, or 
rhetoric/composition/writing  
• Write professional papers that demonstrate critical and analytical thinking and other 
necessary skills for independent research and writing  

 
Students who complete the Master of Arts for Teachers of English (36 hours) will be able to  

• Demonstrate knowledge of those areas of study in English that are relevant to their 
development as teachers at the secondary or college level  
• Demonstrate an understanding and appreciation of the diverse scholarly approaches to 
major issues in the study of literature, language and linguistics, or 
rhetoric/composition/writing  
• Write professional papers that demonstrate critical and analytical thinking and other 
necessary skills for independent research and writing  

 
The assessment plan for the English & Linguistics graduate program include both direct and 
indirect measures: 
 
Direct Assessment Measures Indirect Assessment Measures 
 
• Evaluation of collected sample student 
essays from M.A. core courses and 700-level 
graduate seminars 
 

 
• Exit surveys of graduating students 
 
• Tracking the success of program alumni 
 

 
Assessment of Sample Graduate Essays  
Each year, the committee reviews sample graduate essays using a three-question rubric based on 
our graduate program student learning outcomes. For all responses, 5 indicates strongly agree 
and 1 indicates strongly disagree. The sample essays examined by the committee this year were 
collected using the program’s policy of taking sets of essays from MA core courses and 700-
level seminars.  

Q1. The essay demonstrates the knowledge of [one specific area of study].  
Q2. The essay demonstrates an understanding and appreciation of diverse scholarly 
approaches to the major issues in the study of [relevant area of study].  
Q3. The essay demonstrates critical and analytical thinking and other necessary skills for 
independent research and writing. 

 



Assessment Results: Sample Graduate Essays 
For the 2015–2016 academic year, essays were collected from two graduate courses, following 
the department’s policy of collecting essays from M.A. core and seminar course.  The two 
courses were the seminars B743 Charles Dickens (taught by Lewis Roberts) and C780 How 
Stories Matter (taught by Mary Anne Cain).  Ten essays were evaluated: all seven final essays 
were collected from the B743 course; and three of the four final essays were collected from the 
C780 course.  (One essay was excluded because the author’s anonymity could not be 
guaranteed.)  The committee members evaluated each essay and assigned scores based on the 
rubric, using the following benchmarks: 
 
• 1.5 or below indicates poor quality 
• 1.51–2.5 indicates below average quality 
• 2.51–3.5 indicates average quality 
• 3.51–4.5 indicates above average quality 
• 4.51–5.0 indicates excellent quality 
 
Essay Q1 Q2 Q3 
A 3.33 3.33 3.33 
B 3.33 3.00 3.33 
C 5.00 5.00 4.67 
D 4.67 4.33 4.33 
E 4.33 4.33 4.33 
F 3.67 3.67 3.67 
G 4.67 4.67 4.67 
H 3.67 3.67 3.67 
I 3.33 3.33 3.33 
J 2.67 1.67 2.00 
    
Overall Average 3.87 3.70 3.73 

 
M.A. Exit Survey 
In the past, the committee has solicited exit surveys from graduating graduate students.  For this 
year’s report, an online exit survey was mailed to the 6 graduating graduate students (1 in 
December 2015 and 5 in May 2016).  We received a total of 6 responses, for a response rate of 
100%.  Unlike last year’s survey, which was part of a survey of all English and Linguistics 
graduates (both undergraduate and graduate), this year the committee used a new and expanded 
survey specifically targeting graduate students.  Clearly, judging by the response rate, this new 
survey succeeded better than the last at soliciting feedback. 
 
Assessment Results for Exit Survey 
Q1: As part of your degree, you should be able to demonstrate the knowledge of one specific 
area of study in English, or the knowledge of those areas that are relevant to your development as 
a teacher. Indicate which one best describes your area of concentration. Please choose only one: 
 
Answer % Count 
Literature 50.0% 3 



Writing Studies 50.0% 3 
Language and Linguistics 0.0% 0 
Total 100% 6 

 
Q2: Based on a 5-point scale with 5 being the highest score, indicate your level of agreement or 
disagreement with the following statements: 
 
Question Minimum Maximum Mean Std Dev Count 
Program 
requirements 
provided you 
the 
opportunity 
to gain a 
satisfactory 
knowledge of 
your area(s) 
of study. 

3 5 4.00 0.58 6 

The program 
has provided 
you with 
subject-area 
knowledge 
necessary for 
teaching at 
the secondary 
and/or 
college level 

1 5 3.67 1.37 6 

 
Q3: Please comment on the aspects of your program which have most successfully and/or least 
successfully enabled you to master knowledge of your subject area(s). 
 
Seminar courses were the most helpful in enabling mastery. 
Limited selection of writing studies courses offered, particularly seminar courses in WS 
Having professors knowledgable in my field of study 
Dr. Huffman's writing class C505 was an amazing class that all writing teachers at the high 
school and college level should take. It provided solid content information and numerous 
researched methods. 
The TA training class taught by Jenn Stewart was a complete waste of my time. 
The graduate seminars have the potential to be the most helpful classes for graduate students 
in Literature. However, I feel there are a limited selection of literature seminars to choose from 
each semester, particularly in American Literature. 

 
Q4: You should be able to demonstrate an understanding and appreciation of the diverse 
scholarly approaches to major issues in the study of literature, language and linguistics, or 
rhetoric/composition/writing. Based on a 5 point scale with 5 being the highest score, indicate 



your level of agreement or disagreement with the following statements. 
 
Question Minimum Maximum Mean Std Dev Count 
The MA 
degree 
requirements 
afforded you 
the 
opportunity 
to examine, 
interpret, and 
analyze 
major issues 
and 
approaches in 
your areas of 
study. 

3 5 4.00 0.82 6 

The specific 
courses you 
took 
presented, 
critiqued, and 
questioned 
major issues 
and 
approaches in 
your areas of 
study 

3 5 4.00 0.82 6 

Your 
seminar(s) 
synthesized 
several major 
issues and 
approaches 
relating to the 
topic or 
writer(s) 
studied. 

3 5 4.33 0.75 5 

 
Q5: Please comment on which scholarly approaches to your subject area(s) the program enabled 
you to understand best, and/or which scholarly approaches, not covered or covered inadequately, 
you would have liked to study in greater depth? 
 
I would have liked to have studied critical theory in greater depth. 
The survey course was most useful as well as seminar courses 
Critical theory was a waste of money 



Although the work was tedious and I thought I might die, Professional Scholarship in Writing 
covered issues in Rhet/Comp well. 
I would have liked the opportunity to study more American Literature. There were just not 
enough classes available. 

 
Q6: You should be able to write professional papers which demonstrate critical and analytical 
thinking and other skills necessary for independent research and writing. Based on a 5 point scale 
with 5 being the highest score, indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with the 
following statements. 
 
Question Minimum Maximum Mean Std Dev Count 
You were 
encouraged 
to develop 
the research 
skills needed 
for graduate-
level work in 
English. 

4 5 4.17 0.37 6 

You were 
encouraged 
to develop 
the writing 
skills needed 
for graduate-
level work in 
English. 

3 5 4.17 0.69 6 

 
Q7: Based on a 5 point scale with 5 being the highest score, indicate your level of agreement or 
disagreement with the following statements. 
 
Question Minimum Maximum Mean Std Dev Count 
The graduate 
advisor kept 
you informed 
of your 
progress 
toward the 
degree and 
assisted you 
in completing 
requirements 
in a timely 
manner. 

2 5 4.50 1.12 6 

The graduate 
advisor was 

3 5 4.67 0.75 6 



available and 
accessible to 
you when 
needed. 

 
Q8: Please comment on those aspects of the program which contributed the most and/or the least 
to your fulfilling your educational goals. 
 
Particular faculty mentors created a meaningful experience that challenged me to do more than 
just the required elements of course work or graduate requirements. Faculty mentors are 
invaluable! 
having professors knowledgable in my field of study 
Several instructors were incredibly formative in their teaching of research and writing skills. 
Dr. Roberts was always very accessible and helpful toward me achieving my degree in the 
time I wanted. The thoroughness and excellence of a few instructors did more than the variety 
of instructors I encountered. Those few I credit with assisting me in most of my academic 
achievement. 

 
Assessment Results from Tracking our Program Alumni 
In the last three years (from December 2013 to May 2016), our program has graduated 32 
students: 30 M.A. and 2 M.A.T. degree recipients.  Of those, we have been able to track the 
academic and/or career paths of 22 program alumni (68.8%).  Our data shows that the majority 
are involved in fields and pursuits related to their degrees.  (Note: several alumni are involved in 
multiple fields.)  Appendix A gives a list of current student and recent alumni accomplishments. 
 
Accepted into Ph.D programs 1 
Accepted into M.F.A/M.L.S programs 2 
Accepted into Law School 1 
University/College Instructors 7 
Secondary School Teachers 5 
Writers / Editors 1 
Academic/Business Administrators 4 

 
Conclusions and Recommendations 
Based on the survey and essay scores of this limited sample, our students demonstrate above-
average quality in their work.  Averaged essay scores to each of the three queries from our rubric 
(3.87, 3.70. and 3.73 respectively) place our students’ performance in the above-average range of 
our benchmark (3.51–4.5).  Student responses to the M.A. Exit Survey are all within the above-
average benchmark and exhibit a generally positive impression of their M.A. studies.  As in the 
past, some students complained about the lack of courses, especially seminars, in their chosen 
subject area—this time, not just writing seminars but literature seminars as well.  Seminar 
diversity and course scheduling remain challenging given the year-to-year changing numbers and 
mix of M.A. concentrations (writing, literature, teaching).  This past year, a revised rotation of 
seminar offerings was implemented, so next year should show whether this student concern has 
been allayed. 
 



The 2014–2015 assessment report recommended that the program should do more to 
document ongoing contact with alumni and how such results are shared among faculty and 
stakeholders. 
Response: Over the last two years, the English graduate program has instituted a number of ways 
in which graduate data is collected, recorded, and disseminated.  This is an area that admittedly 
is still in its early stages of development.  First, we created and maintain a database of program 
alumni.  Utilizing email and social media, we have been able to touch base with many of our 
alumni going back several years.  (Some result of these efforts appear in Appendix A.)  In 
addition, we have improved our collection of contact data from about-to-graduate students.  We 
expect these efforts to pay off in the near future. 
  



Appendix A: Recent Graduate & Alumni Successes 
The English & Linguistics Master of Arts program granted 262 degrees between 1978 and spring 
of 2015. Of these, 173 were Master of Arts degrees and 89 were Master of Arts for Teachers 
degrees. We continue to update this data, and at present we have career and contact information 
for all but 71 of our alumni. The following list presents examples of recent (2013-2016) graduate 
student and alumni successes, including career information, publications, conference 
presentations, and academic service. 
 
Calla Andrews (M.A. 2014), Adjunct English Professor and Coordinator of Student Support 

Services, Grace College.  
Darleen Baker (M.A. 2013), Instructor, Ancilla College; Instructor, Ivy Tech-Kokomo.  
Meghann Bassett (M.A. 2015), Adjunct Instructor, Indiana Institute of Technology.  
Ana Boman (M.A. 2013 & TENL graduate certificate), Assistant Professor, English as a Second 

Language, Trine University; collaborating with the English as a Foreign Language 
program (EFL) at the Universidad de Guanajuato, Mexico on the impact of technology on 
intercultural communication. Presenter: "Impact of Technology on Intercultural 
Communication in English as a Second Language," 2013 Fort Wayne Teaching 
Conference.  

Jessey Britt (M.A. 2015), English Teacher, Northside High School.  
Joshua Brock (M.A. 2013), Adjunct Professor of English and Assistant Baseball Coach, 

Manchester University.  
Nancy Button, Presenter: “Writing the Smaller Stories: Research Practices in Family History 

Writing,” 2015 IPFW English & Linguistics Graduate Student Colloquium.  
Deakin Chipps (M.A. 2014), English Teacher, East Allen University (East Allen Public 

Schools).  
Brittany Cowley (M.A.T. 2013), English Teacher, Lakeland High School.  
Gloria Diaz, "Letters to Karla," 2015 TransWritLarge Conference.  
Megan (Timmerman) Disque (M.A. 2013), English Teacher, East Noble High School.  
Amanda Dreher (M.A. 2014), Limited Term Lecturer, IPFW. Presenter: “Sufi Garden and Zen 

Mountaintop: The Mysterious Consciousness of Lessing's and Pirsig's First-Person 
Narrators,” 2014 Louisville Conference on Literature and Culture since 1900; and 2014 
IPFW English & Linguistics Graduate Student Colloquium. 

Amanda Drier (M.A. 2016), M.F.A. student in Chicago. 
Shannon Eichenhauer (M.A. 2013), Adjunct Instructor, Vincennes University; English Teacher, 

East Allen University (East Allen Public Schools); M.S. student in Communications at 
IPFW. 

Shannon Elward (M.A. 2014), Publication and Content Coordinator for Indiana Commission for 
Higher Education; Limited Term Lecturer, IPFW; poems accepted for publication in 
Calibanonline; co-edited (and co-published) with Ben Larson a new literary magazine, 
Map Points. Indiana Americorps Vista for ICHE 2015. 

Kristine Frye (M.A. 2015), Coordinator of Composition and Communication, IPFW.  
Veronica Gabet (M.A. 2013), Adjunct Professor, Indiana Institute of Technology. 
Katie Harris (M.A. 2015), English Teacher, Heritage Jr./Sr. High School. 
Melissa Hirsch (M.A. 2013), English Teacher, Northrop High School. 
Richard Kemery (M.A. 2013), Limited Term Lecturer, IPFW. 
Zack Kruse (M.A. 2015), Ph.D. student in English, Michigan State University. 



Ben Larson (M.A. 2013), Limited Term Lecturer, IPFW. 
Timothy Leonard (M.A. 2016), M.L.S. student at Louisiana State University. 
Leslie Mackey (M.A. 2013), Ph.D. student in English at University of Minnesota. 
Kristi Manduka (M.A. 2013), English Teacher, Warsaw Community High School. 
Amber Mays (M.A. 2015), English Teacher, Lakeland High School. 
Chelsie McCordle (M.A. 2015), Adjunct Faculty, University of St. Francis. 
Mary Redding (M.A. 2015), Branch Assistant, Allen County Public Library. 
Colleen Reimer (M.A. 2013), Policy and Procedure Specialist, Vera Bradley. 
Jacqueline Reynolds (M.A. 2013), Limited Term Lecturer, IPFW; Program Assistant, English & 

Linguistics Department, IPFW. 
Jack Schroeder (M.A. 2014), Limited Term Lecturer, IPFW. 
Chad Simpson (M.A. 2013), Credit Analyst, Sumitomo Mitsui Banking Corporation. 
Craig Skinner (M.A. 2013), Limited Term Lecturer, IPFW. 
Naomi Stephens (M.A. 2013), Adjunct Instructor, Luzerne County Community College. 
Brittany Straub (M.A.T. 2013), Special Education Teacher, Homestead High School; winner of 

NBC33’s Excellence in Education Award (April 2015) 
Sarah Styf (M.A. 2013), English Teacher, Concordia Lutheran High School. 
Rebecca Ward-Davies (M.A. 2013), Law student at University of Georgia-Athens. 
Muyun Yin (M.A. 2015), Editor/Blogger at Trendy New York; Events Manager and China 

Communications, EB5 Investors Magazine (Irvine, CA). 
 



ENG Undergraduate COAS Assessment Report 2015--‐16 
(submitted Nov. 2016) 
 
SECTION 1: SLOs 

 

ENG Undergraduate Program General Student Learning Outcomes (not concentration-specific) 

1. Students will demonstrate the ability to write critically, precisely, and persuasively, especially about 

topics relevant to the major field and selected concentration. 

2. Students will demonstrate an ability to communicate knowledge of literary and linguistic conventions 

and traditions, especially those of America and England. 

3. Students will demonstrate the ability to use research tools and methods appropriate to their selected 

concentration. 

 

 

SECTION 2: ENG CURRICULAR MAPS 

 

A. Map of ENG Programmatic SLOs to Baccalaureate Framework 

  

Baccalaureate Framework 

1. Acquisition of Knowledge: Students will demonstrate breadth of knowledge across disciplines and 

depth of knowledge in their chosen discipline. In order to do so, students must demonstrate the 

requisite information skills and technological competencies. 

2. Application of Knowledge: Students will demonstrate the ability to integrate and apply that 

knowledge, and, in so doing, demonstrate the skills necessary for life-long learning. 

3. Personal and Professional Values: Students will demonstrate the highest levels of personal integrity 

and professional ethics. 

4. A Sense of Community: Students will demonstrate the knowledge and skills necessary to be 

productive and responsible citizens and leaders in local, regional, national, and international 

communities. In so doing, students will demonstrate a commitment to free and open inquiry and 

mutual respect across multiple cultures and perspectives. 

5. Critical Thinking and Problem Solving: Students will demonstrate facility and adaptability in their 

approach to problem solving. In so doing, students will demonstrate critical-thinking abilities and 

familiarity with quantitative and qualitative reasoning. 

6. Communication: Students will demonstrate the written, oral, and multimedia skills necessary to 

communicate effectively in diverse settings. 

 

 

General ENG SLOs mapped to the BF numbers above 

1. English majors demonstrate literary, historical, linguistic, and rhetorical conventions and traditions of 

English through critically sound oral and written expression reflective of this integration of curriculum 

material. 

2. Students use analytical and rhetorical skills to produce persuasive, critically precise essays and projects 

that reveal an integration of research skills with the acquired curriculum. 

3. Students demonstrate through peer review of written work/projects and sound use of sources in 

research essays a respect for their colleagues and for the intellectual property used in their research. 

Student respect for class attendance and for critical engagement in dealing with secondary sources 

reflect personal integrity and a responsible acquisition of ethical values in literary and rhetorical 

studies. 

4. Students come to recognize diverse communities and beliefs through literary studies that expose them 

to a multitude of heterogeneous voices. Students write essays and respond verbally to questions that 

have abiding historical and culture significance (e.g. consequences of war, racism, nationalism, 

personal bias). 



5. Students integrate literary and cultural analysis of a broad range of literary texts to produce critical, 

analytical writing that responds to questions of genre, character analyses, literary style, and historical 

significance of various American and British texts. 

6. Students integrate written, oral, and multimedia skills to produce rhetorically sound essays, original 

creative works, and literary analyses that reflect rhetorical precision, clarity of thought and critical 

understanding of a wide range of historical, cultural, and ethnic texts and situations. 

 

 

B. Map of ENG Programmatic SLOs to Identified “Core Courses” 

 

GENERAL ENG SLOs (not concentration-specific) 

A) Students will demonstrate the ability to write critically, precisely, and persuasively, especially 

about topics relevant to the major field and selected concentration. 

B) Students will demonstrate an ability to communicate knowledge of literary and linguistic 

conventions and traditions, especially those of America and England. 

C) Students will demonstrate the ability to use research tools and methods appropriate to their selected 

concentration. 

 

ENG CORE COURSES ASSESSED FOR AY 2015-2016 

ENG L202: Literary Interpretation 

ENG L371: Critical Practices 

 

ENG Core Courses 

 ENG L202 ENG L371 

ENG 

SLO 

letter 

A, B, C A, B, C 

 

 ENG L202: Literary Interpretation. The course description in the current IPFW Bulletin describes 

L202 thus: “Close analysis of representative texts (poetry, drama, fiction) designed to develop art of 

lively, responsible reading through class discussion and writing of papers, including a documented 

research paper. Attention to literary design of critical method.” As a class approved by COAS to fulfill 

the writing requirement, by definition this class requires substantial opportunity for students to 

demonstrate precise, persuasive, and polished critical analysis of literary texts through the production 

of formal papers. Because the course description requires the production of a research paper, students 

will demonstrate their ability to utilize research tools such as electronic academic databases in order to 

garner peer-reviewed articles. Additionally, as this class is a de facto “Introduction to Literature” 

which covers literature from diverse periods, national origins, and genres, students will demonstrate 

their knowledge of literary and linguistic conventions and traditions through the production of their 

formal papers. As a class required of all majors relatively early in their academic careers, L202 

provides an excellent opportunity to assess ENG SLOs. 

 ENG L 371: Critical Practices. As an upper-division/capstone class, L371 obliges students to 

demonstrate an even more sophisticated understanding of literary and linguistic conventions as 

manifest in literary theory. The formal papers written in this class require students to demonstrate 

precise, persuasive, and polished critical analysis of these theories in their active application to 

representative literary texts. As an upper-division class, there is an expectation that research will be 

involved in the production of papers, through which students will demonstrate their ability to utilize 

research tools such as electronic academic databases in order to garner peer-reviewed articles. Because 

L371 is the major capstone class, it provides an excellent opportunity to assess ENG SLOs at a late 

point in majors’ academic careers. 

 

 



 

 

SECTION 3: ENG UNDERGRADUATE ASSESSMENT PLAN 2015-16 

 

A. ENG Undergraduate Assessment Model: 

 

1. ENG undergraduate assessment will consist of two metrics: the assessment of artifacts from two core 

classes, and a survey distributed to graduating seniors soliciting their opinions regarding whether or not 

ENG met departmental goals. A four-year cycle has been developed for future assessment which will 

rely on the assessment of artifacts from the capstone class, ENG L371, and another set of artifacts from 

a rotation of ENG’s three concentrations (literature, language, and writing), to return to an assessment 

of ENG L202 in the fourth year. 

2. The artifacts assessed for AY 2015-16 were taken from ENG L371 and ENG L202. Because these are 

required classes, these courses provide an excellent opportunity to obtain data about student success at 

an early, gateway stage (L202) and at a later (capstone) point in the path towards graduation. 

3. These SLOs apply to all concentrations within the major, and as such provide a solid base-line for the 

assessment of departmental success as a whole. 

4. An assessment rubric is utilized in the assessment of program goals (see rubric in Section 3.C below). 

Successful accomplishment of SLOs is determined by an average score of 2 or higher on a 4-point 

scale by 75% or more of the artifacts in all three SLOs. 

5. All assessment artifacts are made anonymous, with student names, etc. removed.  

6. Representative/statistically valid samples need to be taken from each course assessed. In the case of 

ENG L202, artifacts were taken from multiple sections of the class. 

7. Five faculty representing all concentrations from within ENG assessed the artifacts. This number of 

assessors will help ensure the statistical reliability of the average scores produced in assessment. 

 

 

B. Measures Used 

This year’s assessment was undertaken exactly as described above in the Assessment Model. In the case of 

ENG L202, a total of 15 essays taken from one section of the class offered in 2015-2016 were assessed. Only 

one section of ENG L371 was assessed, providing a total of 17 papers. Anonymous assessment artifacts were 

read by five assessors and scored on a 4 point scale utilizing a purpose-designed rubric.  

 

Success in meeting program goals was defined as 75% or more of assessed artifacts scoring an average of 2 or 

higher (on a 4-point scale) on the purpose-designed program assessment rubric for each of the 3 program 

goals. These goals were clearly met. 

 

A survey of graduating seniors was conducted in May 2016 by means of a Qualtrics poll. Responses are 

scored utilizing a one to five scale, with one indicating “strongly disagree” and five indicating “strongly 

agree.” 

 

 

C. ENG Undergraduate Program Assessment Rubric 

 

1) Does the student demonstrate the ability to write critically, precisely, and persuasively, especially about 

topics relevant to the major field and selected concentration? 

 

Excellent (4) Good (3) Needs Work (2) Unsatisfactory 

(1) 

    

 

 



2) Does the student demonstrate an ability to communicate knowledge of literary and linguistic conventions 

and traditions, especially those of America and England? 

 

Excellent (4) Good (3) Needs Work (2) Unsatisfactory 

(1) 

    

 

 

 3) Does the student demonstrate the ability to use research tools and methods appropriate to their selected 

concentration? 

 

Excellent (4) Good (3) Needs Work (2) Unsatisfactory 

(1) 

    

 

 

 

Note: the classifications below take into account the specific level (200-, 300-level, etc.) of the class in which 

the assessment artifact was composed. Success in meeting program goals is defined as a score of 2 or above 

for each of the program goals above. 

