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The report contains the results of the Collet of Arts and Sciences Assessment that includes all 

degree-granting Departments, Certificates, and Programs in the College of Arts and Sciences. After 

reviewing all submitted reports, the committee received twelve assessment reports and five revised 

assessment plans. Nine department, programs, or active certificates submitted no report.  

The COAS Assessment Committee is concerned about the timeliness of submitted reports.  

Although the report due date is consistently around fall break, over half of the reports were submitted 

very late.  Two reports were submitted as late as January 15, 2014; the due date of the COAS 

Assessment Committee report to the Assessment Council.  Having such late submissions makes it 

very challenging for the Assessment Committee to generate the final report in a timely manner. 

The annual assessment of student learning is required by SD 98-22. The Committee was 

concerned about the level of participation in the annual assessment process given that it is the lowest 

amount of participation in the last several years. This pattern is highly concerning. The committee 

members speculated about some possible reasons for this low level of participation and offer those 
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insights here. This past year there was great change in the general education requirements. Complying 

with the new mandates for general education assessment has taken a great deal of time among faculty 

members. Indeed, at least a couple of the assessment reports received included the assessment of 

general education courses in departments/programs/certificates that usually did not include assessment 

of general education courses. It is plausible that some departments/program/certificate chairs and 

directors focused time and energy on general education assessment this past year.  Among some of the 

non-participants, some reasons were provided for non-participation.  Most of these reasons provided 

were due to being new in the position and just not having enough time to either become familiar with 

the assessment plan or being unable to locate an existing assessment plan and having to start from 

scratch. Some others indicated that they overlooked that the annual assessment report was required. In 

at least one other case the reason for not submitting a report was that the department concluded that 

any report they submitted would not be meaningful to the department or the COAS Assessment 

Committee, and concluded there was no point in turning one in this year. In at least one other case the 

data needed for the report was not collected and thus, no report was submitted.  So, there are 

numerous reasons to explain the low participation rates.  Nonetheless, the Committee is concerned 

about the amount of non-participation (See Table 1. Summary of Report Submission). 

As the Assessment Committee points out every year, there is no uniform approach to assessment 

across the College of Arts and Sciences. The lack of uniformity challenges the Committee to make 

general statements about student learning across the College of Arts and Sciences. This year, the low 

level of participation does not allow the committee to conclude any general pattern of student learning 

across the College. Thus, we can offer only some highlights about some notable successes of programs 

and student learning from the submitted eleven reports. 
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The Assessment reports submitted this year generally show evidence of student learning. There 

are many examples of students excelling in various programs. Many programs chose to focus on 

specific skills and learning outcomes specifically designed for student benefit. After editing their 

portfolio evaluation process, the Communication Department witnessed a mean score of 8.5/10 on 

student portfolios. Philosophy focused on student writing and recorded that 14/16 students in a writing 

course and 18/20 students in a statistics course, passed. In other departments, students are performing 

well as compared to national standards. The Chemistry Department saw similar scores as compared to 

National standardized test scores from the American Chemical Society. The Communication Sciences 

and Disorders program found that 93% of their students participated in capstone courses preparing them 

Department/Program/Certificate
2013 2012 2011 2010 2009 2008 2007

Anthropology NR W
Biology NR NR NR W
Chemistry
Communication W W
CSD
English & Linguistics NR W
English & Linguistics - grad. NR NR-
Geosciences NR late W W
Gerontology Certificate NR NR
History NR
ILCS NR NR W NR
LGBT NR
Liberal Studies NR NR
Mathematical Studies W
Peace and Conflict Studies NR NR NR NR NR NR NR
Philosophy W NR
Physics NR NR
Political Science
Psychology
Sociology - Undergraduate W W NR
Sociology - graduate NR NR NR NR NR NR
Women's Studies  

Table 1. Summary of Report Submission*
Year

Note: blank=report submitted NR=no report submitted W=waiver granted
Based upon the best available information on report submissions available to COAS Assessment
Committee.
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for life in the workforce. Overall, of the programs reviewed, the COAS found that many programs made 

beneficial changes in order to better serve their students. 

There are some problems consistent across years of assessment in the College of Arts and 

Sciences. Several departments’ and programs’ reports lack benchmarks for assessing student 

learning, fail to close the loop on assessment, do not discuss reliability and validity, submit reports 

for one degree or program and not the other, have outdated plans, collect data on infrequent basis, 

use only the most basic approach to assessment, lack longitudinal analyses, and do not modify the 

assessment plan to reflect changing needs of the assessment process. The Committee also notes that 

several reports did not state the criteria for determining whether the outcomes had been achieved. 