 

 

EXCELLENT: Student demonstrates exceptional depth and nuance in analysis, using particularly well-

chosen examples to illustrate her/his points. Scholarly sources are sufficient in number, particularly well-

chosen, thoroughly analyzed, and gracefully integrated into the project. 

 

GOOD: Student engages in solid analysis, though with less nuance than above, using solid examples in 

sufficient number to support/illustrate her/his points. Scholarly sources are sufficient in number, well-chosen, 

analyzed sufficiently, and integrated into the project. 

 

NEEDS WORK: Student engages in analysis but not with great depth and complexity. Some examples are 

provided, but could be greater in number, better chosen, or analyzed with greater precision. Sources are 

sufficient in number, but possibly not the most relevant, and/or are less thoroughly analyzed and are 

introduced abruptly. 

 

UNSATISFACTORY: Student engages in minimal or no analysis. Examples are excessively general or non-

existent. Insufficient number of scholarly sources or sources are of insufficient scholarly quality and go 

unanalyzed. 

 

 

D. Description of Plan for Disseminating and Using Findings for Programmatic Learning Improvement 

 

One of the strengths of ENG’s assessment model is that it relies upon the active participation of faculty from 

all of the concentrations offered in the major. This affords the opportunity for the assessment committee 

members to report back to the faculty in their individual concentrations and to thus use assessment data at a 

“local level.” In addition, the ENG Undergraduate Assessment Report will be provided to the ENG chair for 

further distribution and discussion among the department as a whole, as well as with other appropriate 

stakeholders.  

 

 

 

 



SECTION 4: ASSESSMENT RESULTS (see also attached assessment data for more detail) 

 

 

 

A. Current Year Assessment Findings 

 

Success in meeting program goals for assessed artifacts was defined as 75% or more of the artifacts scoring 2 

or higher (on a 4-point scale) on the purpose-designed program assessment rubric for each of the 3 program 

goals. These goals were clearly met. In ENG L202, 100% of the assessed artifacts scored an average of 2 or 

higher for all three SLOs. In ENG L371, 100% of the average scores for all three SLOs were 2 or higher. 

Surveys conducted following the 2015-16 academic year elicited one of our highest responses: 29 students 

responded to our Qualtrics poll. The results from the 2016 graduating class were comparable to the scores 

reported in 2015: two of the lowest scores (3.77 and 3.24, respectable yet low relative to the remaining scores) 

were recorded in the same areas commented on in 2015:   the level of advising regarding educational and 

career goals.  In addition, comparable scores were recorded for satisfaction in course experiences and 

opportunities as a major outside of courses, the former 4.35 and the latter 3.83. 

 A similar dichotomy is found in the data for satisfaction with course/faculty expectations and career/graduate 

school preparation.  The former is above 4 while the latter scores are between 3.6 and 3.8. The same curricular 

and professional conclusions are found. The department scores high in its curricular offerings and in faculty 

competency but is characterized below those numbers in terms of its preparation for life outside of the 

undergraduate program. The assessment report last year suggested that there were options for improving these 

numbers if resources were made available: providing extracurricular opportunities for student engagement 

(student readings or performance) or funding student travel for academic conferences. While the department 

has a student/faculty reading series, a community-based reading series, a literary journal, and internship 

opportunities for exposure to outside resources, it would be advantageous if the department could find 

opportunities to give students access to academic and career-oriented venues. 

See Appendix 1 below for complete assessment data, including scores for assessment artifacts and survey 

results. 

B. Proposed Changes to Address Findings 

 

Clearly ENG general undergraduate SLOs are being achieved with great success both at the lower- and upper-

division.  However, only one section of L202 was used for this year’s assessment, due to a lack of 

communication.  We are already in the process of remedying this situation for a smoother transition with next 

year’s committee.   

 

It was noted in committee this fall that “creativity” is one marker missing from the SLOs.  We plan on 

adjusting the SLO language to reflect this value.    

 

 

C. Prior Year Assessment Findings and Description of Changes Made 

 

Last year’s assessment focused on the same outcomes as this year’s, in keeping with the COAS Assessment 

Committee’s evaluation of  2013-14’s report, which had suggested greater precision was required in both the 

wording of SLOs and the criteria utilized to assess them.  

 

Last year’s assessment had assessment artifacts reviewed by at least five assessors drawn from three different 

ENG subfields (e.g. literature, writing, linguistics). A total of thirteen artifacts drawn from ENG L371 were 

assessed. Assessors utilized the same rubric as this year to assess the following criteria on a one to four scale, 



where one was “unsatisfactory” and five was “excellent,” with an average score of three being deemed a 

successful demonstration of competence in the outcome: 

 

1. Students will demonstrate the ability to write critically, precisely, and persuasively, especially about 

topics relevant to the major field and selected concentration. 

2. Students will demonstrate an ability to communicate knowledge of literary and linguistic conventions 

and traditions, especially those of America and England. 

3. Students will demonstrate the ability to use research tools and methods appropriate to their selected 

concentration 

 

Success in meeting program goals for assessed artifacts was defined as 75% or more of the artifacts scoring 2 or higher 

(on a 4-point scale) on the purpose-designed program assessment rubric for each of the 3 program goals. These goals 

were clearly met. In ENG L202, 100% of the assessed artifacts scored an average of 2 or higher for SLOs #1 and #2, 

while 86% scored 2 or higher for the third SLO. In ENG L371, 100% of the average scores for all three SLOs were 2 or 

higher. 

 

D. Assessment Findings for Curricular Changes Made 

Not applicable.  

 

 

 

SECTION 5: CONCLUSIONS, NEXT STEPS, AND COMMUNICATION 

 

All of the assessment evidence underscores that the ENG undergraduate program goals are clearly being met. 

The total and average scores for the classes assessed were well above the range defined as demonstrating 

success in achieving program goals, with the both courses demonstrating a 100% success rate in all three 

SLOs. 

 

The establishment of general ENG SLOs as the benchmark by which future assessment will take place will 

allow greater opportunity for consistent analysis of department data. This will allow meaningful longitudinal 

study over multiple years. 

 

The next steps will be to begin collecting assessment artifacts from the next set of classes in the assessment 

cycle. This report (and the COAS Assessment Committee’s response to it) will be distributed to the ENG 

department chair and the ENG Undergraduate Committee for further discussion at the committee and 

department level (as appropriate). 

 

 

Appendix 1: Individual ENG Undergraduate Program Assessment Artifact Data 

 

Initial Report 

ENG L371-01 SP16 

November 1st 2016, 5:23 pm EDT 

 

Q17 - Does the student demonstrate the ability to write critically, precisely, and 

persuasively, especially about topics relevant to the major field and selected 

concentration? 

 



 

 

 
Question 

Unsatisfactory  Needs Work  Good  Excellent  Total 

Essay #1 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 66.67% 2 33.33% 1 3 

Essay #2 0.00% 0 33.33% 1 66.67% 2 0.00% 0 3 

Essay #3 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 100.00% 3 3 

Essay #4 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 33.33% 1 66.67% 2 3 

Essay #5 0.00% 0 66.67% 2 33.33% 1 0.00% 0 3 

Essay #6 0.00% 0 50.00% 1 50.00% 1 0.00% 0 2 

Essay #7 0.00% 0 50.00% 1 0.00% 0 50.00% 1 2 

Essay #8 0.00% 0 50.00% 1 50.00% 1 0.00% 0 2 

Essay #9 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 100.00% 2 2 

Essay #10 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 50.00% 1 50.00% 1 2 

Essay #11 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 100.00% 2 0.00% 0 2 

Essay #12 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 100.00% 2 2 

Essay #13 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 100.00% 2 0.00% 0 2 

Essay #14 0.00% 0 50.00% 1 0.00% 0 50.00% 1 2 

Essay #15 0.00% 0 50.00% 1 0.00% 0 50.00% 1 2 

Essay # 16 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 100.00% 1 0.00% 0 1 

Essay #17 0.00% 0 100.00% 1 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 1 



 

 



 

Q18 - Does the student demonstrate an ability to communicate knowledge of literary and 

linguistic conventions and traditions, especially those of America and England? 

 

Question Unsatisfactory  Needs Work  Good  Excellent  Total 

Essay #1 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 66.67% 2 33.33% 1 3 

Essay #2 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 100.00% 3 0.00% 0 3 

Essay #3 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 100.00% 3 3 

Essay #4 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 33.33% 1 66.67% 2 3 

Essay #5 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 100.00% 3 0.00% 0 3 

Essay #6 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 100.00% 3 0.00% 0 3 

Essay #7 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 50.00% 1 50.00% 1 2 

Essay #8 0.00% 0 50.00% 1 50.00% 1 0.00% 0 2 

Essay #9 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 50.00% 1 50.00% 1 2 

Essay #10 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 50.00% 1 50.00% 1 2 

Essay #11 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 100.00% 2 0.00% 0 2 

Essay #12 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 50.00% 1 50.00% 1 2 

Essay #13 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 100.00% 2 0.00% 0 2 

Essay #14 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 50.00% 1 50.00% 1 2 

Essay #15 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 50.00% 1 50.00% 1 2 

Essay #16 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 100.00% 1 0.00% 0 1 

Essay #17 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 100.00% 1 0.00% 0 1 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Field Minimum Maximum Mean Std Deviation Variance Count Bottom 3 Box Top 3 Box 

Essay #1 3.00 4.00 3.33 0.47 0.22 3 66.67% 100.00% 

Essay #2 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 0.00 3 100.00% 100.00% 

Essay #3 4.00 4.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 3 0.00% 100.00% 

Essay #4 3.00 4.00 3.67 0.47 0.22 3 33.33% 100.00% 

Essay #5 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 0.00 3 100.00% 100.00% 

Essay #6 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 0.00 3 100.00% 100.00% 

Essay #7 3.00 4.00 3.50 0.50 0.25 2 50.00% 100.00% 

Essay #8 2.00 3.00 2.50 0.50 0.25 2 100.00% 100.00% 

Essay #9 3.00 4.00 3.50 0.50 0.25 2 50.00% 100.00% 

Essay #10 3.00 4.00 3.50 0.50 0.25 2 50.00% 100.00% 

Essay #11 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 0.00 2 100.00% 100.00% 

Essay #12 3.00 4.00 3.50 0.50 0.25 2 50.00% 100.00% 

Essay #13 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 0.00 2 100.00% 100.00% 

Essay #14 3.00 4.00 3.50 0.50 0.25 2 50.00% 100.00% 

Essay #15 3.00 4.00 3.50 0.50 0.25 2 50.00% 100.00% 

Essay #16 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 0.00 1 100.00% 100.00% 

Essay #17 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 0.00 1 100.00% 100.00% 

 

 



 



 

Q19 - Does the student demonstrate the ability to use research tools and methods 

appropriate to their selected concentration? 

 

Question Unsatisfactory  Needs Work  Good  Excellent  Total 

Essay #1 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 66.67% 2 33.33% 1 3 

Essay #2 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 100.00% 3 0.00% 0 3 

Essay #3 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 100.00% 3 3 

Essay #4 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 33.33% 1 66.67% 2 3 

Essay #5 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 100.00% 3 0.00% 0 3 

Essay #6 0.00% 0 50.00% 1 50.00% 1 0.00% 0 2 

Essay #7 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 50.00% 1 50.00% 1 2 

Essay #8 0.00% 0 50.00% 1 50.00% 1 0.00% 0 2 

Essay #9 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 100.00% 2 2 

Essay #10 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 100.00% 2 0.00% 0 2 

Essay #11 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 100.00% 2 2 

Essay #12 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 50.00% 1 50.00% 1 2 

Essay #13 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 100.00% 2 0.00% 0 2 

Essay #14 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 50.00% 1 50.00% 1 2 

Essay #15 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 50.00% 1 50.00% 1 2 

Essay #16 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 100.00% 1 0.00% 0 1 

Essay #17 0.00% 0 100.00% 1 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 1 

 

 

 

Field Minimum Maximum Mean Std Deviation Variance Count Bottom 3 Box Top 3 Box 

Essay #1 3.00 4.00 3.33 0.47 0.22 3 66.67% 100.00% 

Essay #2 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 0.00 3 100.00% 100.00% 

Essay #3 4.00 4.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 3 0.00% 100.00% 

Essay #4 3.00 4.00 3.67 0.47 0.22 3 33.33% 100.00% 

Essay #5 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 0.00 3 100.00% 100.00% 



Essay #6 2.00 3.00 2.50 0.50 0.25 2 100.00% 100.00% 

Essay #7 3.00 4.00 3.50 0.50 0.25 2 50.00% 100.00% 

Essay #8 2.00 3.00 2.50 0.50 0.25 2 100.00% 100.00% 

Essay #9 4.00 4.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 2 0.00% 100.00% 

Essay #10 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 0.00 2 100.00% 100.00% 

Essay #11 4.00 4.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 2 0.00% 100.00% 

Essay #12 3.00 4.00 3.50 0.50 0.25 2 50.00% 100.00% 

Essay #13 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 0.00 2 100.00% 100.00% 

Essay #14 3.00 4.00 3.50 0.50 0.25 2 50.00% 100.00% 

Essay #15 3.00 4.00 3.50 0.50 0.25 2 50.00% 100.00% 

Essay #16 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 0.00 1 100.00% 100.00% 

Essay #17 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 1 100.00% 100.00% 
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Q17 - Does the student demonstrate the ability to write critically, precisely, and 

persuasively, especially about topics relevant to the major field and selected 

concentration? 

 

Question Unsatisfactory  Needs Work  Good  Excellent  Total 

Essay #1 0.00% 0 66.67% 2 0.00% 0 33.33% 1 3 

Essay #2 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 66.67% 2 33.33% 1 3 

Essay #3 0.00% 0 33.33% 1 66.67% 2 0.00% 0 3 

Essay #4 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 66.67% 2 33.33% 1 3 

Essay #5 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 50.00% 1 50.00% 1 2 

Essay #6 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 33.33% 1 66.67% 2 3 

Essay #7 0.00% 0 33.33% 1 33.33% 1 33.33% 1 3 

Essay #8 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 33.33% 1 66.67% 2 3 

Essay #9 0.00% 0 33.33% 1 66.67% 2 0.00% 0 3 

Essay #10 0.00% 0 33.33% 1 33.33% 1 33.33% 1 3 

Essay #11 0.00% 0 66.67% 2 0.00% 0 33.33% 1 3 

Essay #12 0.00% 0 50.00% 1 50.00% 1 0.00% 0 2 

Essay #13 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 100.00% 2 0.00% 0 2 

Essay #14 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 100.00% 2 0.00% 0 2 

Essay #15 0.00% 0 50.00% 1 50.00% 1 0.00% 0 2 

 

 



 



 

Q18 - Does the student demonstrate an ability to communicate knowledge of literary and 

linguistic conventions and traditions, especially those of America and England? 

 

Question Unsatisfactory  Needs Work  Good  Excellent  Total 

Essay #1 0.00% 0 33.33% 1 33.33% 1 33.33% 1 3 

Essay #2 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 66.67% 2 33.33% 1 3 

Essay #3 0.00% 0 33.33% 1 66.67% 2 0.00% 0 3 

Essay #4 0.00% 0 33.33% 1 66.67% 2 0.00% 0 3 

Essay #5 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 50.00% 1 50.00% 1 2 

Essay #6 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 66.67% 2 33.33% 1 3 

Essay #7 0.00% 0 33.33% 1 66.67% 2 0.00% 0 3 

Essay #8 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 33.33% 1 66.67% 2 3 

Essay #9 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 100.00% 3 0.00% 0 3 

Essay #10 0.00% 0 33.33% 1 33.33% 1 33.33% 1 3 

Essay #11 0.00% 0 50.00% 1 50.00% 1 0.00% 0 2 

Essay #12 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 100.00% 2 0.00% 0 2 

Essay #13 0.00% 0 50.00% 1 50.00% 1 0.00% 0 2 

Essay #14 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 100.00% 2 0.00% 0 2 

Essay #15 0.00% 0 50.00% 1 50.00% 1 0.00% 0 2 

 

 

 

Field Minimum Maximum Mean Std Deviation Variance Count Bottom 3 Box Top 3 Box 

Essay #1 2.00 4.00 3.00 0.82 0.67 3 66.67% 100.00% 

Essay #2 3.00 4.00 3.33 0.47 0.22 3 66.67% 100.00% 

Essay #3 2.00 3.00 2.67 0.47 0.22 3 100.00% 100.00% 

Essay #4 2.00 3.00 2.67 0.47 0.22 3 100.00% 100.00% 

Essay #5 3.00 4.00 3.50 0.50 0.25 2 50.00% 100.00% 

Essay #6 3.00 4.00 3.33 0.47 0.22 3 66.67% 100.00% 

Essay #7 2.00 3.00 2.67 0.47 0.22 3 100.00% 100.00% 



Essay #8 3.00 4.00 3.67 0.47 0.22 3 33.33% 100.00% 

Essay #9 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 0.00 3 100.00% 100.00% 

Essay #10 2.00 4.00 3.00 0.82 0.67 3 66.67% 100.00% 

Essay #11 2.00 3.00 2.50 0.50 0.25 2 100.00% 100.00% 

Essay #12 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 0.00 2 100.00% 100.00% 

Essay #13 2.00 3.00 2.50 0.50 0.25 2 100.00% 100.00% 

Essay #14 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 0.00 2 100.00% 100.00% 

Essay #15 2.00 3.00 2.50 0.50 0.25 2 100.00% 100.00% 

 

 

 



 

Q19 - Does the student demonstrate the ability to use research tools and methods 

appropriate to their selected concentration? 

 

Question Unsatisfactory  Needs Work  Good  Excellent  Total 

Essay #1 0.00% 0 66.67% 2 0.00% 0 33.33% 1 3 

Essay #2 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 66.67% 2 33.33% 1 3 

Essay #3 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 100.00% 3 0.00% 0 3 

Essay #4 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 66.67% 2 33.33% 1 3 

Essay #5 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 50.00% 1 50.00% 1 2 

Essay #6 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 33.33% 1 66.67% 2 3 

Essay #7 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 66.67% 2 33.33% 1 3 

Essay #8 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 100.00% 3 3 

Essay #9 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 66.67% 2 33.33% 1 3 

Essay #10 0.00% 0 66.67% 2 0.00% 0 33.33% 1 3 

Essay #11 0.00% 0 100.00% 2 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 2 

Essay #12 0.00% 0 100.00% 2 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 2 

Essay #13 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 100.00% 2 0.00% 0 2 

Essay #14 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 100.00% 2 0.00% 0 2 

Essay #15 0.00% 0 50.00% 1 50.00% 1 0.00% 0 2 

 

 

 

Field Minimum Maximum Mean Std Deviation Variance Count Bottom 3 Box Top 3 Box 

Essay #1 2.00 4.00 2.67 0.94 0.89 3 66.67% 100.00% 

Essay #2 3.00 4.00 3.33 0.47 0.22 3 66.67% 100.00% 

Essay #3 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 0.00 3 100.00% 100.00% 

Essay #4 3.00 4.00 3.33 0.47 0.22 3 66.67% 100.00% 

Essay #5 3.00 4.00 3.50 0.50 0.25 2 50.00% 100.00% 

Essay #6 3.00 4.00 3.67 0.47 0.22 3 33.33% 100.00% 

Essay #7 3.00 4.00 3.33 0.47 0.22 3 66.67% 100.00% 



Essay #8 4.00 4.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 3 0.00% 100.00% 

Essay #9 3.00 4.00 3.33 0.47 0.22 3 66.67% 100.00% 

Essay #10 2.00 4.00 2.67 0.94 0.89 3 66.67% 100.00% 

Essay #11 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 2 100.00% 100.00% 

Essay #12 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 2 100.00% 100.00% 

Essay #13 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 0.00 2 100.00% 100.00% 

Essay #14 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 0.00 2 100.00% 100.00% 

Essay #15 2.00 3.00 2.50 0.50 0.25 2 100.00% 100.00% 

 

 

 

 



 

Initial Report 
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November 7th 2016, 8:06 am EST 
 
 
 

Q1 - In what term is your 

graduation? 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
# Answer  % Count 
 
1 Fall 2015 13.79%  4 
 

2 Spring 2016 79.31%  23 
 

3 Summer 2016 3.45%  1 
 

4 Other 3.45%  1 
 

Total  100% 29 
 

 
 
 
 

Other 
 
 

Other 
 
2017 



Q2 - What 

was your area of concentration? 
 

 
 
 
 

# Answer  % Count 
 
1 Literature 41.38%  12 
 

2 Writing 27.59%  8 
 

3 Teaching Certification 10.34%  3 
 

4 Language  13.79%  4 
 

5 Communication Media 6.90%  2 
 

6 TENL Certificate 0.00%  0 
 

Total  100% 29 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Field 
 

Minimum 
 

Maximum 
 

Mean 
 

Std Deviation 
 

Variance 
 

Count 
 

Bottom 3 Box 
 

Top 3 Box 

What 

was 

your 

area 

of 

conc 

entra 

tion? 

 

 
 
 
 
1.00 

 

 
 
 
 
5.00 

 

 
 
 
 
2.17 

 

 
 
 
 
1.29 

 

 
 
 
 
1.66 

 

 
 
 
 
29 

 

 
 
 
 
79.31% 

 

 
 
 
 
20.69% 



Q5 - Please rate the advising you 

were provided during your undergraduate career: 
 
 
 
 

 

Field 
 

Minimum 
 

Maximum 
 

Mean 
 

Std Deviation 
 

Variance 
 

Count 
 

undefined 
 

undefined 

Advice given for 

selection of courses 

 

0.00 
 

5.00 
 

4.04 
 

1.34 
 

1.81 
 

26 
 

undefined 
 

undefined 

Advice received for 

educational goals 

 

0.00 
 

5.00 
 

3.77 
 

1.42 
 

2.02 
 

26 
 

undefined 
 

undefined 

Advice received for 

career goals 

 

0.00 
 

5.00 
 

3.24 
 

1.56 
 

2.42 
 

25 
 

undefined 
 

undefined 



Q6 - How 
 
 

 

would you rate each of the following? 
 
 
 
 

 

Field 
 

Minimum 
 

Maximum 
 

Mean 
 

Std Deviation 
 

Variance 
 

Count 
 

undefined 
 

undefined 

Your course 

experiences  as a 

major 

 
2.00 

 
5.00 

 
4.35 

 
0.78 

 
0.61 

 
26 

 
undefined 

 
undefined 

Your experiences or 

opportunities as a 

major outside of 

courses 

 
 
3.00 

 
 
5.00 

 
 
3.83 

 
 
0.90 

 
 
0.81 

 
 
24 

 
 
undefined 

 
 
undefined 



Q7 - How 
 
 

 

would you rate the quality of the instruction you received as an English major? 
 

 
 
 
 

Field  Minimum Maximum Mean Std Deviation Variance Count undefined undefined 
 
Core courses  2.00 5.00 4.31 0.87 0.75 26 undefined undefined 

Concentration 

Courses  
2.00 5.00 4.58 0.79 0.63 26 undefined undefined

 



Q11 - To 

what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about 

 

courses: 
 
 
 
 

 

Field 
 

Minimum 
 

Maximum 
 

Mean 
 

Std Deviation 
 

Variance 
 

Count 
 

undefined 
 

undefined 

In my major, the 

core courses I 

wanted were 

available 

 
 
3.00 

 
 
5.00 

 
 
4.41 

 
 
0.56 

 
 
0.32 

 
 
27 

 
 
undefined 

 
 
undefined 

In my major, the 

concentration 

courses I wanted 

were available 

 
 
3.00 

 
 
5.00 

 
 
4.33 

 
 
0.67 

 
 
0.44 

 
 
27 

 
 
undefined 

 
 
undefined 

In my major, my 

instructors were 

good teachers 

 
3.00 

 
5.00 

 
4.58 

 
0.57 

 
0.32 

 
26 

 
undefined 

 
undefined 

In my major, 

instructors were 

knowledgeable 

 
3.00 

 
5.00 

 
4.63 

 
0.55 

 
0.31 

 
27 

 
undefined 

 
undefined 

In my major, my 

instructors were 

helpful outside 

classes 

 
 
2.00 

 
 
5.00 

 
 
4.27 

 
 
0.71 

 
 
0.50 

 
 
26 

 
 
undefined 

 
 
undefined 



Q12 - To 

what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about 

 

 

 

your education as a major : 
 
 
 
 

 

Field 
 

Minimum 
 

Maximum 
 

Mean 
 

Std Deviation 
 

Variance 
 

Count 
 

undefined 
 

undefined 

Department 

academic standards 

met my expectations 

 
 
3.00 

 
 
5.00 

 
 
4.19 

 
 
0.79 

 
 
0.62 

 
 
26 

 
 
undefined 

 
 
undefined 

Quality of the 

courses met my 

expectations 

 
2.00 

 
5.00 

 
4.19 

 
0.83 

 
0.69 

 
26 

 
undefined 

 
undefined 

My career 

preparation was 

adequate 

 
2.00 

 
5.00 

 
3.73 

 
1.13 

 
1.27 

 
26 

 
undefined 

 
undefined 

My preparation for 

further (graduate) 

studies was 

adequate (if 

applicable) 

 

 
 
2.00 

 

 
 
5.00 

 

 
 
3.67 

 

 
 
1.03 

 

 
 
1.06 

 

 
 
24 

 

 
 
undefined 

 

 
 
undefined 

Quality of the 2.00 5.00 4.19 0.96 0.92 26 undefined undefined 



 

faculty met my 

expectations 



 

Q13 - In general, how would you 

rate your overall experience as a major in the Department of English and 

Linguistics at IPFW? 
 

 
 
 
 

Field  Minimum Maximum Mean Std Deviation Variance Count undefined undefined 
 
1 3.00 5.00 4.32 0.61 0.38 25 undefined undefined 



 

Q14 - Would 

you recommend IPFW's Department  of English and Linguistics to a friend or 

relative  considering an English major? 
 

 
 
 
 

Field  Minimum Maximum Mean Std Deviation Variance Count undefined undefined 
 
1 2.00 5.00 4.32 0.93 0.86 25 undefined undefined 



 

Q15 - Looking back on your experience  at IPFW, would you say you were challenged by 

the courses you took for your major? 
 

 
 
 
 

Field  Minimum Maximum Mean Std Deviation Variance Count undefined undefined 
 
1 1.00 5.00 4.08 1.06 1.11 25 undefined undefined 



 

Q16 - Using 

the scale below, please answer each of the following questions: 
 
 
 
 

 

Field 
 

Minimum 
 

Maximum 
 

Mean 
 

Std Deviation 
 

Variance 
 

Count 
 

undefined 
 

undefined 

If you had known 

what you would 

experience as an 

English major, 

would you still have 

chosen our 

department? 

 
 
 
 
2.00 

 
 
 
 
5.00 

 
 
 
 
4.54 

 
 
 
 
0.80 

 
 
 
 
0.63 

 
 
 
 
26 

 
 
 
 
undefined 

 
 
 
 
undefined 

Would you still have 

selected the same 

concentration? 

 
1.00 

 
5.00 

 
4.19 

 
1.00 

 
1.00 

 
26 

 
undefined 

 
undefined 



 

Q17 - What is most likely to be 

your principal activity upon graduation? (Check all that apply.) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
# Answer  % Count 
 
1 Full-time employment 57.69% 15 
 

2 Part-time employment 19.23% 5 
 

3 Second bachelor's degree 0.00%  0 
 

4 Master's degree 50.00% 13 
 

5 Specialist degree (J.D., Ed. S., etc.) 0.00%  0 
 

6 Medical degree (M.D., D.D.S, etc.) 0.00%  0 
 

7 Doctorate (Ph.D., Ed.D., etc.) 3.85%  1 
 

8 Other 3.85%  1 



 

Total  100% 26 
 

 
 
 
 

Other 
 
 

Other 
 
Peace Corps Volunteer 



 

Q15 - Do you feel that your IPFW degree helped prepare for your future or current studies 

or employment? 
 

 
 
 
 

# Answer  % Count 
 
1 Yes 92.31%  24 
 

2 No 7.69%  2 
 

Total  100% 26 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Field 
 

Minimum 
 

Maximum 
 

Mean 
 

Std Deviation 
 

Variance 
 

Count 
 

Bottom 3 Box 
 

Top 3 Box 

Do you feel that 

your IPFW degree 

helped prepare 

for your future or 

current studies or 

employment? 

 
 
 
 
1.00 

 
 
 
 
2.00 

 
 
 
 
1.08 

 
 
 
 
0.27 

 
 
 
 
0.07 

 
 
 
 
26 

 
 
 
 
100.00% 

 
 
 
 
100.00% 



 

Q18 - If it has taken you more than 

4 years to graduate, please indicate all of the reasons why: 
 
 
 
 

If it has taken you more than 

4 years to graduate, please indicate all of t... 

N/A 

I had poor academic advising. I started my first year without my actual advisor because he was on sabbatical.  I 

never met him until my 4th year. 

Economics, mental health, physical health 

Life 
 

I took my time due to also having a job. 

Switched majors 

Failed some classes freshman year 
 

I only took 12 credit hours a semester instead of fifteen 
 

Moving, personal issues 
 

In my very first week as a freshman there was a death in my family that I took extremely hard. I started skipping 

classes and not doing my homework. I nearly failed out my freshman year. I had to write an essay explaining why I 

should be readmitted. I decided to take a year off after that and regain myself and put myself back on the right 

track. Once I returned I was in an accident and broke my back leaving me in a immobilized state. Going to classes 

was no longer an option until I had finished my required therapy. So I have to take another year off. Even when I 

returned I returned in a wheelchair. After that it was a struggle to get all the classes I needed into a schedule that 

worked for me so I have had to finish my degree as a part time student. 

Full-time employment 
 

I was ill-prepared upon entering college. I had a poor work ethic and did not make school a priority. 

Decided to add on a minor and certificate on top of balancing my work schedule throughout college. 

worked full time and raised kids 

While I did transfer schools, I don't believe that was a reason it took me five years instead of four. There were 
more credits required than I could cram into four years with my job(s) and while I was trying to get experience that 

would look good to employers - such as internships. I wound up needing so many extra credits that I just decided 

to add a second major, Sociology, which I discovered I had a greater passion for than English Literature studies. In 

the end, I'm deeply grateful for that experience even if I was angry about my predicament when I discovered it. I 

only took as many credits as I thought I could handle, but sill be a full time student, so most of my semesters were 

12 credit hours. I also added a minor and a certificate on top of my degree, so that meant more credit hours to take, 

which took a little longer than four years to complete. 



ENG Undergraduate COAS Assessment Report 2015-16 (submitted Nov. 2016) 

Q19 - Please 

feel free to leave additional comments: 
 
 
 
 

Please feel free to leave additional comments: I have no additional comments. 
My professors and classes have taught me how to use my early struggles to become an even better student and 

person than I would have been without those early failures. 

At my first university, we were required to take four classes per semester (they didn't go on credit hours as they were a 

private university and didn't have to) - transferring here was a huge shock when I discovered that I would have had to 

take five classes each semester (and would have had to have had that all along) if I wanted to graduate on time. It's 

unreasonable, I think, in today's environment where almost no student can go to school without having at least one 

job, plus all the other expectations (internships, volunteer work) for them to get a career. As wonderful as it would be 

for education to be the goal of higher education, most people are here to get a better job than they would have had 

without it. They don't want to be trapped in debt for the rest of their lives with a useless degree (and to be clear: my 

degrees are not useless, I truly believe that, but the high costs for the low potential for a job due to not being able to 

get out-of-class experiences because they were too busy going to school and working jobs to get applicable experiences 

makes it hard to see that sometimes). There has to be more of a focus on helping these students go places with their 

degrees. Especially in the English department. People for some reason think that English is useless and pointless and 

that only slackers get English degrees. Ok, it's not just some reason. Its because 1. they don't know what possible 

careers an English major could get (and many English majors can't answer this question) and 2. English graduates wind 

up lost . My Sociology program had a capstone class that not only showed us some options, it taught us how to /get/ 

those options and make them our future. It's great that we learn how to research literature, talk about literature, 

explore literature. Now what are we going to do with it, and how are we going to get those jobs? 

My experience as an English major at IPFW has been excellent overall, but I want to especially thank Dr. Lewis 

Roberts for his outstanding children's literature classes, and Dr. Sara Webb-Sunderhaus for her outstanding 

advising and support. 

Thank you! This has been a lovely journey! 
 

Being an English major has been the most fullfilling and rewarding exerience I have ever had. I used to be a psychology 

major before changing my major and I am very glad I did. I finally feel like I know what I can do with my life that won't 

be something forced on me to make money, but something I can be happy doing while still being able to support 

myself. I found a passion I didn't know I had unitl spending my time as an English major, with the professors I've met 

that inspired and challenged me. 

 

 

 

 

 

























Section 1: Student Learning Outcomes 

Graduates of the History Program will demonstrate abilities to: 

Engage in historical inquiry, research, and analysis. 

• Develop a disciplined, skeptical stance and outlook on the world that demands evidence and 
sophisticated use of information. 

• Understand the dynamics of change over time. 
• Explore the complexity of the human experience, across time and space. 
• Evaluate a variety of historical sources for their credibility, position, and perspective. 
• Read and contextualize materials from the past with appropriate precision and detail. 

Practice historical empathy. 

• Value the study of the past for its contribution to lifelong learning and critical habits of mind 
that are essential for effective and engaged citizenship. 

• Develop a body of historical knowledge with range and depth. 
• Recognize the ongoing provisional nature of knowledge. 
• Interpret the past in context; contextualize the past on its own terms. 
• Explore multiple historical and theoretical viewpoints that provide perspective on the past. 
• Recognize where they are in history. 

Understand the complex nature of the historical record. 

• Distinguish between primary and secondary materials and decide when to use each. 
• Choose among multiple tools, methods, and perspectives to investigate and interpret materials 

from the past. 
• Recognize the value of conflicting narratives and evidence.  

Generate significant, open-ended questions about the past and devise research strategies to answer 
them. 

• Seek a variety of sources that provide evidence to support an argument about the past. 
• Develop a methodological practice of gathering, sifting, analyzing, ordering, synthesizing, and 

interpreting evidence. 
• Identify and summarize other scholars’ historical arguments. 

Craft historical narrative and argument. 

• Generate a historical argument that is reasoned and based on historical evidence selected, 
arranged, and analyzed. 

• Write effective narrative that describes and analyzes the past for its use in the present. 
• Understand that the ethics and practice of history mean recognizing and building on other 

scholars’ work, peer review, and citation. 
• Defend a position publicly and revise this position when new evidence requires it.  

 



Practice historical thinking as central to engaged citizenship. 

• Engage a diversity of viewpoints in a civil and constructive fashion. 
• Work cooperatively with others to develop positions that reflect deliberation and differing 

perspectives. 
• Apply historical knowledge and analysis to contribute to contemporary social dialogue. 
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SECTION 1: SLOs 
 

INTL Program Student Learning Outcomes 
A. Students will demonstrate an appreciation of the histories and cultures of other 

nations and the various means used to promote and maintain normal relations 
among them. 

B. Students will demonstrate an understanding of the impact of individual decisions 
on the world and world events on the individual.  

C. Students will demonstrate the ability to think critically about major international 
issues. 

 
 
SECTION 2: INTL CURRICULAR MAPS 
 

A. Map of INTL Programmatic SLOs to Baccalaureate Framework 
  
Baccalaureate Framework 

1. Acquisition of Knowledge: Students will demonstrate breadth of knowledge 
across disciplines and depth of knowledge in their chosen discipline. In order to 
do so, students must demonstrate the requisite information skills and 
technological competencies. 

2. Application of Knowledge: Students will demonstrate the ability to integrate and 
apply that knowledge, and, in so doing, demonstrate the skills necessary for life-
long learning. 

3. Personal and Professional Values: Students will demonstrate the highest levels 
of personal integrity and professional ethics. 

4. A Sense of Community: Students will demonstrate the knowledge and skills 
necessary to be productive and responsible citizens and leaders in local, regional, 
national, and international communities. In so doing, students will demonstrate a 
commitment to free and open inquiry and mutual respect across multiple cultures 
and perspectives. 

5. Critical Thinking and Problem Solving: Students will demonstrate facility and 
adaptability in their approach to problem solving. In so doing, students will 
demonstrate critical-thinking abilities and familiarity with quantitative and 
qualitative reasoning. 

6. Communication: Students will demonstrate the written, oral, and multimedia 
skills necessary to communicate effectively in diverse settings. 

 
INTL PROGRAM SLOS 

A. Students will demonstrate an appreciation of the histories and cultures of other 
nations and the various means used to promote and maintain normal relations 
among them. 

B. Students will demonstrate an understanding of the impact of individual decisions 
on the world and world events on the individual. 

C. Students will demonstrate the ability to think critically about major international 
issues. 



INTL	COAS	Assessment	Report	2015-16	(submitted	11	Nov.	2016)	 2	

 
Baccalaureate Framework Number 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 
INTL 
SLO 
letter 

A, B, C A, B, C A, B, C A, B, C A, B, C A, B, C 

 
 

1. As an inherently interdisciplinary field, INTL requires students to demonstrate a 
breadth of knowledge in a variety of disciplines (including POLS, HIST, ECON, 
SOC, ENG, PHIL, etc.) and international settings. For example, a non-Western 
course distribution requirement ensures that an exclusively Eurocentric approach 
will not be taken. Students will demonstrate requisite informational skills and 
technological competencies through the research for and the successful 
completion of papers and other assignments in INTL-approved classes, as well as 
through their navigation of systems like Blackboard. These assignments will 
require the use of academic databases, the use of primary sources, etc. as 
appropriate to the individual class and assignment. 

2. INTL students will demonstrate the ability to integrate and apply knowledge 
through the successful completion of papers and other assignments in INTL-
approved classes. In the case of INTL I200, for example, students are required in 
formal written assignments to bring to bear the theories and concepts covered in 
class on a series of International Activities at IPFW and the wider community, 
such as the recent Omnibus Lecture given by retired four-star admiral Eric Olsen. 

3. Students will demonstrate the highest levels of personal integrity and professional 
ethics through the careful citation of sources in their INTL assignments. 
Similarly, in constructive peer response groups and in active and respectful class 
participation students demonstrate personal integrity and ethical treatment of 
others. 

4. Because of the breadth and depth provided by the INTL curriculum, students will 
be exposed to a truly diverse cross-section of cultures and nation-states from 
around the world, both Western and non-Western. The INTL language 
requirement ensures that INTL students will not simply study cultures at a 
remove, but experience for themselves these individual societies’ unique ways of 
viewing the world as embodied in their language, history, and culture. This 
important practical experience will do much to prevent an insular worldview, a 
skill essential in this era of rapid globalization.  Finally, the topics central to INTL 
(war, diplomacy, globalization, nationalism, racism, etc.) all lead students to 
demonstrate an understanding of the importance of mutual respect and free and 
open inquiry. INTL’s stated goal to cause students to reflect on the connection of 
the individual to issues of international concern (and vice-versa) is intended to 
foster a nuanced understanding of the “global village” and their place within it. 

5. Because of the varied disciplines involved in INTL, students will necessarily 
demonstrate facility and adaptability in their approach to problem solving: 
students will complete assignments in courses requiring quantitative reasoning 
(such as ECON E430: International Economics), and qualitative reasoning (such 
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as in POLS Y109: Intro to International Relations). Students will demonstrate 
critical thinking as they analyze and apply political theory, and engage in cultural, 
historical, and literary analysis of societies worldwide.  

6. Because of the INTL language requirement, INTL students will demonstrate their 
ability to communicate in written and oral form not only in English, but in other 
modern languages as well. As a result of the diverse courses and disciplines 
involved in the INTL certificate, students develop and integrate written, oral, and 
multimedia skills to critically analyze a wide array of historical, political, and 
cultural topics, preparing them to productively participate in whatever diverse 
setting in which they might find themselves. 

 
 

B. Map of INTL Programmatic SLOs to Identified “Core Courses” 
 
INTL PROGRAM SLOS 

A. Students will demonstrate an appreciation of the histories and cultures of other 
nations and the various means used to promote and maintain normal relations 
among them. 

B. Students will demonstrate an understanding of the impact of individual decisions 
on the world and world events on the individual. 

C. Students will demonstrate the ability to think critically about major international 
issues. 

 
INTL CORE COURSES 
INTL I200: Introduction to International Studies 
INTL I208: International Cinema 
INTL I330: Cultural Crossroads 
INTL I155: Intro to Language and Culture in Near Eastern and East Asian Studies 
(hopefully to be offered in Spring 17) 
WOST W301: International Perspectives on Women (satisfies COAS and INTL non-
Western requirement) 
 

INTL Core Courses 
 INTL I200 INTL I208/ 

INTL I155 
INTL I330 WOST W301 

INTL 
SLO 
letter 

A, B, C A, B, C A, B, C A, B, C 

 
Note: Because they have not been offered in the past several years and no recent 
assessment data is available for them, this report will not focus on INTL I330 and INTL 
I155; similarly, INTL I208 is offered only every 1 ½ - 2 years (scheduled for Spring 
2017). Instead, this report will foreground INTL I200 and WOST W301. The inability to 
regularly offer these classes evinces the need for additional faculty resources for INTL. 
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¨ INTL I200: Introduction to International Studies Because of the unique multi-
disciplinary and team-taught nature of this class, students can easily demonstrate 
success in all three INTL SLOs from this one class alone. By definition, all INTL 
classes will address “major international issues” in formal assignments. In 
addition, because every section of I200 incorporates an introduction to 
international relations, INTL students are required to analyze relations among 
modern nation-states in a formal paper as well as exams. The first half of the 
semester is spent covering the “big picture” theoretical models central to POLS 
and INTL such as realism, International Relations liberalism, and critical theory 
as well as topics like globalization. The second half of the semester focuses on 
individual “case studies” on which these theoretical models can be brought to 
bear. For example, the case study focusing on Northern Ireland affords the 
opportunity for students to critically examine (in formal papers, exams, and class 
discussion) the manner in which the British government’s decision to remove 
political prisoner status from those charged with political offenses had a profound 
impact on the individuals charged. This led to the individual decisions of Bobby 
Sands and other political prisoners in Long Kesh to protest in a variety of ways, 
from standing for election to the British and Irish parliaments, to going on hunger 
strike to the death. These deaths on hunger strike and the successful election of 
prisoners to parliament profoundly changed British and Irish history and politics; 
for example, by ending opposition parties’ historic electoral abstentionism, the 
prisoners began the movement towards participation in the Northern Irish peace 
process and, later, in constitutional politics. A case study like this, in short, is an 
excellent demonstration of the “impact of individual decisions on the world and 
world events on the individual.” 

¨ WOST W301: International Perspectives on Women Like INTL I200, WOST 
W301 by definition requires students to critically engage with major international 
issues in formal papers, exams, and in class discussion. In addition, this course is 
one that provides essential diversity in the COAS and INTL curriculum because it 
focuses on women’s legal, social, and economic status in two or more non-
Western countries. Because many of the topics frequently covered in this course 
address the feminist notion that “the personal is the political,” it is a class whose 
artifacts demonstrate well INTL’s SLO that “Students will demonstrate an 
understanding of the impact of individual decisions on the world and world events 
on the individual.” 
 

 
 
 
 
SECTION 3: INTL ASSESSMENT PLAN 2015-16 
 

A. INTL Assessment Model: 
 

1. As per the COAS “Best Practices” document, a minimum of two members of the 
INTL steering committee shall assess the material, with a third reader present for 
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adjudication of markedly disparate assessment scores (greater than 1 point on a 4 
point scale). The assessment shall be conducted in a group meeting format for the 
specific purpose of assessment, to allow norming and discussion of other issues as 
required. 

2. An assessment rubric needs to be utilized in assessment of program goals (see 
attached rubric).  

3. All assessment artifacts will be made anonymous, with student names, etc 
removed.  

4. When possible, INTL instructors will not assess their own assignments, but 
instead will assess artifacts produced in other instructors’ classes / portions of a 
team-taught class. 

5. Representative/statistically valid samples need to be taken from each course 
assessed. In the case of team-taught classes like INTL I200, artifacts should be 
taken in equal amount from all instructors. 

6. In every academic year INTL I200 will be used as one of the courses to generate 
assessment data. As the only specifically required course in the INTL certificate 
and as a class offered in both Fall and Spring semesters, it provides an ideal 
opportunity to provide a benchmark, one that will provide statistically reliable 
numbers. All INTL I200 instructors will be asked to provide electronic copies of 
designated assessment materials to the INTL director. 

7. Other INTL-prefixed classes will be assessed as and when offered. At present 
there are only four: INTL I200 (Intro. to International Studies), INTL I208 
(International Cinema), INTL I330 (Cultural Crossroads) and INTL I155 (Intro to 
Language and Culture in Near Eastern and East Asian Studies). Due to 
insufficient faculty resources, these classes are offered with a varying degree of 
regularity. For AY 2015-16, INTL I200 was the only INTL-prefixed class offered. 

8. A Qualtrics survey is being developed for distribution among AY 2015-16 
graduates who earned the INTL certificate. It is hoped that this survey will shed 
light on students’ perceptions of their experiences, and is intended to compliment 
the assessment of classes such as INTL I200 (which is often taken relatively late 
in students’ academic careers). 

9. A mechanism will be continued to ensure data is collected from 300-400 level 
INTL-certified classes. Past assessment models relied on students submitting the 
papers voluntarily outside of class, resulting in small data pools (only 4 of 28 
INTL students provided the requested material in AY 2008-9). This year’s 
assessment of WOST W301 offers valuable insight into INTL’s success in the 
non-Western distribution of its requirements as well as in an upper-division class. 

 
 

B. Measures Used 
This year’s assessment was undertaken exactly as described above in the INTL Program 
Assessment Plan. The only INTL-prefixed course offered during this academic year 
(INTL I200) was assessed: the 29 assessment artifacts (formal papers) were taken from 
the 2 sections of INTL I200 (Intro. to International Studies) offered, one in Fall 15 and 
one in Spring 16. Similarly, 21 artifacts (longer, researched papers) for WOST W301 
were randomly selected in equal numbers from all eight sections offered in AY 2015-16. 
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These anonymous assessment artifacts were read by a minimum of 2 assessors and scored 
on a 4 point scale utilizing a purpose-designed rubric. The Director of INTL is always an 
assessor: the other two assessors are chosen from among members of the INTL 
Committee on a rotating basis. In this way it is guaranteed that assessors not only are 
familiar with the INTL Program Goals/Student Learning Outcomes, but are also active 
teachers in the INTL certificate as well. 
 
For this year’s assessment of INTL I200, assessment artifacts (formal papers) were taken 
from both the Fall 2015 and Spring 2016 sections of the class. As I200 is a team-taught 
class, artifacts produced by students for all eight of the instructors were represented in 
equal numbers in the sample: a total of 29 artifacts were assessed, the average of the total 
number of students in the class in both semesters. No other INTL-prefixed classes were 
taught in AY 2015-16.  
 
For this year’s assessment of WOST W301, assessment artifacts (longer, researched 
papers) were taken in equal numbers from all eight sections total offered in Fall 2015 and 
Spring 2016 sections of the class. A total of 21 artifacts were assessed, the average of the 
total number of students in a given section of WOST W301 in AY 2015-16.  
 
Success in meeting program goals was defined as 75% or more of assessed artifacts 
scoring 2 (“Satisfactory”) or higher (on a 4-point scale) on the purpose-designed program 
assessment rubric for each of the 3 program goals. These goals were clearly met. 
 
 

C. INTL Program Assessment Rubric 
 

1) Does the student demonstrate the ability to think critically about major international 
issues? 

 
Excellent (4) Good (3) Satisfactory (2) Unsatisfactory 

(1) 
    

 
 

2) Does the student demonstrate an appreciation of the histories and cultures of other 
nations and the various means used to promote and maintain normal relations among 
them? 