However, several reports appeared to use criteria but simply never stated the criteria. Also, there are 

some areas of needed improvement across the College of Arts and Sciences. Greater effort needs to 

be made to identify measurable learning goals and outcomes; identifying measures used for 

assessment, to provide clearer descriptions of the assessment process.  The Committee members 

suspect that some of these problems are due to not enough elaboration in the Assessment Reports, 

but note that some may be due to these elements not actually being specified.  Some of these problem 

areas are concerning because although the Assessment Committee pointed these types of problems 

out in prior years, several reports submitted this year do not resolve the problems or address why the 

report did not comply with the suggestions of the Assessment Committee. 

 
Among reports submitted, the Committee assigned a score (0=not present; 1=needs significant 

improvement; 2=adequate; 3=excellent) for each key element the Committee requested (see Table 2. 

Assessment Rubric Elements). 
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Table 2.  Assessment Rubric Elements-Means and Standard Deviation (SD) 
 

Report element Mean SD 
Clearly identifies the learning goals and outcomes of this year’s 
assessment process. 

2.4 .7 

Focuses on learning goals and outcomes that are measurable. 2.2 .9 

Identifies the measure(s) used. 2.5 .7 

Indicates some benchmark or desirable standard of achievement 
for the measure(s) used. 

0.8 1.1 

Provides a clear description of the assessment process or strategy 
(e.g., how measures were taken, from how many 2.3 1.0 
students/courses). 

Clearly presents the results of any analyses conducted. 2.3 0.9 

Offers conclusions based on the results. 1.8 1.2 

Discusses the specific ways in which the results and conclusions 
will be used to 

 
• make changes to the 

curriculum/program, AND 
 

• make changes to the 
assessment plan and/or process. 

 
 
 

1.8 1.1 

 
 

1.0 1.0 

Closes the loop by discussing what changes were made in the 
curriculum/program based on last year’s assessment report. 

1.5 1.1 

 
 
 

About half of the reports submitted included issues of reliability and validity and identified 

whether measures were direct or indirect. Most reports did not identify changes needed in the 

assessment plans and/or procedures in order to provide better evidence of achievement 

(mean=1.7, SD=1.1). 

Next we highlight some evidence of improved assessment through curriculum changes and 

assessment techniques in the College of Arts and Sciences. 
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• The Geosciences department is altering their assessment plan and process in order to focus on 

Field Camp capstone experiences. 

• Included in the extended schedule, the Math program plans to formulate program-wide standards 

in order to synchronize grading and evaluation. 

• Political Science made the decision to add courses to their degree requirements that focus on a 

wide range of government topics. 

 

        The COAS Assessment Committee also reviewed five revised assessment plans.  None of the plans 

met all SD 98-22 criteria. A review checklist for assessment plans to aid in the development of the plans 

was provided back to the departments submitting the revised plans. 

        There are some areas highlighted in this report where the College of Arts and Sciences needs 

improvement. Training could help resolve some of these problems. Importantly, there are numerous 

examples of good assessment in the College of Arts and Sciences that document effective programs and 

student learning. 
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TO:  Department of Anthropology 
FROM:  COAS Assessment Committee 
SUBJECT: 2012-2013 Assessment Report for the Department of Anthropology 
DATE:  January 14, 2014 
 
 
 

The COAS Assessment Committee did not receive an assessment report from the Department of 
Anthropology for 2012-2013. The committee reminds you that SD 98-22 requires submission of an 
annual report, even if no assessment activities were conducted. The College of Arts and Sciences has 
adopted a best practices document which could help you in conducting your assessment activities. The 
Best Practices document and rubric can be found on the COAS Assessment Team Best Practices web 
page through the Faculty Governance website. Please contact us if we can provide any assistance as you 
move forward with your assessment process.  
 

http://new.ipfw.edu/dotAsset/c6b217e8-025b-4baa-b743-eb895a1ca6a8.pdf


TO:  Dr. Frank Palladino, Chair of Department of Biology 
FROM:  COAS Assessment Committee 
SUBJECT: 2012-2013 Assessment Report for Biology  
DATE:  January 14, 2014 
 
 
 