 
Excellent (4) Good (3) Satisfactory (2) Unsatisfactory 

(1) 
    

 
 

 3) Does the student understand the impact of individual decisions on the world and 
world events on the individual? 
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Excellent (4) Good (3) Satisfactory (2) Unsatisfactory 
(1) 

    
 
 
 
EXCELLENT: Student demonstrates exceptional depth and nuance in analysis, using 
particularly well-chosen examples to illustrate her/his points. 
 
GOOD: Student engages in solid analysis, though with less nuance than above, using 
solid examples in sufficient number to support/illustrate her/his points. 
 
SATISFACTORY: Student engages in analysis but not with noteworthy depth and 
complexity. Some examples are provided, but could be greater in number, better chosen, 
or analyzed with greater precision. 
 
UNSATISFACTORY: Student engages in minimal or no analysis. Examples are 
excessively general or non-existent. 
 
 

D. Description of Plan for Disseminating and Using Findings for Programmatic 
Learning Improvement 

 
One of the strengths of INTL’s assessment model is that it relies upon the frequent and 
active participation of the faculty who are members of the INTL Steering Committee and 
who regularly teach classes like INTL I200. Additionally, because we assess together in 
the same room, once the assessment is complete we have important opportunities to 
discuss “in the moment” the assessment model itself, the form that class 
assignments/assessment artifacts take, as well as any other issues that arise. For instance, 
as a result of AY 2013-14’s COAS assessment, the instructor who most regularly teaches 
INTL I208 plans to revise some of the paper assignments to more directly address some 
of the INTL program goals.  
 
The INTL Steering Committee and the other faculty who teach INTL I200 value 
collaboration in general, and frequently tailor their classes / portions of team-taught 
classes to compliment other INTL offerings. In addition to the regular informal contact 
that many INTL faculty have due to many of our offices being located on the second 
floor of the Liberal Arts building, the INTL Steering Committee meets at least twice a 
year in addition to assessment meetings. As Director of INTL, I regularly update INTL 
faculty about the program, and supply them via email the INTL COAS and General 
Education assessment reports, as well as the INTL USAP report, soliciting comments and 
suggestions for improvement from the faculty. In addition, as INTL Director, I have 
regular contact with the chairs of the departments most central to INTL, including POLS, 
HIST, ILCS, COM, and ENG, and communicate with them about topics relevant to 
INTL. 
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SECTION 4: ASSESSMENT RESULTS (see also attached assessment data for 
more detail) 
 

A. Current Year Assessment Findings 
 
Success in meeting program goals was defined as 75% or more of assessed artifacts 
scoring 2 or higher (on a 4-point scale) on the purpose-designed program assessment 
rubric for each of the 3 program goals. These goals were clearly met.  
 
INTL I200: 

¨ 89.7% of the assessed artifacts scored 2 or higher on SLO A, “Students will 
demonstrate an appreciation of the histories and cultures of other nations and the 
various means used to promote and maintain normal relations among them.” 

¨ 96.6% of the assessed artifacts scored 2 or higher on SLO B, “Students will 
demonstrate an understanding of the impact of individual decisions on the world 
and world events on the individual.” 

¨ 96.6% of the assessed artifacts scored 2 or higher on SLO C, “Students will 
demonstrate the ability to think critically about major international issues.” 
 

 
INTL I200 clearly met program goals with an average score of 3.10 for all three of the 
program goals (3.14, 3.19, and 2.98 for SLOs A, B, and C listed above, respectively). See 
Appendix 1 below for complete assessment data. 
 
 
WOST W301: 

¨ 85.7% of the assessed artifacts scored 2 or higher on SLO A, “Students will 
demonstrate an appreciation of the histories and cultures of other nations and the 
various means used to promote and maintain normal relations among them.” 

¨ 85.7% of the assessed artifacts scored 2 or higher on SLO B, “Students will 
demonstrate an understanding of the impact of individual decisions on the world 
and world events on the individual.” 

¨ 90.5% of the assessed artifacts scored 2 or higher on SLO C, “Students will 
demonstrate the ability to think critically about major international issues.” 

 
WOST W301 clearly met program goals with an average score of 2.9 for all three of the 
program goals (2.98, 3.05, and 2.67 for SLOs A, B, and C listed above, respectively). See 
Appendix 1 below for complete assessment data. 
 
 
 

B. Proposed Changes to Address Findings 
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The successes evident in the assessment results of AY 2015-16 indicate that previous 
changes have had an impact, and that the strategies implemented should continue and 
expand. For example, I will encourage INTL I200 instructors to develop and revise 
rubrics for assignments.  
 
In addition, as Director of International Studies, I will continue to reach out to other 
programs with INTL-approved offerings, and offer to work with them to develop 
assignments that have both their program’s and INTL’s SLOs specifically in mind. This 
is one of the challenges in an interdisciplinary certificate: with the exception of INTL 
I200, I have at best only indirect influence on the course content of INTL-approved 
classes offered by other programs. Even the collection of assessment artifacts from other 
programs has proven difficult in the past; however, this year’s assessment was aided 
immensely by the diligence and cooperation of the Women’s Studies program. This 
outreach will continue. 
 
Indeed, the assessment of WOST W301 reveals what a vital role this class plays in the 
INTL certificate, particularly because it adds important dimensions of diversity within the 
larger topic of internationalization, focusing as it does on issues of gender within a non-
Western context. This course is one that is frequently taken by INTL students to fulfil this 
Category III (non-Western) distribution. However, there is now the very real possibility 
that this option might disappear with the proposed closure of Women’s Studies. 
 
In the short term, because it is the only class that all INTL students are required to take, 
assessment of INTL I200 is essential to getting a read on the success of the INTL 
certificate. It’s central place in INTL assessment will remain. However, other measures 
will also be developed to give a fuller picture of the INTL certificate. 
 
In order to address this, I am currently developing a Qualtrics survey for distribution 
among AY 2015-16 graduates who earned the INTL certificate. It is hoped that this 
survey will shed light on students’ perceptions of their experiences, and is intended to 
compliment the assessment of classes such as INTL I200 (which is often taken relatively 
late in students’ academic careers). 
 
In addition, I hope to continue to improve the mechanism to collect data from 300-400 
level INTL-certified classes in other programs/departments. As stated above, assessment 
of WOST W301 was a success this year, but that success depends upon other programs’ 
willingness to gather and share assessment artifacts. Previous INTL Directors met with 
very limited success in their attempts to do this, perhaps in part because past assessment 
models relied on students submitting the papers voluntarily outside of class, resulting in 
small data pools (only 4 of 28 INTL students provided the requested material in AY 
2008-9, the last year before AY 2015-16 that an attempt was made to obtain assessment 
artifacts from non-INTL prefixed courses).  

 
 

C. Prior Year Assessment Findings and Description of Changes Made 
 



INTL	COAS	Assessment	Report	2015-16	(submitted	11	Nov.	2016)	 10	

 
 
AY 2014-15’s assessment was undertaken exactly as described above in the INTL 
Program Assessment Plan. The only INTL-prefixed courses offered during this year 
(INTL I200) were assessed: the 36 assessment artifacts were formal papers taken from 2 
sections of INTL I200 (Intro. to International Studies), offered in Fall 14 and Spring 15. 
These anonymized papers were read by a minimum of 2 assessors and scored on a 4 point 
scale utilizing a purpose-designed rubric. In AY 14-15 a third-reader adjudication was 
required only four times for the program assessment. This consistency of scores argues in 
favor of my policy of utilizing assessors who (as members of the INTL Committee) are 
not only familiar with the INTL Program Goals, but are also active teachers in the INTL 
certificate as well. 
 
For AY 2014-15’s assessment of I200, samples were taken from both the Fall 2014 and 
Spring 2015 sections of the class. As I200 is a team-taught class, artifacts produced by 
students for all eight of the instructors were represented in equal numbers in the sample. 
A section of I200 is capped at 40: a total of 36 artifacts were assessed. No other INTL-
prefixed classes were taught in AY 2014-15. 
 
Success in meeting program goals was defined as 75% or more of assessed artifacts 
scoring 2 or higher (on a 4-point scale) on the purpose-designed program assessment 
rubric for each of the 3 program goals. These goals were clearly met. In INTL I200, 
100% of the assessed artifacts scored 2 or higher, with an average score of 3.37 for all 
three of the program goals (3.14, 3.82, and 3.20 for SLOs A, B, and C respectively).  
 
AY 2014-15 witnessed a marked improvement over AY 2013-14: while certainly INTL 
was successful in AY 13-14 with 83.3% of assessment artifacts scoring 2 or higher, AY 
2014-15 saw 100% success. Some of this improvement simply reflects that AY 14-15 
was a year with more than our fair share of exceptional students: some of these students 
have gone on to top-shelf law schools, graduate schools, etc. Likewise, AY 2013-14 
might be said to have had a couple unusually unsuccessful students who skewed the 
average results. This argues for a multi-year approach to assessment data rather than 
looking only at an individual year in isolation. 
 
However, the majority of the improved results in AY 2014-15 reflect the active revision 
of course assignments by INTL I200 instructors after last year’s assessment. These 
revisions were made not just for purposes of COAS assessment, but rather to improve 
student success in general. Some faculty who previously had not used rubrics for INTL 
I200 assignments developed them—and importantly, provided those rubrics to students in 
advance so that there was no ambiguity in either assignment parameters or grading 
methodology. As a result, faculty and students were more likely to be on the same page 
with regard to course expectations. 
 
In the case of AY 2013-14’s assessment of INTL I208, it was determined by the INTL 
committee that the artifacts being assessed did not uniformly provide an opportunity to 
evaluate whether INTL Program Goals 1 or 3 were being met. It was NOT the case that 
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students were asked to address issues related to those goals and they failed to do so: 
instead, because of the wide range of focal choices available to the students as an inherent 
part of the assignment used to generate this assessment artifact, some papers simply were 
not expected to address all 3 INTL program goals. In future semesters, work will be 
undertaken in INTL I208 to develop assignments that address more directly a larger 
number of the INTL SLOs. Because INTL I208 was not taught in AY 2014-15 the results 
of this analysis are yet to be determined. 
 
The INTL Steering Committee was aware of the necessity of obtaining a broader picture 
of the certificate than that provided by analyzing only INTL I200, and determined to 
study upper-division INTL-approved courses that were not a part of the AY 2014-15 
assessment. A mechanism to collect data from 300-400 level INTL-certified classes in 
other programs/departments was initiated, and the Director of Women’s Studies was 
approached to investigate the possibility of using WOST W301: International 
Perspectives on Women for further INTL certificate assessment. The successful results of 
that collaboration are detailed in the narrative for AY 2015-16 above. 
 
 
 

D. Assessment Findings for Curricular Changes Made 
Not applicable. Future curricular changes may be made once the Program Review is 
completed. 
 
 
 
SECTION 5: CONCLUSIONS 
 

¨ All of the assessment evidence underscores that the INTL program goals are 
clearly being met. In both AY 2014-15 and AY 2015-16 the total and average 
scores for the classes assessed were well above the range defined as 
demonstrating success in achieving program goals. 

¨ The relative consistency of the scores (few adjudications required) argues in favor 
of my policy of utilizing assessors who (as members of the INTL Committee) are 
not only familiar with the INTL Program Goals, but are also active teachers in the 
INTL certificate as well. In addition, these multiple readings provide greater 
reliability in the assessment numbers than the previous assessment model (which 
utilized only one reader and was not done with anonymous artifacts, etc). 

¨ However, while assessment of INTL I200 and other INTL-prefixed courses 
provides a very good baseline to examine program success, other assessment 
artifacts need to continue to be gathered from other sources to ensure greater 
opportunity to assess the achievement of all program goals. In the short term, this 
might be accomplished by continuing to collect artifacts from additional upper-
division INTL-approved classes offered by other departments such as WOST, 
HIST, or POLS. Unfortunately, because of the atomized nature of the INTL 
certificate—relying as it does almost exclusively on cross-listed courses—this is 
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sometimes easier said than done, as classes in other departments are not 
supervised by / directly beholden to the INTL Director.  

¨ Another option is the creation of a required INTL portfolio either inside or outside 
of an INTL-prefixed capstone class. Unfortunately, with the recent movement to 
restrict any additional classes beyond the 120 credit limit, this seems a less 
workable solution: preliminary opinion of the INTL Steering Committee argued 
fairly strongly against such a capstone for the certificate. In addition, it seems 
likely that some of the popularity of the INTL certificate originates precisely in its 
flexibility in terms of accepted offerings and its lack of a required capstone 
course. In fact, anecdotal evidence suggests that many students who are awarded 
the INTL certificate sign up for it relatively late in their IPFW careers, and 
indeed, many take Intro to International Studies in their senior year. In any case, 
the logistics of staffing and scheduling a 400-level INTL capstone class would 
need to be approached with care and forethought—it at very least would require a 
renegotiation of the INTL Director’s expected teaching obligations, currently 
divided between INTL and ENG (3 courses per year in English, 2 sections per 
year of Intro to International Studies). 

¨ In a related manner, program goals need to be reassessed and reflected in the 
assessment mechanism. For example, while INTL requires 3 credits of non-
Western subject matter, the current program goals do not mention this non-
Western requirement, and do not measure the program’s success in fostering an 
understanding of non-Western cultures / the interaction among western and non-
western political/social groupings. These issues are being studied as part of the 
current INTL Program Review. 

¨ Additional attention will be paid in the future to develop assignments/artifacts in 
INTL-prefixed and cross-listed classes that more explicitly address multiple 
program goals. 

¨ The assessment of WOST W301 reveals the extent to which this is an important 
class not only to the WOST major but to INTL as well. Its exploration of 
international topics related to gender in non-Western settings is an important 
option for INTL students to have available to them, as IPFW has no formal 
diversity requirement in its curriculum. Now, this is threatened by the proposed 
closure of WOST. Similarly, INTL I208 is most regularly taught by a French 
professor in International Languages and Culture Studies (ILCS). Because French 
recently lost its only Continuing Lecturer, and now is faced with potential closure 
of the major because of these recent ill-advised restructuring plans, the remaining 
2 tenured/tenure track faculty in the department will be less likely to be able to 
teach upper-division/INTL-approved courses regularly, and one day may not be 
able to teach them at all if the French major actually closes. 

¨ As evinced by the two examples above, INTL is threatened by the proposed 
restructuring. It should be noted that if the proposed program cuts go through, 
13% of INTL-approved courses will presumably disappear with those programs. 
If one considers programs affected by “reorganization,” the number of INTL-
approved courses affected rises to 37%. If one looks at non-Western INTL-
approved classes, 43% are from programs currently scheduled to either be cut or 
“reorganized.” If in the future POLS and HIST are reorganized—as seems likely, 
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given that this was the initial plan in the September 19th proposal from the 
VCAA—27 out of the 28 non-Western INTL-approved classes will be from 
programs scheduled to be cut or reorganized. This obviously puts the existence of 
INTL—and any real claim to an internationalized curriculum at IPFW—in 
jeopardy.  

 
INTL is currently engaged in its Program Review, and among the questions being 
addressed are the following (selected list as relevant to COAS Program assessment): 
 
Mission 
 

• What is the relationship of the INTL mission statement to COAS / IPFW missions 
(as manifest in the new Strategic Plan for example)? 

• Are current INTL program objectives current to the standards in the field at peer 
institutions (focusing only on certificate programs in the cases where 
majors/minors are offered)? 

• Are current INTL program objectives in accord with IPFW’s Strategic Plan? 
• Are INTL program objectives being met, and in what ways might assessment of 

program objectives be improved? 
 
 
Curriculum 
 

• Is the current INTL curriculum / course distribution current to the standards in the 
field at peer institutions (focusing only on certificate programs in the cases where 
majors/minors are offered)?  

• To what extent should current INTL course distributions (and courses therein) be 
revised? 

 
Analysis of these issues will no doubt produce changes that will need to be reflected in a 
revised assessment plan. In particular, as mentioned above, INTL’s non-Western 
distribution requirement needs to be represented in its mission statement, program goals, 
and assessment plan. Additionally, in order to address a broader range of INTL program 
goals, a mechanism to assess non-INTL-prefixed classes needs to be developed and 
implemented (especially targeting upper-division courses). The potential development of 
an INTL portfolio or upper-division INTL capstone course will be explored. Finally, 
additional attention will be paid in the future to develop assignments/artifacts in INTL-
prefixed and cross-listed classes that more explicitly address multiple program goals. 
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Appendix 1: Individual INTL Program Assessment Artifact Data 
 
 

Initial	Report	
INTL	I200	Program	Assessment	AY	2015-16	-	REDO	
November	11th	2016,	3:24	pm	EST	
	
Q17	-	Does	the	student	demonstrate	the	ability	to	think	critically	
about	major	international	issues?	
	

Essay	#1	 Mean	

Essay	#1	 4.00	

Essay	#2	 3.50	

Essay	#3	 2.50	

Essay	#4	 4.00	

Essay	#5	 2.00	

Essay	#6	 2.67	

Essay	#7	 3.50	

Essay	#8	 3.00	

Essay	#9	 3.00	

Essay	#10	 3.50	

Essay	#11	 3.50	

Essay	#12	 3.00	

Essay	#13	 3.33	

Essay	#14	 2.67	

Essay	#15	 3.50	

Essay	#	16	 3.50	

Essay	#17	 3.00	

Essay	#18	 2.67	

Essay	#19	 2.50	

Essay	#20	 2.50	
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Essay	#21	 3.00	

Essay	#22	 3.00	

Essay	#23	 3.50	

Essay	#24	 2.00	

Essay	#25	 2.00	

Essay	#26	 2.50	

Essay	#27	 1.50	

Essay	#28	 3.00	

Essay	#29	 4.00	
	
	
	
	
	
Q18	-	Does	the	student	demonstrate	an	appreciation	of	the	
histories	and	cultures	of	other	nations	and	the	various	means	used	
to	promote	and	maintain	normal	relations	among	them?	
	

Essay	#1	 Mean	

Essay	#1	 4.00	

Essay	#2	 4.00	

Essay	#3	 3.00	

Essay	#4	 4.00	

Essay	#5	 2.50	

Essay	#6	 2.33	

Essay	#7	 3.50	

Essay	#8	 3.00	

Essay	#9	 3.50	

Essay	#10	 3.50	

Essay	#11	 3.50	

Essay	#12	 3.00	
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Essay	#13	 3.50	

Essay	#14	 3.00	

Essay	#15	 4.00	

Essay	#16	 4.00	

Essay	#17	 3.50	

Essay	#18	 3.33	

Essay	#19	 3.00	

Essay	#20	 3.00	

Essay	#21	 2.67	

Essay	#22	 3.00	

Essay	#23	 3.50	

Essay	#24	 1.67	

Essay	#25	 1.67	

Essay	#26	 3.00	

Essay	#27	 1.50	

Essay	#28	 3.00	

Essay	#29	 4.00	
	
	
	

Field	 Minimum	 Maximum	 Mean	 Std	
Deviation	 Variance	 Count	

Bottom	
3	Box	

Top	3	
Box	

Essay	
#1	 4.00	 4.00	 4.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 0.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#2	 4.00	 4.00	 4.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 0.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#3	 3.00	 3.00	 3.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 100.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#4	 4.00	 4.00	 4.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 0.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#5	 2.00	 3.00	 2.50	 0.50	 0.25	 2	 100.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#6	 2.00	 3.00	 2.33	 0.47	 0.22	 3	 100.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#7	 3.00	 4.00	 3.50	 0.50	 0.25	 2	 50.00%	 100.00%	
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Essay	
#8	 2.00	 4.00	 3.00	 0.82	 0.67	 3	 66.67%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#9	 3.00	 4.00	 3.50	 0.50	 0.25	 2	 50.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#10	 3.00	 4.00	 3.50	 0.50	 0.25	 2	 50.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#11	 3.00	 4.00	 3.50	 0.50	 0.25	 2	 50.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#12	 3.00	 3.00	 3.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 100.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#13	 3.00	 4.00	 3.50	 0.50	 0.25	 2	 50.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#14	 3.00	 3.00	 3.00	 0.00	 0.00	 3	 100.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#15	 4.00	 4.00	 4.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 0.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#16	 4.00	 4.00	 4.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 0.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#17	 3.00	 4.00	 3.50	 0.50	 0.25	 2	 50.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#18	 3.00	 4.00	 3.33	 0.47	 0.22	 3	 66.67%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#19	 3.00	 3.00	 3.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 100.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#20	 3.00	 3.00	 3.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 100.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#21	 2.00	 4.00	 2.67	 0.94	 0.89	 3	 66.67%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#22	 3.00	 3.00	 3.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 100.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#23	 3.00	 4.00	 3.50	 0.50	 0.25	 2	 50.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#24	 1.00	 2.00	 1.67	 0.47	 0.22	 3	 100.00%	 66.67%	

Essay	
#25	 1.00	 2.00	 1.67	 0.47	 0.22	 3	 100.00%	 66.67%	

Essay	
#26	 3.00	 3.00	 3.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 100.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#27	 1.00	 2.00	 1.50	 0.50	 0.25	 2	 100.00%	 50.00%	

Essay	
#28	 3.00	 3.00	 3.00	 0.00	 0.00	 1	 100.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#29	 4.00	 4.00	 4.00	 0.00	 0.00	 1	 0.00%	 100.00%	
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Q19	-	Does	the	student	understand	the	impact	of	individual	
decisions	on	the	world	and	world	events	on	the	individual?	
	

Essay	#1	 Mean	

Essay	#1	 4.00	

Essay	#2	 4.00	

Essay	#3	 3.00	

Essay	#4	 4.00	

Essay	#5	 2.50	

Essay	#6	 2.67	

Essay	#7	 3.50	

Essay	#8	 3.00	

Essay	#9	 3.00	

Essay	#10	 4.00	

Essay	#11	 3.50	

Essay	#12	 3.50	

Essay	#13	 3.50	

Essay	#14	 3.33	

Essay	#15	 3.50	

Essay	#16	 4.00	

Essay	#17	 3.00	

Essay	#18	 3.00	

Essay	#19	 2.50	

Essay	#20	 3.00	

Essay	#21	 2.67	

Essay	#22	 3.00	

Essay	#23	 3.50	

Essay	#24	 2.67	
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Essay	#25	 2.67	

Essay	#26	 3.00	

Essay	#27	 1.50	

Essay	#28	 3.00	

Essay	#29	 4.00	
	
	
	

Field	 Minimum	 Maximum	 Mean	 Std	
Deviation	 Variance	 Count	

Bottom	
3	Box	

Top	3	
Box	

Essay	
#1	 4.00	 4.00	 4.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 0.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#2	 4.00	 4.00	 4.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 0.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#3	 3.00	 3.00	 3.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 100.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#4	 4.00	 4.00	 4.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 0.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#5	 2.00	 3.00	 2.50	 0.50	 0.25	 2	 100.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#6	 2.00	 4.00	 2.67	 0.94	 0.89	 3	 66.67%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#7	 3.00	 4.00	 3.50	 0.50	 0.25	 2	 50.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#8	 2.00	 4.00	 3.00	 0.82	 0.67	 3	 66.67%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#9	 3.00	 3.00	 3.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 100.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#10	 4.00	 4.00	 4.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 0.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#11	 3.00	 4.00	 3.50	 0.50	 0.25	 2	 50.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#12	 3.00	 4.00	 3.50	 0.50	 0.25	 2	 50.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#13	 3.00	 4.00	 3.50	 0.50	 0.25	 2	 50.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#14	 3.00	 4.00	 3.33	 0.47	 0.22	 3	 66.67%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#15	 3.00	 4.00	 3.50	 0.50	 0.25	 2	 50.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#16	 4.00	 4.00	 4.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 0.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#17	 3.00	 3.00	 3.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 100.00%	 100.00%	
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Essay	
#18	 3.00	 3.00	 3.00	 0.00	 0.00	 3	 100.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#19	 2.00	 3.00	 2.50	 0.50	 0.25	 2	 100.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#20	 3.00	 3.00	 3.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 100.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#21	 2.00	 4.00	 2.67	 0.94	 0.89	 3	 66.67%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#22	 3.00	 3.00	 3.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 100.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#23	 3.00	 4.00	 3.50	 0.50	 0.25	 2	 50.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#24	 2.00	 3.00	 2.67	 0.47	 0.22	 3	 100.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#25	 2.00	 3.00	 2.67	 0.47	 0.22	 3	 100.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#26	 3.00	 3.00	 3.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 100.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#27	 1.00	 2.00	 1.50	 0.50	 0.25	 2	 100.00%	 50.00%	

Essay	
#28	 3.00	 3.00	 3.00	 0.00	 0.00	 1	 100.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#29	 4.00	 4.00	 4.00	 0.00	 0.00	 1	 0.00%	 100.00%	

	
	
	
	
 

Initial	Report	
WOST	W301	Program	Assessment	AY	2015-16	REDO	
November	11th	2016,	3:29	pm	EST	
	
Q17	-	Does	the	student	demonstrate	the	ability	to	think	critically	
about	major	international	issues?	
	

Essay	#1	 Mean	

Essay	#1	 3.50	

Essay	#2	 3.50	

Essay	#3	 1.50	

Essay	#4	 2.50	



INTL	COAS	Assessment	Report	2015-16	(submitted	11	Nov.	2016)	 21	

Essay	#5	 2.00	

Essay	#6	 2.50	

Essay	#7	 3.00	

Essay	#8	 2.50	

Essay	#9	 3.50	

Essay	#10	 4.00	

Essay	#11	 3.50	

Essay	#12	 3.50	

Essay	#13	 2.67	

Essay	#14	 2.50	

Essay	#15	 2.00	

Essay	#	16	 2.50	

Essay	#17	 3.00	

Essay	#18	 3.50	

Essay	#19	 3.00	

Essay	#20	 1.50	

Essay	#21	 3.00	
	
	
	
	
Q18	-	Does	the	student	demonstrate	an	appreciation	of	the	
histories	and	cultures	of	other	nations	and	the	various	means	used	
to	promote	and	maintain	normal	relations	among	them?	
	

Essay	#1	 Mean	

Essay	#1	 4.00	

Essay	#2	 3.50	

Essay	#3	 1.00	

Essay	#4	 1.00	
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Essay	#5	 3.00	

Essay	#6	 3.50	

Essay	#7	 3.50	

Essay	#8	 2.50	

Essay	#9	 3.00	

Essay	#10	 4.00	

Essay	#11	 4.00	

Essay	#12	 3.50	

Essay	#13	 3.33	

Essay	#14	 3.50	

Essay	#15	 2.33	

Essay	#16	 3.00	

Essay	#17	 3.00	

Essay	#18	 3.50	

Essay	#19	 3.00	

Essay	#20	 1.50	

Essay	#21	 3.00	
	
	
	

Field	 Minimum	 Maximum	 Mean	 Std	
Deviation	 Variance	 Count	

Bottom	
3	Box	

Top	3	
Box	

Essay	
#1	 4.00	 4.00	 4.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 0.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#2	 3.00	 4.00	 3.50	 0.50	 0.25	 2	 50.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#3	 1.00	 1.00	 1.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 100.00%	 0.00%	

Essay	
#4	 1.00	 1.00	 1.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 100.00%	 0.00%	

Essay	
#5	 3.00	 3.00	 3.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 100.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#6	 3.00	 4.00	 3.50	 0.50	 0.25	 2	 50.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#7	 3.00	 4.00	 3.50	 0.50	 0.25	 2	 50.00%	 100.00%	
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Essay	
#8	 2.00	 3.00	 2.50	 0.50	 0.25	 2	 100.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#9	 3.00	 3.00	 3.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 100.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#10	 4.00	 4.00	 4.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 0.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#11	 4.00	 4.00	 4.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 0.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#12	 3.00	 4.00	 3.50	 0.50	 0.25	 2	 50.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#13	 3.00	 4.00	 3.33	 0.47	 0.22	 3	 66.67%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#14	 3.00	 4.00	 3.50	 0.50	 0.25	 2	 50.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#15	 2.00	 3.00	 2.33	 0.47	 0.22	 3	 100.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#16	 3.00	 3.00	 3.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 100.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#17	 3.00	 3.00	 3.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 100.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#18	 3.00	 4.00	 3.50	 0.50	 0.25	 2	 50.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#19	 3.00	 3.00	 3.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 100.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#20	 1.00	 2.00	 1.50	 0.50	 0.25	 2	 100.00%	 50.00%	

Essay	
#21	 2.00	 4.00	 3.00	 0.82	 0.67	 3	 66.67%	 100.00%	
	
	
	
Q19	-	Does	the	student	understand	the	impact	of	individual	
decisions	on	the	world	and	world	events	on	the	individual?	
	

Essay	#1	 Mean	

Essay	#1	 3.50	

Essay	#2	 4.00	

Essay	#3	 1.00	

Essay	#4	 1.00	

Essay	#5	 2.50	

Essay	#6	 3.50	
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Essay	#7	 3.50	

Essay	#8	 3.00	

Essay	#9	 3.50	

Essay	#10	 4.00	

Essay	#11	 4.00	

Essay	#12	 3.50	

Essay	#13	 3.33	

Essay	#14	 3.50	

Essay	#15	 2.67	

Essay	#16	 3.00	

Essay	#17	 3.00	

Essay	#18	 3.50	

Essay	#19	 3.50	

Essay	#20	 1.50	

Essay	#21	 3.00	
	
	
	

Field	 Minimum	 Maximum	 Mean	 Std	
Deviation	 Variance	 Count	

Bottom	
3	Box	

Top	3	
Box	

Essay	
#1	 3.00	 4.00	 3.50	 0.50	 0.25	 2	 50.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#2	 4.00	 4.00	 4.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 0.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#3	 1.00	 1.00	 1.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 100.00%	 0.00%	

Essay	
#4	 1.00	 1.00	 1.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 100.00%	 0.00%	

Essay	
#5	 2.00	 3.00	 2.50	 0.50	 0.25	 2	 100.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#6	 3.00	 4.00	 3.50	 0.50	 0.25	 2	 50.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#7	 3.00	 4.00	 3.50	 0.50	 0.25	 2	 50.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#8	 3.00	 3.00	 3.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 100.00%	 100.00%	
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Essay	
#9	 3.00	 4.00	 3.50	 0.50	 0.25	 2	 50.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#10	 4.00	 4.00	 4.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 0.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#11	 4.00	 4.00	 4.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 0.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#12	 3.00	 4.00	 3.50	 0.50	 0.25	 2	 50.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#13	 3.00	 4.00	 3.33	 0.47	 0.22	 3	 66.67%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#14	 3.00	 4.00	 3.50	 0.50	 0.25	 2	 50.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#15	 2.00	 4.00	 2.67	 0.94	 0.89	 3	 66.67%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#16	 3.00	 3.00	 3.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 100.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#17	 3.00	 3.00	 3.00	 0.00	 0.00	 2	 100.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#18	 3.00	 4.00	 3.50	 0.50	 0.25	 2	 50.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#19	 3.00	 4.00	 3.50	 0.50	 0.25	 2	 50.00%	 100.00%	

Essay	
#20	 1.00	 2.00	 1.50	 0.50	 0.25	 2	 100.00%	 50.00%	

Essay	
#21	 2.00	 4.00	 3.00	 0.82	 0.67	 3	 66.67%	 100.00%	
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Assessment Report 2015-16
Certificate in Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, and Transgender Studies

I. Student Learning Outcomes for the Program

1. demonstrate knowledge of issues relevant to lesbian, gay, bisexual, and
transgender individuals (e.g., the development of sexual orientation and identity,
psychological functioning, health, and well-being, historical and political
implications of community, assimilation and discrimination) and communicate
this knowledge effectively to others

2. identify and apply the methods of inquiry, issue formulation, data collection,
analysis, and interpretation for the disciplines that examine issues relevant to
LGBT individuals and use those methods to evaluate information about LGBT
individuals and other issues pertinent to sexual orientation and sexual identity

3. recognize harassment and discrimination based on sexual orientation, and identify
appropriate legal resources used to assist victims of such harassment/
discrimination

4. demonstrate knowledge of the role of diversity in various domains (e.g.,
workplace, community, government) and how to model and promote inclusive
behaviors and policies for LGBT individuals

5. develop citizenship skills and knowledge of LGBT resources in the community

6. investigate companies’ policies and organizational cultures to determine attitudes
toward LGBT employees
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II. Curricular Maps

A. Map of Programmatic SLOs to Baccalaureate Framework

Baccalaureate Framework Element LGBT Certificate Learning Objectives

Acquisition of Knowledge: Students will demonstrate

breadth of knowledge across disciplines and depth of

knowledge in their chosen discipline.  In order to do so,

students must demonstrate the requisite information

seeking skills and technological competencies.

1. Students will demonstrate knowledge of issues

relevant to lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender

individuals (e.g., the development of sexual orientation

and identity, psychological functioning, health, and well-

being, historical and political implications of

community, assimilation and discrimination) and

communicate this knowledge effectively to others

2. Students will identify and apply the methods of

inquiry, issue formulation, data collection, analysis, and

interpretation for the disciplines that examine issues

relevant to LG BT individuals and use those methods to

evaluate information about LGBT individuals and other

issues pertinent to sexual orientation and sexual identity

Application of Knowledge: Students will demonstrate

the ability to integrate and apply that knowledge, and, in

so doing, demonstrate the skills necessary for life-long

learning.

3. Students will recognize harassment and discrimination

based on sexual orientation, and identify appropriate

legal resources used to assist victims of such harassment/

discrimination

4. Students will demonstrate knowledge of the role of

diversity in various domains (e.g., workplace,

community, government) and how to model and promote

inclusive behaviors and policies for LGBT individuals

Personal and Professional Values: Students will

demonstrate the highest levels of personal integrity and

professional ethics.

3. Students will recognize harassment and discrimination

based on sexual orientation, and identify appropriate

legal resources used to assist victims of such harassment/

discrimination

4. Students will demonstrate knowledge of the role of

diversity in various domains (e.g., workplace,

community, government) and how to model and promote

inclusive behaviors and policies for LGBT individuals

A Sense of Comm unity: Students will demonstrate the

knowledge and skills necessary to be productive and

responsible citizens and leaders  in local, regional,

national, and international communities.  In so doing,

students will demonstrate a commitment to free and open

inquiry and mutual respect across multiple cultures and

perspectives.

5. Students will develop citizenship skills and

knowledge of LGBT resources in the community

6. Students will investigate companies’ policies and

organizational cultures to determine attitudes toward

LGBT employees

Critical Thinking and Problem Solving: Students will

demonstrate facility and adaptability in  their approach to

problem solving.  In so doing, students will demonstrate

critical thinking abilities and familiarity with quantitative

and qualitative reasoning.

2. Students will identify and apply the methods of

inquiry, issue formulation, data collection, analysis, and

interpretation for the disciplines that examine issues

relevant to LG BT individuals and use those methods to

evaluate information about LGBT individuals and other

issues pertinent to sexual orientation and sexual identity

behavior.
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Baccalaureate Framework Element LGBT Certificate Learning Objectives

Communication: Students will demonstrate the

written, oral, and multimedia skills necessary  to

communicate effectively in diverse settings.

1. Students will demonstrate knowledge of issues

relevant to lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender

individuals (e.g., the development of sexual orientation

and identity, psychological functioning, health, and well-

being, historical and political implications of

community, assimilation and discrimination) and

communicate this knowledge effectively to others

B. Map of Programmatic SLOs to Core Courses in the Program
I = Introduced, E = Emphasized, R = Reinforced, D = Depends on the course taken

Course 1

Knowledge

2

Methods

3

Harassment

4

Diversity

5

Citizenship

6

Employment

200 I I I I I I

above 200* D D D D D D

400 R R D D D D

401 R R R R R R

Sexuality** D D D D D D

Sexuality D D D D D D

Gender D D D D D D

*One of the following courses is required at the 200 level or above: (a) an LGBT course, (b) a course cross-listed as

a GNDR course focusing on an LGBT topic, or (c) an independent study course from any academic department

focusing on an LGBT topic. Students may request to substitute an LGBT-relevant course from another academic

department in place of the independent study, as approved by the director of the LGBT program.  Given that the

LGBT Certificate program does not offer specific LGBT courses beyond the three indicated above in terms of the

course numbers, the program relies on supervised independent studies focused on LGBT topics, and courses offered

by other departments.

**Two sexuality courses are required for the LGBT certificate, as well as one gender course, which may be selected

by the student from among a list of approved courses.
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III. Assessment Plan

Program Learning Objectives Assessment Method

1. Knowledge of issues relevant to lesbian, gay, bisexual, and

transgender individuals

Evaluation of portfolio

by faculty

2. Methods of inquiry, issue formulation, data collection, analysis,

and interpretation for LGBT-relevant disciplines

Evaluation of portfolio

by faculty

3. Recognize harassment and discrimination based on sexual

orientation

Evaluation of portfolio

by faculty

4. Role of diversity in various domains Evaluation of portfolio

by faculty

5. Citizenship skills and knowledge of LGBT community resources Evaluation of portfolio

by faculty

6. Investigate companies’ policies and organizational cultures to

determine attitudes toward LGBT employees

Evaluation of portfolio

by faculty

A. Description of Assessment Model

Since the start of the LGBT Certificate Program in 2012,  one student has fulfilled all of

the requirements for the certificate, and has obtained the certificate.  Another student

intended to fulfill the requirements, but graduated with a BA without doing so.  A third

student met with the director to investigate the possibility of receiving the certificate in

2014, but has not met with him since then.  Finally, a fourth student is currently

completing a course to fulfill the requirement for the LGBT course at the 200 level or

above.  She is registered for LGBT 400 and 401 for the Spring 2017 semester to complete

the requirements for the certificate.

Because of the extremely small number of students that have sought the certificate since

the start of its availability four years ago, it is not possible to assess the extent to which

the learning objectives have been accomplished in a standardized format for students

pursuing the certificate beyond evaluation of the portfolio analysis required for the

program in LGBT 401.  No standardized tests exist for assessing knowledge of LGBT

knowledge or scholarship, even if the program had sufficient numbers of students

seeking.  It is also not possible at this point to survey students who have obtained the

certificate, because only one person has completed the program requirements.



LGBT Studies Certificate Program Assessment    5

B. Measures

1. Portfolio analysis assessment

A committee of three faculty supervise each student registered for LGBT 401 in

developing an analysis of his or her portfolio of projects completed for each of the

classes required for the certificate.

The objectives for the portfolio analysis project are:

1. Provide evidence through projects completed in earlier LGBT

certificate courses that a student has substantially and

meaningfully achieved the objectives established for the certificate

program across the various projects

2. Present a conceptual analysis of the LGBT certificate course

projects explaining the process through which greater

understanding and development of expertise related to LGBT

issues occurred for the student

3. Describe the types of goals the student developed throughout the

educational process in the certificate program, how those goals

changed, and the goals related to LGBT issues the student

proposes for future efforts

The components required for the portfolio analyis are:

1. Table of Contents

The project documents and artifacts must be organized into a

framework that reflects the objectives of the LGBT Certificate

Program.

2. Introduction

A one-page overview of the objectives of the Certificate Program

and the ways in which the documents and artifacts accomplished

the objectives.
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3. Projects

Each project should be presented and accompanied by a written

analysis of the ways in which the project achieved one or more of

the Certificate objectives.  In addition, the analysis should address

the following issues:

a. The reason this particular project was selected for

presentation

b. An explanation of how the project advanced the student

toward one or more of the Certificate objectives

c. The way in the project contributed to the development of

your goals

4. Concluding Analysis

a. Present a conceptual analysis of the LGBT certificate

course projects explaining the process through which

greater understanding and development of expertise related

to LGBT issues occurred

b. Describe the types of goals developed throughout the

educational process in the certificate program, how those

goals changed, and the goals related to LGBT issues

proposed for future efforts

C. Rubrics or Evaluation Metrics Descriptions

The three faculty members assign points for the portfolio analysis employing the

following set of criteria:

Component Percent of Score

Plan of action for the portfolio project 10

Completeness and quality of the portfolio 20

Assessment of the learning process 35

Assessment of goal-setting and future goals 35

Total 100
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IV. Assessment Results

A. Current Year Assessment Findings

Given that only one student has completed the degree requirements, and therefore

the LGBT 401 portfolio assessment, it is not really possible to report assessment

findings.  It would be a breach of confidentiality to report the student’s outcomes,

given that the student is completely identifiable.  This would violate the student’s

privacy rights.

B. Proposed Changes to Address Findings

Not applicable.

C. Prior Year Assessment Finding and Description of Change Made

Not applicable.

D. Assessment Findings for Curricular Changes Made

Not applicable.

V. Conclusions, Next Steps, and Communication

Upon the completion of the certificate requirements by at least five students, a summary

of assessment findings for the portfolio evaluation will be possible.

Submitted by Craig Hill, Director, Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, and Transgender Studies Certificate

Program
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Section	0:	A	Preliminary	comment	from	the	Acting	Department	Chair	

This report from the Assessment Committee of the Department of Mathematical Sciences is submitted 
during a time of transition and uncertainty in our department.   The September and October USAP-related 
restructuring recommendations from the VCAA have been announced, and admissions to some of our 
department’s programs have been suspended, but as of Nov. 11, the Fall 2016 restructuring has not yet 
been finalized.  The undergraduate programs in our department include a B.S. in Mathematics, with five 
concentrations (called “options” in this document) and a B.S. in Mathematics Teaching.   Three of the 
options are currently in a state of suspended admissions: Math-Business, Math-Computing, and Math-
Statistics.   In an unrelated development, our department also is in the middle of an approval process for 
two new B.S. degrees, which are not discussed in this report.  Further, our department is scheduled for its 
periodic Program Review process in 2017.   Due to these recent events, the departmental Assessment 
Committee and I agree that this year’s report will include the data collected this year, but will give a 
somewhat abbreviated analysis.   Our department must postpone any new conclusions or major 
recommendations based on the assessment process until after the restructuring.  We expect to have 
significant changes to our undergraduate program by this time next year; the Program Review will 
develop detailed plans for the shift to the new programs, including a plan for adapting the current 
assessment process to the new program structure, in such a way that the previously collected data does not 
become obsolete.    

 –A. Coffman, Professor and Acting Chair 

Section	1:	Student	Learning	Outcomes	for	the	Program	

In	response	to	the	2014-2015	Department	of	Mathematical	Sciences	assessment	report,	the	COAS	
Assessment	Committee	provided	the	following	feedback	on	programmatic	student	learning	
outcomes.	

The	SLO's	are	generally	precise	but	could	benefit	from	some	review.	For	example	-	In	G1	you	
state	that	students	will	be	able	to	"reason"	mathematically.	The	SLO's	in	the	category	are	all	
written	at	an	"understanding"	level.	However,	the	assessment	strategy	you	are	using	"solving	
specific	types	of	problems"	suggest	the	learning	expectation	is	an	ability	to	apply	
mathematical	knowledge	to	"do"	specific	intellectual	tasks.		

Due	to	the	previously	described	transitional	issues,	it	is	acknowledged	that	the	committee	
recommendation	may	best	be	considered	in	alignment	with	yet	to	be	determined	future	plans	for	
major	programs	in	the	Department	of	Mathematical	Sciences.	As	such,	the	student	learning	
outcomes	presented	here	are	essentially	unchanged	from	the	previous	assessment	report.	

Goals	and	outcomes	for	all	majors	
The	Department	of	Mathematical	Sciences	has	adopted	the	following	outcomes	for	the	goals	of	all	
majors,	with	assessment	to	be	done	in	the	named	course(s):	



	
Program	Goal	G1.	Students	should	be	able	to	reason	mathematically.	
	

G1	outcome	1.	Students	will	demonstrate	an	understanding	of	the	calculus:		The	differential	and	
integral	calculus	of	one	and	multiple	variables,	infinite	series,	the	geometry	of	Euclidean	space,	
and	theorems	of	Green,	Gauss,	and	Stokes.	[MA	263]	
	
G1	outcome	2.	Students	will	demonstrate	an	understanding	of	elementary	linear	algebra:	Linear	
transformations,	finite	dimensional	vector	spaces,	matrices,	determinants,	systems	of	linear	
equations.	[MA	351]	
	
G1	outcome	3.	Students	will	demonstrate	understanding	of	high-level	topics	such	as	sets,	logical	
inference,	induction,	recursion,	counting	principles,	binary	relations,	vectors	and	matrices,	
elementary	graphs,	and	algorithm	analysis.	[MA	175]	

	
Program	Goal	G2.	Students	should	be	good	problem	solvers.	

	
G2	outcome	1.	Students	will	demonstrate	the	ability	to	translate	real-world	or	discipline-
specific	problems	into	mathematical	language,	and	the	solutions	of	mathematical	problems	into	
ordinary	language.		[courses	are	option	specific]	
	
G2	outcome	2.	Students	will	demonstrate	the	ability	to	choose,	apply,	and	adapt	appropriate	
strategies	to	solve	diverse	problems.	[courses	are	option	specific]	

	
Program	Goal	G3.	Students	should	be	able	to	understand	and	apply	mathematical	concepts	to	other	
disciplines.	
	

G3	outcome	1.	Students	will	understand	basic	applications	of	the	calculus	to	the	physical	
sciences	and	engineering,	and	be	able	to	use	appropriate	techniques	in	various	contexts.	[MA	
263]	
	
G3	outcome	2.	Students	will	understand	basic	applications	of	linear	algebra	and	be	able	to	use	
appropriate	techniques	in	various	contexts.	[MA	351]	

Goals	and	outcomes	for	specific	options	
	
Goals	and	Outcomes	for	the	Teaching	option	
The	department	has	already	approved	goals	and	outcomes	for	all	options.	
The	department	has	already	approved	goal	G4	for	the	Teaching	option	
	
Program	Goal	G2.	Students	should	be	good	problem	solvers.	
	

G2	outcome	1.	Students	will	demonstrate	the	ability	to	Translate	real-world	or	discipline-
specific	problems	into	mathematical	language,	and	the	solutions	of	mathematical	problems	into	
ordinary	language.	[MA	460]	
	
G2	outcome	2.	Students	will	demonstrate	the	ability	to	choose,	apply,	and	adapt	appropriate	
strategies	to	solve	diverse	problems.	[MA	460]	

	



Program	Goal	4:	Students	will	be	prepared	to	deliver	necessary	mathematics	content	to	high	school	
students.	
	

G4	outcome	1:	Students	will	demonstrate	mathematical	knowledge	necessary	for	high	school	
teaching	by	scoring	at	or	above	the	minimum	score	for	the	CASA	exam.	[assessment	via	CASA	
exam]	
	
G4	outcome	2:	Students	will	demonstrate	their	knowledge	of	geometry,	especially	those	
concepts	typically	taught	in	high	school	geometry	courses.	[MA	460]	
	
G4	outcome3:	Students	will	demonstrate	their	ability	to	implement	lessons	successfully	by	
completing	CEPP	Key	Assessment	6	and	receiving	an	acceptable	score	for	certification.	[EDUC	
M448]	
	
G4	outcome	4:	Students	will	demonstrate	the	ability	to	teach	by	receiving	scores	of	Target	
Acceptable	for	all	items	assessed	for	student	teaching.	[EDUC	M480]	

	
Goals	and	Outcomes	for	the	Statistics	option	
The	department	has	already	approved	goals	and	outcomes	for	all	options.	
The	department	has	already	approved	goal	G4	for	the	Statistics	Option.	
	
Program	Goal	G2.	Students	should	be	good	problem	solvers.	
	

G2	outcome	1.	Students	will	demonstrate	the	ability	to	Translate	real-world	or	discipline-
specific	problems	into	mathematical	language,	and	the	solutions	of	mathematical	problems	into	
ordinary	language.	[STAT	511]	
	
G2	outcome	2.	Students	will	demonstrate	the	ability	to	choose,	apply,	and	adapt	appropriate	
strategies	to	solve	diverse	problems.	[STAT	511]	

	
Program	Goal	G4.	Students	should	have	mastered	fundamental	concepts	of	statistics	up	to	the	level	
of	multiple	regression	and	analysis	of	variance.	
	

G4	outcome	1.	Students	should	be	able	to	make	statistical	inference	by	applying	hypothesis	
tests	and	confidence	intervals.	[STAT	517]	
	
G4	outcome	2.	Students	should	be	able	to	apply	calculus	to	solve	certain	probability	and	
estimation	problems.	Students	should	be	able	to	distinguish	between	different	probability	
models	and	apply	them	in	problem	solving.	[STAT	516]	
	
G4	outcome	3.	Students	should	be	able	to	fit	a	regression	models,	perform	a	diagnostic	analysis,	
and	make	appropriate	inferences	from	data.	[STAT	512]	
	
G4	outcome	4.	Students	should	be	able	to	design	simple	experiments	and	carry	out	the	
statistical	analysis	and	interpretation.	[STAT	514]	

	
Goals	and	Outcomes	for	the	Actuarial	Sciences	option	
The	department	has	already	approved	goals	and	outcomes	for	all	options.	
The	department	has	already	approved	goal	G4	for	the	Actuarial	Sciences	Option.	
	



Program	Goal	G2.		Students	should	be	good	problem	solvers.	
	

G2	outcome	1.		Students	will	demonstrate	the	ability	to	translate	real-world	or	discipline-
specific	problems	into	mathematical	language,	and	the	solutions	of	mathematical	problems	into	
ordinary	language.	[STAT	511]	
	
G2	outcome	2.	Students	will	demonstrate	the	ability	to	choose,	apply,	and	adapt	appropriate	
strategies	to	solve	diverse	problems.	[STAT	511]	

	
Program	Goal	G4.		Students	should	have	sufficient	preparation	in	calculus,	linear	algebra,	
probability,	and	statistics	to	pass	the	preliminary	actuarial	science	examinations	and	obtain	
Validation	by	Educational	Experience	credit	from	the	Society	of	Actuaries.	
	

G4	outcome	1.	Students	should	be	able	to	make	statistical	inference	by	applying	hypothesis	
tests	and	confidence	intervals.	[STAT	517]	
	
G4	outcome	2.	Students	should	be	able	to	apply	calculus	to	solve	certain	probability	and	
estimation	problems.	Students	should	be	able	to	distinguish	between	different	probability	
models	and	apply	them	in	problem	solving.	[STAT	516]	
	
G4	outcome	3.	Students	should	be	able	to	fit	a	regression	models,	perform	a	diagnostic	analysis,	
and	make	appropriate	inferences	from	data.	[STAT	512]	

	
Goals	and	Outcomes	for	the	(Pure)	Mathematics	option	
The	department	has	already	approved	goals	and	outcomes	for	all	majors.	
The	department	has	already	approved	goal	G4	for	the	Pure	Math	option.	
	
Program	Goal	G2.	Students	should	be	good	problem	solvers.	
	

G2	outcome	1.	Students	will	demonstrate	the	ability	to	Translate	real-world	or	discipline-
specific	problems	into	mathematical	language,	and	the	solutions	of	mathematical	problems	into	
ordinary	language.	[MA	441,	MA	453]	
	
G2	outcome	2.	Students	will	demonstrate	the	ability	to	choose,	apply,	and	adapt	appropriate	
strategies	to	solve	diverse	problems.	[MA	441,	MA	453]	
	

Program	Goal	G4.	Students	should	know	and	be	able	to	apply	fundamental	concepts	of	advanced	
undergraduate	mathematics.	
	

G4	outcome	1.	Students	will	demonstrate	knowledge	of	concepts	of	higher	mathematics,	
including	logic	and	proof	techniques,	functions,	relations,	and	the	real	numbers	as	a	complete	
ordered	field.	[MA	305]	
	
G4	outcome	2.	Students	will	demonstrate	the	ability	to	solve	a	variety	of	differential	equations	
[including	first	order	differential	equations,	higher	order	linear	differential	equations,	systems	
of	first	order	equations,	and	basic	PDEs].	[MA	363]	
	
G4	outcome	3.	Students	will	demonstrate	knowledge	of	the	fundamentals	of	real	analysis	
[theory	of	functions	of	a	real	variable,	theory	of	differentiation	and	Riemann	integration,	
sequences	and	series	of	functions,	uniform	convergence].	[MA	441]	



	
G4	outcome	4.	Students	will	demonstrate	knowledge	of	the	fundamental	properties	of	the	
constructs	of	abstract	algebra	[groups,	rings,	the	integers,	polynomials,	and	fields].	[MA	453]	

	
Goals	and	Outcomes	for	the	Computing	option	
The	department	has	already	approved	goals	and	outcomes	for	all	options.	
	
In	light	of	recent	university	program	suspensions,	including	mathematics	major	options,	and	the	
upcoming	departmental	program	review	cycle,	previously	initiated	work	to	define	goals	and	
outcomes	for	the	Computing	option	has	been	halted.	Continuing	development	concerning	goals	and	
outcomes	will	be	conducted	in	alignment	with	upcoming	decisions	on	future	plans	for	major	
programs	in	the	Department	of	Mathematical	Sciences.	
	
Goals	and	Outcomes	for	the	Business	option  	
The	department	has	already	approved	goals	and	outcomes	for	all	options.	
	
Goal	4:	Students	will	develop	and	apply	knowledge	in	the	fundamentals	of	business	with	emphasis	
in	mathematical	finance	and	business	models.	

	
G4	outcome	1:	Students	will	be	able	to	convert	between	different	types	of	interest	rates.	

	
G4	outcome	2:	Students	will	be	able	to	calculate	the	present	value	or	accumulated	value	of	a	set	
of	cash	flows,	an	annuity	or	a	perpetuity.	
	
G4	outcome	3:	Students	will	be	able	to	calculate	the	internal	rate	of	return	given	a	set	of	cash	
flows	and	their	present	values.	
	
G4	outcome	4:	Students	will	be	able	to	calculate	a	loan	payment	amount	and	an	amortization	
schedule.	
	
G4	outcome	5:	Students	will	be	able	to	calculate	the	price,	duration	and	convexity	of	a	bond.	
	
G4	outcome	6:	Students	will	be	able	to	calculate	the	value,	duration	and	convexity	of	a	series	of	
cash	flows.	
	
G4	outcome	7:	Students	will	be	able	to	understand	the	relationship	between	the	spot	rate	curve,	
the	yield	curve	and	the	forward	rates.		In	particular,	they	should	be	able	to	calculate	one	given	
one	of	the	others.	
	
G4	outcomes	1-7	will	be	assessed	in	MA	273.	
	
G4	outcome	8:	Students	will	be	able	to	develop	and	use	mathematical	models	that	describe	
business	problems.		[MA	314]	

	
	
	 	



Section	2:	Curricular	Maps	
	
Presented	below	are	maps	for	the	current	department	major	options,	essentially	as	provided	in	the	
previous	2014-2015	assessment	report.	Corresponding	to	continuing	development	of	
programmatic	student	learning	outcomes,	updates	and	future	refinement	of	the	connections	
between	courses,	SLO’s,	and	baccalaureate	framework	are	anticipated	and	will	be	conducted	to	
reflect	university	program	suspension	decisions	and	in	alignment	with	plans	resulting	from	the	
upcoming	department	program	review.	
	
A.	Map	of	Programmatic	SLO’s	to	Baccalaureate	Framework	

	
Mathematical	Sciences	SLO’s	to	Baccalaureate	Framework	Map	

	 	 	 	 	 	 			 B1:	ACQ	K	 B2:	APP	K	 B3:	PPV	 B4:	SOC	 B5:	CTPS	 B6:	COM	
Goal	1	 X	 X	 		 		 		 		
Outcome	1	 x	 x	 		 		 		 		
Outcome	2	 x	 		 		 		 		 		
Outcome	3	 x	 		 		 		 		 		
		 		 		 		 		 		 		
Goal	2	 		 X	 		 		 X	 		
Outcome	1	 		 x	 		 		 x	 		
Outcome	2	 		 x	 		 		 x	 		
		 		 		 		 		 		 		
Goal	3	 X	 X	 		 		 X	 		
Outcome	1	 x	 x	 		 		 x	 		
Outcome	2	 		 x	 		 		 x	 		
		 		 		 		 		 		 		
Goal	4	 S,	A,	M	 M	 		 		 		 		
Outcome	1	 T,	S,	A,	M	 		 		 		 A	 		
Outcome	2	 T,	M	 S,	A	 		 		 S,	A	 		
Outcome	3	 M	 S,	A	 		 		 S,	A	 T	
Outcome	4	 M	 S	 		 		 S	 T	
	
Legend	 X,x	 All	Math	Majors	 T	 Teaching	Option	

	 	 	 S	 Statistics	Option	 M	 Mathematics	Option	
	 	 	 A	 Actuarial	Sciences	Option	
	
	
Baccalaureate	Framework	Objectives:	

	 	

	 	 	 	
Acquisition	of	Knowledge	 ACQ	K	 	
Students	will	demonstrate	breadth	of	knowledge	across	disciplines	and	depth	of	knowledge	in	
their	chosen	discipline.	In	order	to	do	so,	students	must	demonstrate	the	requisite	information-	
seeking	skills	and	technological	competencies.	

	
	

	 	 	



Application	of	Knowledge	 APP	K	 	
Students	will	demonstrate	the	ability	to	integrate	and	apply	that	knowledge,	and,	in	so	doing,	
demonstrate	the	skills	necessary	for	life-long	learning.	

	 	 	 	
Personal	and	Professional	Values	 PPV	 	
Students	will	demonstrate	the	highest	levels	of	personal	integrity	and	professional	ethics.	

	 	 	 	
A	Sense	of	Community	 SOC	 	
Students	will	demonstrate	the	knowledge	and	skills	necessary	to	be	productive	and	responsible	
citizens	and	leaders	in	local,	regional,	national,	and	international	
communities.	In	so	doing,	students	will	demonstrate	a	commitment	to	free	and	open	inquiry	and	
mutual	respect	across	multiple	cultures	and	perspectives.	

	 	 	 	
Critical	Thinking	and	Problem	Solving	 CTPS	 	
Students	will	demonstrate	facility	and	adaptability	in	their	approach	to	problem	solving.	In	so	
doing,	students	will	demonstrate	critical-thinking	abilities	and	familiarity	with	quantitative	and	
qualitative	reasoning.	

	 	 	 	
Communication	 	 COM	 	
Students	will	demonstrate	the	written,	oral,	and	multimedia	skills	necessary	to	communicate	
effectively	in	diverse	settings.	
	

B.	Map	of	Programmatic	SLO’s	to	Identified	“core	courses”	in	the	curriculum	

	

Mathematical*Sciences*Curriculum*Map

Major&Option&Codes: ALL=All&Math&Majors ACT=Actuarial& STAT=Statistics PURE=Pure&Math TCH=Math&Teaching

MA&175&(discrete) MA&263&(multiv.) MA&305&(Intro.&Proof)MA&351&(lin.&Alg.) MA&363&(diff.&eq.) MA&441&(Real&An.)
Goal&1
Outcome&1 ALL
Outcome&2 ALL
Outcome&3 ALL

Goal&2
Outcome&1 PURE
Outcome&2 PURE

Goal&3
Outcome&1 ALL
Outcome&2 ALL

Goal&4
Outcome&1 PURE
Outcome&2 PURE
Outcome&3 PURE
Outcome&4

MA&453&(alg.) MA&460&(geom.) STAT&511 STAT&512 STAT&514 STAT&516
Goal&1
Outcome&1
Outcome&2
Outcome&3

Goal&2
Outcome&1 PURE TCH ACT,&STAT
Outcome&2 PURE TCH ACT,&STAT

Goal&3
Outcome&1
Outcome&2

Goal&4
Outcome&1
Outcome&2 TCH ACT,STAT
Outcome&3 ACT,STAT
Outcome&4 PURE STAT

STAT&517 EDUC&M448 EDUC&M480
Goal&1
Outcome&1
Outcome&2
Outcome&3

Goal&2
Outcome&1
Outcome&2

Goal&3
Outcome&1
Outcome&2

Goal&4
Outcome&1 ACT,STAT
Outcome&2
Outcome&3 TCH
Outcome&4 TCH
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Section	3:	Assessment	Plan	
A.	Description	of	Department’s	Assessment	Model	

At	the	end	of	each	semester,	the	Department	Assessment	Committee	sends	out	a	request	letter	
to	instructors	of	all	courses	participating	in	the	assessment	process.	The	request	letter	clearly	
states	the	goal(s)	and	student	learning	outcome(s)	to	be	measured.	The	instructors	then	return	
a	report,	along	with	a	copy	of	their	final	and	a	map	of	the	problems	used	to	measure	the	
designated	learning	outcomes.	The	Assessment	Committee	collects	these	reports	and	
summarizes	the	data.	All	student	artifacts	are	maintained	by	the	faculty.	

B.	Measures	Used	

The	measurements	used	in	assessing	student	performance	are	instructor	and/or	curricular	
group	selected	questions	to	specifically	assess	designated	outcomes,	which	are	embedded	in	a	
project	or	final	exam	of	each	of	the	key	courses.	Instructors	evaluate	students’	performance	on	
those	specific	questions,	and	the	number	of	students	meeting	the	goal(s),	i.e.,	scoring	at	least	
70%	on	learning	goal	designated	problems,	are	reported	to	the	department.	These	results	are	
collected	and	analyzed	by	the	Assessment	Committee.	

C.	Rubrics	or	Evaluation	Metrics	Descriptions	

The	departmental	aspirational	goal	is	that	80%	or	more	of	students	will	score	at	least	70%	on	
those	designated	questions	selected	to	directly	address	outcomes	corresponding	to	each	course	
in	the	assessment	plan.	It	should	be	emphasized	the	80%	goal	was	originally	set	as	a	stretch	
goal.	As	previously	collected	data	sets	have	been	for	relatively	small	numbers	of	department	
majors,	an	aggregate	average	has	been	computed	to	summarize	all	data	collected	since	the	
beginning	of	the	current	assessment	plan	in	Spring	2011.	

Reflecting	upon	the	fact	that	some	courses	now	have	data	from	up	to	12	separate	courses,	the	
Assessment	Committee	continues	to	examine	methods	of	time	series	analysis,	as	introduced	in	
the	previous	2014-2015	assessment	report.	A	guiding	philosophy	behind	the	effort	is	that,	
while	aggregate	averages	have	important	summarizing	value,	the	investigation	of	baseline	
trends	and	responses	to	curricular	interventions	often	become	more	discernable	in	signal	
versus	noise	analyses	of	student	success	data	tracked	over	time.	In	order	that	conclusions	
drawn	are	based	upon	a	strong	statistical	foundation,	at	least	30	data	points	are	generally	
needed.	The	committee	is	drawing	upon	departmental	expertise	toward	quantifying	the	balance	
of	conclusions	drawn	from	fewer	data	points	and	relative	degrees	of	significance	in	such	
conclusions.		The	results	are	intended	to	provide	a	robust	analysis	of	assessment	data	of	
student	success,	from	both	the	perspective	of	identifying	statistically	meaningful	trends	as	well	
as	drawing	valuable	information	on	variability	in	the	data.	

To	provide	a	description	of	current	work	on	such	time	series	analyses,	data	concerning	Goal	1	
Outcome	3	(MA	175),	relevant	to	students	in	all	options,	will	now	be	discussed	as	a	specific	
example.	Starting	with	data	from	Summer	2011,	there	are	12	data	points	representing	sections	
held	in	Fall,	Spring,	and	Summer	terms.	The	current	long-term	average	is	around	54%	of	
students	reported	succeeding	at	a	70%	level	or	above	on	this	outcome,	which	is	below	the	
aspirational	goal	of	80%.	However,	the	long-term	average	includes	very	low	percentages	from	
early	stages	in	programmatic	assessment	efforts,	and	these	alone	present	difficulty	for	even	
overachieving	future	sections	to	overcome	in	the	long-term	average.	



Plotting	the	data	in	order	from	oldest	to	most	recent,	the	following	time	series	graph	is	
obtained.	

	

Here,	the	vertical	axis	is	shown	as	percentage	of	students	who	satisfy	the	outcome	(at	the	70%	
level	or	above),	and	the	horizontal	axis	simply	lists	the	12	data	points	from	individual	courses,	
from	1	(oldest)	to	12	(most	recent).	The	impact	of	the	initial	data	points	on	the	aggregate	is	now	
easily	observable,	as	are	variations	from	term	to	term.	One	source	of	variation	that	warrants	
attention	may	be	seen	in	the	dramatic	peak	at	data	point	6,	which	represents	a	report	from	a	
course	with	1	department	major	enrolled	who	satisfied	the	outcome.	If,	on	the	other	hand,	that	
single	student	had	not	been	successful,	the	data	point	would	show	a	dramatic	drop	to	0	at	data	
point	6.	

Reports	representing	a	small	number	of	students	have	a	limited	number	of	possible	outcomes.	
This	has	a	dramatic	and	somewhat	artificial	effect	on	time	series	variability.	In	order	to	factor	
out	the	effect	and	allow	better	analysis	of	an	overall	trend,	two	alternative	approaches	have	
been	introduced	based	on	(1)	a	three-year	moving	average,	and	(2)	a	weighting	method,	both	
with	the	goal	of	tempering	the	impact	of	reports	for	a	small	number	of	students.	

A	three-year	moving	average	is	often	applied	in	situations	where	individual	data	points	are	
obtained	from	populations	of	varying	size,	as	well	as	when	there	is	interest	in	balancing	out	the	
influence	of	isolated	high	or	low	points	(such	as	the	100%	results	reported	for	a	class	enrolling	
1	department	major).	Each	data	point	is	replaced	with	an	average	computed	for	aggregated	
student	results	in	the	corresponding	course	and	previous	two	courses.	(In	the	case	of	the	first	
two	data	points,	the	average	is	done	over	just	the	courses	available.	Alternatively,	the	time	
series	could	be	started	with	the	third	course.)	Such	an	analysis	conducted	in	the	case	of	MA	175	
data	results	in	the	following	graph.	
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The	peak	previously	observed	at	100%	for	the	course	representing	1	department	major	is	now	
effectively	smoothed	out,	and	a	more	discernible	baseline	trend	begins	to	emerge.	

The	second	type	of	time	series	considered	by	the	Assessment	Committee	is	one	where	data	
points	for	each	course	are	replaced	by	the	reported	success	percentage	multiplied	by	a	
weighting	factor,	determined	according	to	the	population	of	students	represented	in	that	data	
point.	The	weighting	factor	is	designed	intentionally	to	introduce	elements	of	randomness,	
reflecting	a	successful	practice	commonly	used	to	isolate	a	signal	existing	within	noisy	data.	

Intuitively,	if	there	are	more	students	contained	in	a	reported	percentage,	then	this	represents	
an	outcome	from	a	population	of	students	that	had	many	ways	the	resulting	percentage	could	
have	come	out	lower	than	the	80%	target.	For	example,	with	a	single	student	contained	in	the	
report,	1/2	=	0.5	of	the	possible	outcomes	are	below	80%,	while	in	a	report	containing	results	
for	30	students,	24/31	or	roughly	0.774	of	the	possible	outcomes	are	below	80%.	Another	way	
to	look	at	such	a	fraction	is	it	provides	a	measure	of	the	probability	a	reported	result	could	have	
come	out	below	the	80%	target	if	student	results	were	purely	random.	Thus,	such	a	probability	
provides	a	way	of	weighting	for	number	of	students	represented	in	a	reported	percentage.	For	
example,	the	100%	success	in	a	report	for	1	student	can	be	weighted	as	0.5	(100%)	=	50%	
while	a	result	of	100%	in	a	report	for	30	students	can	be	weighted	as	0.774	(100%)	=	77.4%.	

As	a	way	of	normalizing	such	weighted	percentages	against	our	target,	allowing	for	easier	
comparison	with	the	target,	the	weighted	percentages	are	divided	by	a	weighted	version	of	the	
80%	target	for	a	hypothetical	report	containing	30	students.	Presented	as	a	percentage,	which	
may	be	thought	of	as	a	“student	success	index”,	a	graph	of	the	same	data	for	MA	175	rescaled	
according	to	such	an	approach	now	appears	as	follows.	
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In	this	graph,	the	target	can	be	thought	of	a	100%.	It	turns	out,	however,	the	weighting	used	is	
not	exactly	normalizing,	and	results	above	100%	are	possible.	The	committee	continues	to	
investigate	such	an	approach,	in	consultation	with	departmental	expertise.	

Again,	a	more	discernable	baseline	trend	emerges	from	the	data.	It	is	important	to	note	the	
approach	used	here	intentionally	introduces	randomness	as	a	way	of	drawing	out	information	
about	an	existing	signal,	e.g.,	student	success	trend,	as	well	as	variability.	Rather	than	try	to	
control	for	all	sources	of	variation,	the	analyses	provides	a	powerful	means	of	investigating	
trends	in	data	that	inherently	contain	sources	of	variation,	which	can	reasonably	be	modeled	as	
random.	

D.	Description	of	Plan	for	Disseminating	and	Using	Findings	for	Programmatic	Learning	
Improvement	

Results	from	an	academic	year	are	reported	by	the	Assessment	Committee	and	discussed	by	the	
entire	department	during	Fall	semester	departmental	meetings,	providing	for	ongoing	review	
of	data	analysis	methodologies,	results	of	previous	curricular	interventions,	and	planned	
implementations	of	changes	for	the	following	academic	year.	

Recommendations,	based	upon	results	following	previous	changes,	data	analyses,	and	feedback	
from	the	department,	are	developed	by	the	Assessment	Committee	for	consideration	by	the	
entire	department	and,	as	appropriate,	by	the	various	curricular	committees.	

Continuing	communication	of	program	assessment	policies,	practices,	data,	and	reports	is	
maintained	on	a	secure	department	shared,	online	location.	Immediate	access	is	thus	provided	
for	the	entire	range	of	possible	department	uses	of	the	information,	from	individual	instructor	
course	planning,	to	curricular	committee	initiatives,	and	ultimately	supporting	overall	
departmental	planning	and	assessment.	
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Section	4:	Assessment	Results	

A.	Current	Year	Assessment	Findings	

To	give	an	overall	sense	of	progress	with	data	collection	according	to	the	departmental	
assessment	plan,	the	following	table	provides	the	number	of	data	points,	representing	different	
terms	dating	back	to	Spring	2011,	that	have	been	obtained	for	each	goal,	outcome,	and	
corresponding	course.	Although	the	amount	of	data	has	not	yet	reached	a	level	permitting	more	
statistically	valid	inferences,	each	term	continues	to	advance	in	such	direction.	

Course	 Goal/Outcome	 Number	of	Data	Points	
MA	263	 Goal	1	Outcome	1	 4	
MA	351	 Goal	1	Outcome	2	 12	
MA	175	 Goal	1	Outcome	3	 12	
MA	441	 Goal	2	Outcome	1	 0	
MA	453	 Goal	2	Outcome	1	 0	
STAT	511	 Goal	2	Outcome	1	 6	
MA	441	 Goal	2	Outcome	2	 1	
MA	453	 Goal	2	Outcome	2	 0	
STAT	511	 Goal	2	Outcome	2	 6	
MA	263	 Goal	3	Outcome	1	 4	
MA	351	 Goal	3	Outcome	2	 9	
MA	305	 Goal	4	Outcome	1	 3	
STAT	517	 Goal	4	Outcome	1	 2	
MA	363	 Goal	4	Outcome	2	 6	
MA	441	 Goal	4	Outcome	2	 3	
MA	460	 Goal	4	Outcome	2	 1	
STAT	516	 Goal	4	Outcome	2	 2	
STAT	512	 Goal	4	Outcome	3	 4	
MA	453	 Goal	4	Outcome	4	 3	
STAT	514	 Goal	4	Outcome	4	 1	
MA	273	 Goal	4	Outcomes	1-7	 1	

	

MA	175	and	MA	351	provide	the	greatest	amount	of	data	for	outcomes	in	Goal	1,	and,	thus,	have	
begun	to	draw	the	most	attention.	Similarly,	MA	351	is	approaching	a	point	where	baseline	
observations	may	be	possible	for	Goal	3	Outcome	2.	The	next	set	of	courses	for	which	initial	
attempts	at	analysis	have	been	conducted	are	STAT	511	(Goal	2	Outcome	1,	Goal	2	Outcome	2)	
and	MA	363	(Goal	4	Outcome	2).	To	allow	for	progressive	consideration	of	collected	data	by	
goals,	outcomes,	and	courses,	analyses	are	not	presented	here	for	courses	with	less	than	6	data	
points.	Designation	of	some	Goal	2	courses	were	decided	upon	only	last	year,	and	corresponding	
data	is	yet	forthcoming.	

A	cursory	view	of	the	data	presented	above	for	MA	175	(Introduction	to	Discrete	Mathematics)	
suggests	a	baseline	of	student	performance	around	65%	succeeding	at	or	above	the	70%	level	on	
Goal	1	Outcome	3.	Although	this	may	be	thought	to	indicate	some	form	of	intervention	is	



necessary,	an	equally	important	question	is	the	quantifiable	degree	of	statistical	significance	
supporting	such	an	observation	based	upon	a	time	series	analysis	for	12	data	points.	Both	
directions	are	currently	receiving	departmental	consideration	as	a	result	of	the	analyses	of	
assessment	data.	

Other	departments	with	major	programs	also	requiring	MA	175	have	entered	into	discussions	
with	the	Mathematical	Sciences	Department,	with	a	desire	to	better	understand	overall	student	
performance	in	the	course	and	connections	with	student	success	in	their	major	programs.	One	
result	of	these	collaborative	efforts	is	the	department	has	begun	tracking	student	performance	in	
MA	175	for	both	department	majors	and	all	students.	The	first	set	of	data	obtained	from	Spring	
2016	sections	shows	70%	of	department	majors	(N=10)	and	44%	of	all	other	students	(N=48)	
succeeding	at	or	above	the	desired	70%	level	on	Goal	1	Outcome	3.	As	work	to	continue	data	
collection	progresses,	the	department	will	also	consider	how	best	to	increase	its	understanding	
of	whether	such	a	gap	indeed	exists,	potentially	including	effective	methods	for	responding	
through	curricular	and	student	support	mechanisms.	Methods	of	tracking	connections	between	
success	in	Math	175	and	in	corresponding	major	specific	courses	are	additionally	under	current	
consideration.	

For	Goal	4	Outcome	2,	the	amount	of	data	from	MA	363	(Differential	Equations)	is	beginning	to	
warrant	notice.	Although	some	variation	is	observed,	particularly	in	the	weighted	success	index	
approach,	the	three-year	moving	average	appears	to	indicate	a	baseline	may	be	anticipated	right	
around	the	80%	target.	

	

Goal	4	Outcome	2	(MA	363)	–	Three-year	Moving	Average	
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Goal	4	Outcome	2	(MA	363)	–	Weighted,	Success	Index	Approach	

	

Concerning	Goal	1	Outcome	2,	additional	data	from	MA	351	(Linear	Algebra)	beyond	that	
reported	last	year	continues	to	suggest	a	baseline	trend	around	the	80%	target.	The	weighted	
success	index	graph	also	does	reveal	variations,	observed	last	year	as	well.	It	seems	worth	
reiterating	that	part	of	the	purpose	of	the	weighted	success	index	approach	is	intentionally	to	
promote	meaningful	investigation	such	variation,	which	may	be	considered	as	part	of	the	
richness	naturally	existing	in	academia.	Recurring	patterns,	periodicity,	or	oscillations	perceived	
as	larger	than	desirable	are	examples	of	observations	initiated	by	such	graphs	that	may	warrant	
further	departmental	consideration	and	intervention.	

	

Goal	1	Outcome	2	(MA	351)	–	Three-year	Moving	Average	
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Goal	1	Outcome	2	(MA	351)	–	Weighted,	Success	Index	Approach	

	

Both	methods	of	analysis	for	Goal	3	Outcome	2	below	(again	in	Math	351),	provide	reason	to	
continue	study	into	the	wide	variation	observed,	as	may	be	seen	in	the	graphs	below.	The	three	
year	moving	average	seems	to	suggest	improvement	up	to	a	baseline	around	the	80%	target.	On	
the	other	hand,	both	graphs	show	a	continuation	of	dramatic	variations	observed	last	year.	The	
same	caveats	regarding	degree	of	statistical	significance	in	these	observations	apply	here,	
particularly	in	light	of	the	fact	these	graphs	represent	9	data	points,	rather	than	12	in	the	
previous	two	graphs,	due	to	the	timing	in	which	these	assessments	for	the	various	goals	and	
outcomes	were	initiated.	

	

Goal	3	Outcome	2	(MA	351)	–	Three-year	Moving	Average	
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Goal	3	Outcome	2	(MA	351)	–	Weighted,	Success	Index	Approach	

	

Concerning	Goal	2	Outcomes	1	and	2,	STAT	511	(Statistical	Methods)	data	appear	to	indicate	
baseline	student	performance	rates	above	the	80%	target.	Although	some	variation	may	be	
observed	in	the	weighted	success	index	graphs,	it	must	be	noted	again	that	the	number	of	data	
points	here	represents	only	6	terms.	

	

Goal	2	Outcome	1	(STAT	511)	–	Three-year	Moving	Average	
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Goal	2	Outcome	1	(STAT	511)	–	Weighted,	Success	Index	Approach	

	

Goal	2	Outcome	2	(STAT	511)	–	Three-year	Moving	Average	
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Goal	2	Outcome	2	(STAT	511)	–	Weighted,	Success	Index	Approach	

	

B.	Proposed	Changes	to	Address	Findings	

As	included	in	the	discussion	of	the	previous	item	on	assessment	findings	and	continuing	a	
discussion	begun	last	year,	consideration	of	changes	to	address	the	baseline	trend	observed	
concerning	MA	175	and	the	variation	observed	in	MA	351	are	suggested.	

In	MA	175,	the	emerging	baseline	trend	is	lower	than	the	department	aspirational	goal.	Data	will	
continue	to	be	collected	from	future	courses	on	the	performance	of	all	students,	in	collaboration	
with	other	major	programs	drawing	upon	MA	175	as	a	major	requirement.	The	emergence	of	a	
baseline	trend	for	students	of	other	major	programs	will	help	determine	whether	a	performance	
gap	exists,	additional	sources	of	meaningful	data	to	advance	the	study,	and	effective	potential	
interventions	to	consider.	

While	emerging	baselines	for	MA	351	data	are	suggested	in	the	three-year	moving	averages,	
which	are	right	around	the	department	aspirational	target	of	80%,	persistent	variation	is	also	
observed	in	the	weighted	success	index	graphs,	particularly	concerning	Goal	3	Outcome	2.	
Departmental	consideration	will	need	to	be	directed	at	when	such	variation	goes	beyond	what	is	
deemed	desirable,	additional	sources	of	data	available	to	permit	further	analyses	of	the	effect,	
and	effective	response	mechanisms.	

In	parallel,	quantification	of	the	statistical	significance	which	can	be	attributed	to	time	series	
analyses	based	upon	less	than	an	optimal	number	of	data	points	is	necessary	alongside	
consideration	of	perceived	baselines,	further	data	sources,	and	responses.	

C.	Prior	Year	Assessment	Findings	and	Description	of	Changes	Made	

In	the	prior	year,	some	findings	and	resulting	responses	addressed	departmental	assessment	
practices	and	processes,	in	addition	to	those	specifically	directed	to	curricular	issues.	These	are	
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discussed	in	the	following	list,	which	was	presented	in	the	“Conclusions,	Next	Steps,	and	
Communication”	section	of	the	2014-2015	assessment	report.	

• Complete	option	specific	outcomes	for	the	Computing	Option,	begin	collection	of	new	Goal	2	
designated	course	assessments	(Teaching	and	Pure	Mathematics	options),	and	determine	the	
future	role	of	MA	314	as	a	potential	project	based,	capstone	course	in	the	departmental	
program	assessment	model.	
	
Update:	(1)	In	response	to	university	decisions	to	eliminate	programs,	including	mathematics	
options,	and	in	anticipation	of	revised	plans	resulting	from	the	department	program	review	to	
be	conducted	Spring	2017,	designation	of	Computing	Option	outcomes	is	on	hold.	(2)	Collection	
of	new	Goal	2	designated	courses	has	begun	according	to	approved	plans.	(3)	MA	314	was	
approved	for	an	outcome	in	the	Math	Business	option	assessment	plan,	however,	this	option	
will	be	eliminated	by	the	university.	The	department	program	review	is	expected	to	further	
consider	the	future	role	of	MA	314,	as	new	plans	for	the	major	programs	are	formulated	in	
response	to	the	suspension	of	current	options.	
	

• Review	approved	department	goals	and	assessments	to	ensure	consistency	with	current	
practices.	
	
Update:	Departmental	discussion	of	the	current	assessment	report	will	help	complete	the	
review	begun	last	year.	Additionally,	the	Assessment	Committee	will	have	introduced	a	practice	
for	continual	review	and	updating,	which	will	prove	significant	given	the	upcoming	program	
changes	and	results	from	department	program	review.	

	
• Provide	for	both	accessibility	and	security	of	all	departmental	assessment	policies,	regularly	

scheduled	data	collections,	analyses,	and	reports.	
	
Update:	An	“Assessment”	folder	on	the	“O”	drive	now	contains	all	assessment	related	
documents,	data,	analyses,	and	reports.	The	practice	has	been	implemented	to	continue	
similarly	in	the	future.	

	
• Automate	the	communication	and	collection	of	required	assessment	data	reports	from	

instructors	of	courses	designated	in	approved	student	learning	outcomes.	
	
Update:	Due	to	the	magnitude	of	current	and	future	changes,	brought	on	by	new	course	
designations	for	assessments	(e.g.,	in	Goal	2	outcomes),	university	program	suspensions,	and	
Spring	2017	program	review,	automation	of	assessment	data	reporting	has	taken	a	lesser	
priority.	Although	a	potentially	significant	source	of	time	savings	and	data	integrity,	this	has	
been	put	on	hold	until	the	future	plans	for	department	programs	are	better	formulated.	

	
• Develop	the	central	role	of	the	Department	Assessment	Committee	in	providing	for	the	flow	of	

data-driven	programmatic	recommendations	and	follow-up	analyses.	
	
Update:	This	is	something	that	will	truly	need	to	develop	over	time,	resulting	from	consistency	
of	practice	and	positive	impacts	revealed	in	student	performance.	Although	university	program	
suspensions	and	upcoming	program	review	will	likely	bring	about	changes	and	new	plans,	the	
past	year	has	served	to	highlight	important	opportunities	for	advancing	student	success	in	



department	programs	through	contributions	of	the	Assessment	Committee	and	subsequent	
department	reviews.	

	
• Continue	to	develop	both	aggregate	and	time	series	analyses,	toward	supporting	conclusions	

based	upon	a	foundation	of	corresponding	statistical	theories	of	data	analysis.	
	
Update:	This	report	represents	the	second	year	of	such	reporting	and	reflection	upon	statistical	
foundations	needed	to	support	conclusions	drawn	from	the	analyses.	Practice	will	continue	to	
promote	both	meaningful	and	statistically	valid	uses	of	assessment	data.	

	
• Conduct	further	investigation	of	the	baseline	trend	suggested	in	MA	175	data,	variation	

observed	in	MA	351	data,	and	related	potential	directions	for	curricular	improvement.	
	
Update:	As	discussed	above,	the	emergence	of	baselines,	observation	of	variations,	and	newly	
introduced	data	for	all	students	in	MA	175	continue	to	provide	indications	of	successful	areas	as	
well	as	significant	questions	to	guide	further	analysis.	Variation	in	student	performance	data,	as	
well	as	baseline	emergence,	continues	to	be	under	careful	consideration	by	the	curricular	
committee	charged	with	oversight	of	MA	351.	
	

D.	Assessment	Findings	for	Curricular	Changes	Made	

Baseline	trends	for	the	presented	data	appear	to	indicate	either	student	success	according	to	
departmental	target	or	currently	increasing.	While	not	possible	to	connect	directly	to	responses	
or	interventions	over	the	past	year,	they	do	indicate	the	results	of	increased	department	
attention	to	ongoing	assessment	results	on	student	performance.	The	work	has	also	positioned	
the	department	well	for	future	analyses	of	intentional	interventions	and	collaboration	with	other	
department	majors	concerning	MA	175.	

Section	5:	Conclusions,	Next	Steps,	and	Communication	

Resulting	from	the	work	reported	above,	the	following	appear	to	provide	necessary	steps	for	
advancing	program	quality	and	further	promoting	student	success.	These	will	form	continuing	
agenda	items	for	the	department	through	ongoing	work	of	the	Assessment	Committee	as	well	as	
other	committees/groups	according	to	departmental	structure	and	as	deemed	appropriate	by	
department	faculty.	

• Continue	tracking	performance	levels	for	both	department	majors	and	all	students	in	MA	175.	
Consider	methods	of	identifying	possible	performance	gaps,	connections	to	student	
performance	in	following	major	specific	courses,	and	areas	warranting	possible	interventions.	
	

• Provide	support	for	departmental	transition	to	new	programmatic	plans	and	assessments	
responding	to	university	suspension	of	department	options	and	department	program	review	in	
Spring	2017.	

	
• Continue	improving	quality	of	assessment	processes,	including	review	of	data	communication	

and	updates	to	department	records/policies	practices	to	insure	continuity	of	department	
assessment	data	according	to	approved	plans.	

	



• Consider	methods	to	begin	necessary	data	collection	and	analyses	to	connect	department	
assessments	with	results	and	impacts	on	retention,	progression,	and	graduation	rates	in	the	
major.	Determine	how	best	to	follow	up	on	COAS	committee	recommendations	regarding	
methods	permitting	item	analyses	and	increased	actionable	results.	Align	discussion,	practices,	
and	processes	with	plan	resulting	from	department	program	review.	
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TO:    Dr. Peter Dragnev, Chair, Department of Mathematics and Statistics 
FROM:    COAS Assessment Committee 
SUBJECT:  2014‐2015 Assessment Report for Mathematics and Statistics 
Date:     December 11, 2015 
 
The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Department of Mathematics and 
Statistics’ 2014‐2015 Assessment Report. Our comments below follow a rubric derived from the revised 
Senate Document 98‐22. Appendix D.  

Section 1: Student Learning Outcomes for the Program (SD 98‐22 rev. Appendix D, Section I 

The Student Learning Outcomes are generally stated clearly and are specific.  The organization across 
broad goals contributes to a manageable assessment plan given the variety of major offerings.  The 
SLO's are generally precise but could benefit from some review.  For example ‐ In G1 you state that 
students will be able to "reason" mathematically.  The SLO's in the category are all written at an 
"understanding" level.  However, the assessment strategy you are using "solving specific types of 
problems" suggest the learning expectation is an ability to apply mathematical knowledge to "do" 
specific intellectual tasks. 

Section 2: Curricular Maps (Appendix D, Sections II and Section III) 

The program demonstrated how SLOs (with the exception of BF 3 (PPV) and BF 4(SOC) aligned with the 
Baccalaureate Framework.  This appears to be primarily a challenge of incorporating these elements of 
the BF in a crowded curriculum; however they might actually be occurring in the learning environment 
or in specific projects or experiences of your majors.  This is an area that we suggest consultation with 
the Office of Assessment to help you capture where students are potentially demonstrating these 
outcomes.  SLO's are mapped to common classes.  More specificity could be added to more clearly 
identify the progression of student learning relative to the SLO's through identifying the levels of 
performance expected of students at specific points in the curriculum.   

Section 3: Assessment Plan (Appendix D, Section IV) 

Measures development is excellent. You have noted some of the challenges and have a method for 
refining measures in progress.  It appears that multiple measures are used for each SLO evidenced by 
the use of multiple student products and at least two direct measures for each outcome.  You have set 
data targets; however, this is the one area where the precision might be enhanced to ensure that useful 
comparisons of performance over time might be better leveraged for curricular decisions. Additionally, 
the targets are based on a percentage of students achieving a specific level of performance 
demonstrated through completing specific tasks, it might be beneficial to do some type of item analysis 
on these tasks to provide a more granular analysis of student learning in which you can focus on what 
aspects of a particular construct students are grasping well and what aspects they are not grasping as 
well.  This would help focus your curricular interventions. 

The assessment strategy clearly focuses on methodology with a very strong emphasis on ensuring 
reliability.  The data collection process is sound and there are few methodological concerns (the 
methods are actually very good).  However, the data collection strategy could be enhanced to be more 
specific and actionable.  We recommend working with the Assessment Office to fine tune the process 
but reiterate that the overall strategy is very good. 

Section 4. Assessment Results (Appendix D, Section V) 
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The departmental faculty engage in a community to determine future actions to enhance the 
curriculum.  This suggests that the communication within the department is at a high level.  The report 
demonstrates that both present and past results are clearly presented.  The program did a good job of 
describing prior results and actions to date on those results.  The interpretation is reasonable, multiple 
faculty interpreted the results.  It appears that the faculty work collaboratively to use findings to 
improve student learning. 

Overall Recommendations: The department is clearly making progress in obtaining data which will be 
used in future assessments of the program.  

 For next year’s report we suggest that you:  

x Work on defining the level of learning expected in the SLOs and supplement your current 
methodology with additional analyses (e.g. item analysis). The Office of Assessment is very 
willing to provide assistance.  
   

The committee asks the department to respond directly to the bulleted recommendations listed above, 
in next year’s report.  Please contact us if we can provide any assistance as you move forward with your 
assessment process.  



 Department of Philosophy
Assessment Report 2015–16

A.  Response to last year's report

The COAS Assessment Council granted the Department of Philosophy a waiver for the 
2014–15 report for two reasons:
(1) In light of the substantial revisions to SD 98-22, the department needed to start from
      scratch in respect to the work required for bullet points IV.a through IVc., p. 6 (i.e.,
      SLO’s, BF, and curricular mapping).
(2) To allow faculty to attend the training workshops in the spring of 2016.
(see e-mail exchange, dated November 20, 2015, between Bernd Buldt, Philosophy chair,
and Brenda Lundy Jackson, COAS Assessment Council chair).

B.  Report on work done

Consequently, the department made the development of a new assessment plan a high 
priority topic (and later a new USAP goal) starting with their department meeting 
December 7, 2015, and then throughout the spring of 2016. The emerging consensus was 
to model our new program assessment on how we do GenEd assessment and organize our
assessment around the following five (four plus one) high-level learning objectives:
    LO 1. Examine philosophical perspectives in their historical contexts.
    LO 2. Integrate philosophical perspectives into an examination of values and beliefs.
    LO 3. Demonstrate the ability to appreciate multiple perspectives on a philosophical
              issue.
    LO 4. Analyze arguments and their presuppositions for philosophical rigor.
We also agreed to continue using the “Philosophy Knowledge Test” we had developed as 
an online tool using Blackboard, and tweak it where advisable in light of the LOs 1–4, to 
evaluate the learning outcome:
    LO 5. Demonstrate familiarity with key conceptions and major theories in philosophy.
The plan was to work out the details over the summer and have a finalized plan early this 
fall, ready for use later this fall.

These plans, however, were steamrolled and made obsolete with the restructuring 
proposals first announced January 15 (LSA), followed by various USAP announcements 
made May 7, August 8, September 19, and October 17. It became increasingly clear that 
we should not waste faculty time but suspend activities until we knew for sure whether 
the program has a future—well, it does not. We will cease to exist January 1, 2017; a new
assessment plan is no longer needed.

Respectfully submitted by Bernd Buldt, Professor and Chair of Philosophy.



Psychology Assessment 1 
 

Assessment Report 2015-16 
Bachelor’s Degree in Psychology 

I. Student Learning Outcomes for the Program 
1. Students will demonstrate knowledge of the major theoretical approaches, 

findings, and historical trends in psychology. 
2. Students will demonstrate the ability to understand the major research methods in 

psychology, including design, data analysis, and interpretation. 
3. Students will demonstrate the ability to think critically and to use the scientific 

approach to understanding behavior. 
4. Students will demonstrate an understanding of the values that are the 

underpinnings of psychology as a science (e.g., value of empirical evidence, 
tolerance for ambiguity, ethics in research, teaching, and practice). 

5. Students will demonstrate the ability to apply concepts, information, and skills 
learned in psychology courses to their lives and work. 

6. Students will demonstrate the ability to effectively locate and evaluate sources of 
information. 

7. Students will demonstrate the ability to express themselves effectively in the 
discourse of the discipline. 

8. Students will demonstrate the ability to understand people from a diverse range of 
backgrounds and varying demographic characteristics such as age, race, disability, 
sexual orientation, class, ethnicity, religion, and cognitive abilities. 

9. Students will demonstrate the ability to make decisions about future employment 
or graduate education. 

 
II. Curricular Maps 

A. Map of Programmatic SLO’s to Baccalaureate Framework 

Baccalaureate Framework Element PSY BA Learning Objectives 

Acquisition of Knowledge: Students will demonstrate 
breadth of knowledge across disciplines and depth of 
knowledge in their chosen discipline.  In order to do 
so, students must demonstrate the requisite 
information seeking skills and technological 
competencies. 

1. Students will demonstrate knowledge of the major 
theoretical approaches, findings, and historical trends 
in psychology. 
2. Students will demonstrate the ability to understand 
and use the major research methods in psychology, 
including design, data analysis, and interpretation. 

Application of Knowledge: Students will demonstrate 
the ability to integrate and apply that knowledge, and, 
in so doing, demonstrate the skills necessary for life-
long learning. 

5. Students will demonstrate the ability to apply 
concepts, information, and skills learned in psychology 
courses to their lives and work. 
6. Students will demonstrate the ability to effectively 
locate and evaluate sources of information. 

Personal and Professional Values: Students will 
demonstrate the highest levels of personal integrity 
and professional ethics. 

4. Students will demonstrate an understanding of the 
values that are the underpinnings of psychology as a 
science (e.g., value of empirical evidence, tolerance for 
ambiguity, ethics in research, teaching, and practice) 
 



Psychology Assessment 2 
 

A Sense of Community: Students will demonstrate the 
knowledge and skills necessary to be productive and 
responsible citizens and leaders in local, regional, 
national, and international communities.  In so doing, 
students will demonstrate a commitment to free and 
open inquiry and mutual respect across multiple 
cultures and perspectives. 

8. Students will demonstrate the ability to understand 
people from a diverse range of backgrounds and 
varying demographic characteristics such as age, race, 
disability, sexual orientation, class, ethnicity, religion, 
and cognitive abilities. 

Critical Thinking and Problem Solving: Students will 
demonstrate facility and adaptability in their approach 
to problem solving.  In so doing, students will 
demonstrate critical thinking abilities and familiarity 
with quantitative and qualitative reasoning. 

3. Students will demonstrate the ability to think 
critically and to use the scientific approach to 
understanding behavior. 
2. Students will demonstrate the ability to understand 
and use the major research methods in psychology, 
including ethical standards, design, data analysis, and 
interpretation. 

Communication: Students will demonstrate the 
written, oral, and multimedia skills necessary to 
communicate effectively in diverse settings. 

7. Students will demonstrate the ability to express 
themselves effectively in the discourse of the 
discipline. 

 
 

B. Map of Programmatic SLO’s to Core Courses in the Curriculum 
               I = introduced, E = emphasized, R= reinforced 

Course 
1 

Knowledge 
2 

Method 
3    

Think 
4   

Values 
5     

Apply 
6   

Locate 
7 

Express 
8 

Diversity 
9   

Career 

120 I  I I I     

140   I   I I  E 

201  E E       

203  R R E  E E   

235 E  E  E     

240 E  E  E     

314 E E E E E I I   

329 R E R R R R R   

350 E  E  E   I  

416 R  R R R R R   

420 E  E E E E E   



Psychology Assessment 3 
 

Course 
1 

Knowledge 
2 

Method 
3    

Think 
4   

Values 
5     

Apply 
6   

Locate 
7 

Express 
8 

Diversity 
9   

Career 

441 R R R R R R R   

480    E R   E R 

490 R R R R R R R  E 

540 R  R R  R R   

 
III. Assessment Plan 

Program Learning Objectives 

1. Knowledge of the major theoretical approaches, findings, and 
historical trends in psychology 

Major Field Test 

2. Ability to understand and use the major research methods in 
psychology, including ethical standards, design, data analysis, 
and interpretation” 

Major Field Test, Senior Papers 

3. Ability to think critically and to use the scientific approach to 
understanding behavior 

Senior Papers 

4. Students will demonstrate an understanding of the values that 
are the underpinnings of psychology as a science (e.g., value of 
empirical evidence, tolerance for ambiguity, ethics in research, 
teaching, and practice) 

Psychological Reasoning Test (under 
development)        

5. Ability to apply concepts, information, and skills learned in 
psychology courses to their lives and work 

Survey of Majors, Alumni Survey 

6. Ability to effectively locate and evaluate sources of information Senior Papers 

7. Ability to express themselves effectively in the discourse of the 
discipline 

Senior Papers 

8. Ability to understand people from a diverse range of 
backgrounds and varying demographic characteristics such as 
age, race, disability, sexual orientation, class, ethnicity, religion, 
and cognitive abilities 

Survey of Majors, Alumni Survey 

9. Ability to make decisions about future employment or graduate 
education 

Survey of Majors, Alumni Survey 

 

A. Description of Assessment Model 

The Psychology Department spreads the administration and analysis of assessment measure 
over a four-year period. The measures include an exit exam, assessment of writing, 
assessment of critical thinking (psychological reasoning), and a survey of current majors (and 
of alumni at the time of program review). Two of the measures are administered at all or 
almost all levels of the major (Survey of Majors; Psychological Reasoning Test), two are 
administered at or near the time of graduation (Senior Papers; Major Field Test), and one is 
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administered after graduation (Alumni Survey). The learning objectives assessed by each of 
the measures are shown in the table above.       

B. Measures 
i. Major Field Test in Psychology (Measures learning objectives 1 and 2) 

 
The Major Field Test (MFT) in Psychology is a nationally-normed test measuring 
content knowledge in the discipline of psychology, constructed and scored by the 
Educational Testing Service (ETS). It generates one overall score, and four 
subscores: 1. learning & cognition; 2. sensation, perception, physiological, 
comparative & ethology; 3. clinical, abnormal personality, and 4. developmental 
& social. It also provides reports for six assessment indicators, for the purposes of 
program outcomes assessment: 1. memory and thinking; 2. sensory and 
physiology; 3. developmental; 4. clinical and abnormal; 5. social; and 6. 
measurement and methodology. All graduating psychology majors are required to 
take the Major Field Test at the end of the semester in which they are to graduate. 
They must score above a certain minimum (2 SD below the national mean on the 
test) in order to be certified to graduate.  

 
ii. Evaluation of Senior Papers (Measures learning objectives 3, 6, and 7) 

 
All graduating seniors are required to submit  research papers from two upper-
level courses required in the major, PSY 32900-Psychobiology and PSY 41600-
Cognitive Psychology. A sample of these papers is selected randomly from those 
collected since the last assessment of papers.  Papers are evaluated by two 
independent raters using a rubric developed by the department. Student names are 
removed and each paper is assigned a number by the department secretary before 
the papers are given to the raters. 

 
iii. Survey of Majors (Measures learning objectives 5, 8, and 9) 

 
The department conducts a survey of at least 35% of currently enrolled majors 
every four years and at the time of departmental program review (typically done 
every seven years). Should the normal four-year cycle for the survey of current 
students lead to the survey being done two years in a row, it will be postponed 
one year to match the program review cycle. This survey assesses students’ 
evaluation of many aspects of their education, and their satisfaction with the 
program and services (especially advising) provided by the department.  The 
survey is modified each time it is administered in order to gain information 
needed by the department at that time, but will always include items to measure 
learning outcomes 5, 8, and 9. 
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iv. Survey of Alumni (Measures learning objectives 5, 8, and 9) 
 

At the time of departmental program review (typically on a 7-year cycle) the 
department undertakes a survey of alumni. This survey is constructed to meet 
departmental needs at the time of program review, in addition to measuring 
learning objectives 5, 8, and 9. Data from this survey may be included in the 
department’s assessment report at the time it is conducted. 

 
v. IPFW Psychological Reasoning Test (Measures learning objective 4) 

 
The IPFW Psychological Reasoning Test was developed to measure students’ 
ability to critically evaluate claims about psychological phenomena on the basis 
of the adequacy of evidence presented. Some of the items are from tests of 
psychological reasoning obtained from other universities and others are “home-
grown” items developed by our department. The test was administered for the 
first time to students in targeted classes at different levels of the major (PSY 140, 
203, 329/416) in fall 2013, as well as to students about to graduate at the end of 
fall 2013 and spring 2014. In the following year, two independent raters evaluated 
test results with a scoring rubric developed by the department; the ratings are 
currently under analysis.    
 

C. Rubrics or Evaluation Metrics Descriptions  
i. Major Field Test (MFT) in Psychology 

 
The MFT-Psychology is administered at 357 institutions nationwide.  The mean 
scores in different content areas for our department are compared with those for 
all psychology departments in the national sample as well as with departments at 
comparable institutions. We set our benchmark for mean scores to be in the top 
half of psychology programs nationally, as this seems reasonable given the variety 
of institutions and range of admissions selectivity in the national sample, and the 
top third of psychology programs at institutions comparable to our own.         

 
ii. Evaluation of Senior Papers 

 
A sample of research papers from two upper-level courses, PSY 32900-
Psychobiology and PSY 41600-Cognitive Psychology is evaluated using a rubric 
developed by the department.  The rubric has four categories: strength of thesis, 
integration of evidence, future directions or applications, and scientific writing 
style. Interrater reliabilities for these categories are .79, .81, .80, and .85, 
respectively, using the G(q,k) reliability estimator. (This reliability estimator is 
based on generalizability theory, which proposes that modelling the contribution 
of rater main effects on variability in scores allows a more accurate estimate of 
interrater reliability than is possible with traditional measures of interrater 
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reliability, such as Pearson r, that do not account for rater effects.) The rubric is 
attached at the end of this report. 
 

iii. Survey of Majors 
 

As evidence that our program is achieving success on learning outcomes 5, 8, and 
9, we expect to see majority ratings of 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale of perceived 
excellence or satisfaction on items related to these learning outcomes. We also 
expect to see ratings increase as class standing increases from the freshmen to 
senior level. 

 
iv. Survey of Alumni 

 
Again, majority ratings of 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale of perceived excellence or 
satisfaction on items related to learning outcomes 5, 8, and 9 will be used as 
evidence of successful attainment. 

 
vi. IPFW Psychological Reasoning Test 

 
This test is still in development, but we will take as evidence of success mean 
scores that are above the midpoint of the range of possible scores and an increase 
in scores over the course of the major from PSY 140 to PSY 203 to PSY 329/416 
and finally at graduation.    

 
D. Description of Plan for Disseminating and Using Findings for Programmatic 

Learning Improvement 
 
The report of each year’s assessment findings will be presented to the department as a 
whole and proposed adjustments to the program will be considered as needed to address 
any concerns with attainment of specific learning outcomes. 
 

IV.   Assessment Results 

A. Current Year Assessment Findings 
Our assessment measure this year was the Evaluation of Senior Papers, which is focused 
on learning objectives 3-Ability to think critically and to use the scientific approach to 
understanding behavior, 6-Ability to effectively locate and evaluate sources of 
information, and 7-Ability to express themselves effectively in the discourse of the 
discipline. The department has developed its own rubric for assessing literature review 
papers from two upper-level courses (PSY 32900-Psychobiology and PSY 41600-
Cognitive Psychology) in Fall 2015 and Spring 2016. The rubric consists of four 
categories, shown in the table below. Two recent graduates of our program each 
evaluated the same set of 30 papers (15 from each class) using the rubric with extended 
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definitions and examples (attached at the end). Agreement between their ratings for each 
of the four categories was typical for writing rubrics (22%-46% agreement). Final 
codings were calculated as the average of the coders’ scores. 
 
For purposes of comparison over time, Table 2 below presents codings of equivalent or 
closely related categories from a previous version of the rubric, as reported in our 2102-
13 assessment report.  

 
Table 1. Percentage of scores in rubric categories, 2015-16 (n = 30). 

 Learning 
Objective 

0 - .5 = 
Ineffective 

1 - 1.5  = 
Developing 

2 - 2.5 = 
Effective 

Strength of Thesis 3, 7 26.7% 40.0% 33.3% 

Integration/Synthesis of Evidence 3, 6 3.3% 46.7% 50.0% 

Future Directions/Applications 3 33.3% 40.0% 26.7% 

Scientific Writing Style 7 3.3% 30.0% 66.7% 

 
 Table 2. Percentage of scores in rubric categories, 2012-13 (n = 40). 

 0 = 
Ineffective 

1 = 
Developing 

2 = 
Effective 

Strength of Thesis 40.0% 37.5% 22.5% 

Cohesiveness of Literature Review 7.5% 40.0% 52.5% 

Synthesis of Evidence 32.5% 55.0% 12.5% 

Future Directions/Applications 50.0% 37.5% 12.5% 

Scientific Writing Style 12.5% 30.0% 57.5% 

 
The data above indicate a general shift in a positive direction when the current rubric 
data are compared to those reported in 2012-13. The shift is most pronounced in the 
Strength of Thesis category. The department has made efforts to follow through on 
recommendations we suggested in our 2012-13 report to provide practice in thesis 
development early in the major (e.g., in short exercises in PSY 14000-Critical 
Foundations in Psychology) and to stage papers in upper-level classes to ensure that 
students start out with a clear thesis that is appropriate in scope for the course and a 
selection of sources that is relevant to the thesis. It appears that these efforts have been 
effective.  
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Scientific Writing Style remains the category in which the highest percentage of students 
are at the “effective” stage. For the Integration/Synthesis of Evidence category, half of 
the papers were scored at the effective stage. The categories of Strength of Thesis and 
Future Directions/Applications show a majority of papers at the “developing” stage, 
although this represents an improvement since 2012-13, when the majority of papers in 
these categories were at the “ineffective” stage. 
 

B. Proposed Changes to Address Findings 
 
Further efforts might be directed at improving student writing with respect to Strength of 
Thesis and Future Directions/Applications, which reflect different aspects of critical 
thinking. Specific strategies are expected to emerge from department discussion. 
 

C. Prior Year Assessment Findings and Description of Changes Made 
 
Based on last year’s assessment findings, we planned to enhance students’ development 
of their career plans by establishing a requirement for graduating seniors to meet with a 
Career Services counselor. In addition, we planned to request a .5 professional advisor 
for freshman and sophomore majors so that faculty can focus their advising efforts on 
juniors and seniors, including advising related to career paths. We have successfully 
accomplished both of these goals. 
 

D. Assessment Findings for Curricular Changes Made 
 
NA 
 

V. Conclusions, Next Steps, and Communication 
 
This year’s assessment findings suggest that our program is effectively meeting learning 
objectives related to locating and evaluating sources of information, and expression in the 
discourse of the discipline. Critical thinking as reflected in strength of thesis and 
derivation of future research directions or practical applications have improved since our 
last assessment of these areas. There is still room for improvement in these high-level 
abilities. This report will be presented and discussed at a department meeting, and ideas 
for further developing student writing will be explored. 
 

 

Submitted by Carol Lawton, Chair, Psychology 
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IPFW DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY-WRITING RUBRIC CODEBOOK 

CRITERION A – STRENGTH OF THESIS 

Literature review papers will always have a topic, or subject matter, but a topic or 
subject is NOT the same thing as a “thesis.” The thesis of a paper articulates what the 
author wishes to convey about the topic through the literature being reviewed in the 
paper—it might be thought of as the paper’s “central theme” or purpose. A thesis is 
more specific than a topic, and serves to organize the paper, and set the reader’s 
expectations for what the remainder of the paper will demonstrate or investigate.  The 
thesis should be evident before the literature review begins.  (Note that citations used 
to support the introduction of the topic would not constitute the beginning of the 
literature review.) 
 

0 – The paper does not have a thesis; while the topic of the paper may be clear, there is no central 
theme or main idea regarding the topic that makes clear to the reader what the literature to be 
reviewed will demonstrate to the reader. If the reader must infer what the thesis is, or if the review 
of the literature begins before a thesis is made clear, a code of “0” is to be used. 

Example:  “Posttraumatic stress disorder was first recognized as a psychiatric disorder when it was 
introduced into the DSM-III in 1980. It was considered controversial at the time because it emphasized 
an outside event rather than a weakness within the individual as a cause of the disorder.”  The paper 
continues with a history of the disorder, followed a description of symptoms and causes. 

Discussion of Example:  There is no statement upfront of the purpose of the literature review; the 
reader wonders what issue is being addressed with this description of a disorder 

 

1 – The paper seems to have a thesis that appears early in the paper, but it is somehow unclear. The 
reader is left with only a vague sense of what the paper is going to show (see Example 1) or the 
thesis statement is too broad (see Example 2). 

Example 1:  “The purpose of this paper was to look at journal articles that used a similar task to study 
memory in order to examine certain brain processes.”  The opening paragraph goes on to describe a 
model of working memory and subsequent paragraphs describe tasks used to study different 
components of working memory. 

Discussion of Example 1:  There is a statement of the purpose of the literature review but it is so 
vague that the reader has little idea of the specific issue to be addressed (e.g., nature of the brain 
processes underlying a particular component of working memory). The vagueness could have been 
avoided if the author had specified which memory task and which brain processes were to be 
reviewed.  

Example 2: “The purpose of this paper is to discover a greater understanding of the biology of 
motivation in the brain regarding various brain structures and neurotransmitters, and that this 
information can be helpful in future research on this topic.” 
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Discussion of Example 2: There is no way to do a focused literature on such a broad topic; the topic is 
more appropriate for a textbook. 

Example 3:  “There are several factors that may affect depression such as genetic predisposition, 
abnormal neurotransmitter levels in the brain, and an increased production of cortisol.” 

Discussion of Example 3: Here, the elements of the thesis are specified (not vague) and any one by 
itself might set the stage for a focused review.  However, there is such a large body of research on 
each of the three elements specified that it would be virtually impossible to have a focused review 
that unites all elements. 

 

 

2 – The paper has a thesis that is conveyed early in the paper (i.e., in the first few paragraphs), and 
gives the reader a clear sense of what the upcoming literature review will demonstrate. Ideally, the 
thesis of a literature review makes some evaluative statement or assertion regarding the body of 
literature that is to be reviewed—however, this ideal element is not required for a code of “2” to be 
assigned.  Note that the writer may make their thesis--the point of their paper-- very clear without 
necessarily having to phrase it as "the purpose of this paper is..." or "the thesis of this paper is..." In 
this case, the writer should go on to support/develop the idea; it should clearly be the "backbone" 
of the paper.  

Example:  “This paper will review evidence for the idea that individuals have different preferences for 
ways of processing information, known as learning styles, and that these preferences should be taken 
into account by educators to maximize learning by their students.”  

Discussion of Example:  This statement clearly specifies the issue that the paper seeks to address.  
Note: An even stronger example, based on the one above would be to add an assertion about the 
literature to be reviewed: “This review will show that this popular notion is lacking empirical support.”   

CRITERION D – INTEGRATION/SYNTHESIS OF EVIDENCE 

The purpose of a literature review is to make some substantive or meaningful point(s) 
or argument(s) or assertion(s) about a topic, supported with evidence--i.e., findings 
from the literature review.  The manner in which the author presents their evidence 
ought to reflect critical, objective, scientific thinking, as well as an ability to pull 
together, synthesize, and/or integrate research findings and conceptual arguments. 
Where inconsistencies are found in the literature, the author should point them out, 
and if appropriate (i.e., supported by past research) should offer possible explanations 
for their existence that can be traced to the evidence on the table. This synthesis or 
evaluation may take place in a separate section from the summaries of individual 
works' findings, e.g., near the end of the literature review after presentation of all the 
evidence, or ideally,  it may be directly integrated with the summaries as the literature 
review proceeds. 
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0 - Previous works are presented in a "laundry list" type fashion (i.e., study by study or source by 
source), WITHOUT ANY connections being drawn between any of the sources. 

Example:  Marks and Johnson (2012) studied the relation between exercise and experienced stress in a 
sample of community-dwelling older adults. Using survey methods, they found….. 

Franklin and Thompson (2004), using a sample of 367 college students and an experimental approach 
determined that exercise of at least 30 minutes’ duration causes a drop in blood pressure, over a six-
month period…. 

Jetts and Manning (2007) look at the relations among age, employment status and exercise in women 
over 50…. 

Discussion of Example:  Essentially, each piece of literature is presented (and may be done so quite 
well), but there’s no attempt to relate one study to another. 

 

1 - Attempts to make connections between sources under review are inconsistent or unclear, or 
occur without making some larger, meaningful point.  The reader is left hanging insofar as what to 
make of the connections being drawn.  A “1” might also be used if the connections made are 
superficial, or the larger point the author is trying to make seems superficial. 

Example: “Both studies were similar in that they looked at the arousal effect. But there is also a 
difference between the two, the study by Roberts and Feld (2009) looked at neurological changes from 
using brain games. Another similarity between the two studies was they both used brain-training 
games to see if they affected people’s cognitive skills. A big difference between the two studies was 
the fact that the participants in one study were college students and in the other study they used 
elderly participants. Also, both studies had the same rationale for their hypotheses.” 

Discussion of Example:  The connections here are not used to make larger points and so have no 
meaning.  The only meaningful connection is found in the last paragraph of the paper where the 
author states that both studies found that brain training results in improvement on a specific task but 
there is no transfer to new tasks. 

 

2 - Meaningful connections are consistently made among previous works (again, ideally occurring 
throughout the paper)--whether those connections be the ways in which sources are similar or 
different (e.g., in scope, sampling, methodology, findings).  These connections allow the author to 
make larger, summary points/statements, which might be (but not necessarily) the conclusions. .  
The reader can see why these connections are being made, without having to draw his/her own 
inferences.  (When the integration/synthesis is presented at or near the end of the paper, to 
warrant a code of “2,” it will need to be well-fleshed out, tying in the majority of the sources that 
have been reviewed.) 

Example:  “Although both Strayer and Johnston (2001) and Shutko and Tijerina (2011) rendered similar 
deficits in driving performance due to distraction, they had different explanations for their findings.  
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Strayer and Johnston contributed the results to diversion of cognitive resources away from the driving 
task while Shtko and Tijerina contributed the findings primarily to looking away from the road rather 
than cognitive distraction. Both explanations, however, agree that attentional factors are key to 
understanding the effects of distracted driving.” 

Discussion of Example:   The author compares and contrasts the findings and conclusions of two 
studies to make a larger point. Note that this example suffers from awkward ("rendered") and 
inappropriate ("contributed the results") wording. This weakness would be picked up in the coding of 
Criterion H later on--the issue of integration/synthesis here is very good, despite the awkward use of 
words. 

  

 

 

CRITERION F -- CONSIDERATION OF FUTURE DIRECTIONS/APPLICATIONS  

A goal of scientific writing is to point to new directions for pursuit of basic knowledge 
on the topic or practical applications of the knowledge gained thus far. Suggestions for 
future research or possible applications should be clearly tied to the focus of the 
literature review, and stem from the evidence presented. Addressing both future 
directions and applications is not necessary. 

0 – Neither future directions nor practical applications are present or those that are presented are 
not meaningful: not tied to any specific findings reviewed or so garbled as to not be understood. 

 

  

1 – Future directions and/or practical applications are discussed, but the ties to the findings 
reviewed are weak or unclear, or the future directions and/or applications themselves are stated 
incompletely.  A “1” should also be used if the future directions and/or applications are vague; that 
is, they offer little in the way of concrete suggestions beyond the obvious.   

Example 1:  “Future research should examine whether there are cultural differences in the effects of 
distributed practice for learning new material. Teachers could use this knowledge to change the 
methods they use with different groups of students and improve their learning.” 

Discussion of Example 1:  The future direction is relatively clear but it is not well tied to the previous 
literature review. The review did not present any evidence for group differences in effects of 
distributed practice; rather, it focused on the effectiveness of distributed practice for learning 
different types of information.  

Example 2: “Although it is commonly assumed that women and men differ in the way that they solve 
problems, the articles reviewed in this paper do not support this view. When third variables are taken 
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into account, gender differences are reduced or eliminated. Gender differences in problem solving may 
in fact be diminishing over time. Problem solving should remain a significant focus of research because 
it is fundamental to human cognition.” 

Discussion of Example 2:  The conclusion too general and there is no indication of what the next steps 
in this area of research would be, in light of the evidence that was presented in the review. 

 

2 - Future directions for continued research and/or practical applications are presented clearly and 
explicitly, and the reader can easily see how or why the author would suggest these directions or 
real-world applications because they seem natural outgrowths of the findings presented in the 
preceding literature review. Furthermore, the future directions and/or practical applications reflect 
some originality of thought on the part of the author—that is, they go beyond simply reiterating or 
summarizing the main points of the literature review. 

Example: “Future research on prosocial videogames could examine some of the factors known to 
affect helping behavior in real-world situations, such as the similarity between helper and person 
needing help. Prosocial videogames targeted at a specific age group or gender might increase 
empathy more if they depict characters who are similar in age or gender to the player than if they 
depict characters who are very different from the player. It is important to continue research in this 
area in order to maximize the positive impact of prosocial media.” 

Discussion of Example:  The suggestion for future research relates directly to findings described in the 
literature review and the author seeks to extend those findings in a new direction. 

 

CRITERION I – SCIENTIFIC WRITING STYLE 

Scientific writing is characterized by a number of features that distinguish it from other styles of 
writing. In addition to striving for maximum clarity in expression, the tone of a literature review paper 
ought to be formal (as opposed to casual/colloquial, slang) and objective (factual, no personal 
anecdotes).The sources of information for ideas presented ought to be documented. The literature 
under review should be scholarly and derived from scientific sources. The author should not overly rely 
on direct quotations from sources (i.e., “lazy writing”) to make his/her points. 

0 – Subjective (i.e., personal, anecdotal, opinion), statements are present, or the use of any non-
scholarly sources in the literature review itself as a main source or piece of evidence (as opposed to 
the use of a non-scholarly source to illustrate a point or an example, e.g., in the opening paragraph) 
would warrant a code of “0.” When the tone of the paper is mostly informal (e.g., 
colloquialisms/slang frequently appear) or numerous factual statements are made without attribution 
to a source, a “0” should be assigned.  A preponderance of direct quotations (i.e., “lazy writing”) 
would warrant a code of “0.” 
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1  - Occasional use of a non-formal tone (e.g., a conversational or colloquial tone), or the occasional 
appearance of factual statements that lack attribution to their source(s) would be coded as “1.” 
Occasional instances of lazy writing warrant a code of “1.” Also, if the tone is formal and objective but 
substance is lacking or clarity is lacking (e.g., weak sentence construction that interferes with reader’s 
understanding), a “1” should be used. Note: It is sometimes the case in scientific writing that the word 
“we” can be used, particularly when discussing findings or drawing conclusions, so it is important to 
consider the context in which the word is used. 

 

2 – The paper’s tone is clear, formal, and also objective – that is, points are made logically and 
grounded in objective evidence that is ideally (but perhaps not always)  attributed to sources that are 
scholarly. (Note: Sometimes a student author may fail to provide a citation for information, usually 
when used to introduce the topic.  If it is questionable as to whether that information is common 
knowledge and if this failure to cite occurs only infrequently, this should not rule out a score of 2.) 
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