The COAS Assessment Committee did not receive an assessment report from the Department of Biology 
for 2011-2012 nor 2012-2013. The committee reminds you that SD 98-22 requires submission of an 
annual report, even if no assessment activities were conducted. The College of Arts and Sciences has 
adopted a best practices document which could help you in conducting your assessment activities. The 
Best Practices document and rubric can be found on the COAS Assessment Team Best Practices web 
page through the Faculty Governance website. Please contact us if we can provide any assistance as you 
move forward with your assessment process.  
 

http://new.ipfw.edu/dotAsset/c6b217e8-025b-4baa-b743-eb895a1ca6a8.pdf


TO:   Dr. Ronald Friedman, Chair of Department of Chemistry 
FROM:   COAS Assessment Committee 
SUBJECT:  2012-2013 Assessment Report for Department of Chemistry 
DATE:   December 17, 2013 
 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Department of Chemistry’s 
2012-2013 assessment report. Our review follows the rubric derived from the “Best Practice” 
Model for Assessment adopted by COAS to guide assessment practice in all COAS departments 
and programs. The Best Practices document and rubric can be found on the COAS Assessment 
Team Best Practices page through the college Faculty Governance site. 

Step 1 and 2: Identification and Location of Measurable Student Learning Outcomes. As noted in 
your report, the department adopted new program outcomes. Currently you provided only 
three general program outcomes but more detailed outcomes could improve your assessment 
process significantly.  

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process. The assessment plan explicitly 
identifies direct (students’ performance) and indirect (alumni survey, five-year report to the 
American Chemical Society (ACS), and provides a clear description of the pre-test and post-test 
process. We commend you for the development of the capstone course syllabus and rubric used 
to assess the capstone course, the annual examination for majors and the student portfolios. 
We encourage you in your plan to develop the freshman seminar course. Benchmarks and 
thresholds that the department was trying to develop two years ago are still missing in this 
year’s report. We urge the department to develop the benchmarks soon and use them in the 
assessment of the program. 

Step 4: Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions. Your report clearly presents the results 
from pre-test and post-test comparison and oral presentation, but lacks clarity regarding 
thresholds and benchmarks. You could enhance your pre-test and post-test analyses by 
providing longitudinal comparisons across years. You may pursue CAB development if the 
Department believes it is beneficial.  However, little progress appears to be made toward 
establishing the CAB and given this, perhaps the CAB is not considered a valuable tool for the 
department. We encourage discussion among faculty about the importance of the CAB and the 
Department’s commitment to it as an assessment aid.  If the conclusion is that the CAB will not 
contribute to the assessment of the program, we suggest that you remove it from the 
assessment plan. However, many other programs find that CABs do enhance program 
development. 

Overall recommendations: The department has clearly made significant progress. In next year’s 
assessment report, the COAS assessment committee would like you to include the following: 

• The department should enhance the program outcomes to be more specific as you 
further develop your assessment plan. 
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• The department should develop the benchmarks and thresholds to be used in the 
assessment of the program. 

• The department should more closely align the program outcomes with the rubric used 
to assess the capstone course. The overlap is there, but not clearly delineated. 

• The Department should develop the CAB or revise the assessment plan accordingly. 
Please remember that assessment plans must be approved first by the COAS 
Assessment Committee and then by the University Assessment Council. 

• The department provides analysis, conclusions, and improvements based on pre-test 
and post-test comparison using multiple year comparisons.  
 

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.  
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TO:   Dr. Ronald Friedman, Chair of Department of Chemistry 
FROM:  COAS Assessment Committee 
SUBJECT:  Revised Assessment Plan 
DATE:  January 15, 2014 
 
Thank you for submitting your revised assessment plan. 

The COAS Assessment Committee reviewed your plan according to the requirements described 
in Senate Document (SD) 98-22. We understand the existence of conflicting directions or forms 
that you may have received in the past about assessment plan development. Nonetheless, the 
committee is committed to following the governing faculty senate document on assessment. 

We would like for you to further revise your plan so that it complies with SD 98-22. 

In order to facilitate the revision of your plan, we have attached a senate document review sheet.  

Remember that all plans must be approved by the COAS Assessment Committee and the 
University Assessment Council prior to implementation.  

Once again, we would like to thank you for your time and efforts to provide an up-to-date and 
compliant assessment plan.  



Indiana University Purdue University Fort Wayne 

Assessment Report: 

 

Degree or certificate: B.S. in Chemistry 

Program: Chemistry 

Academic Year: 2012-2013 
 

 

Program goals 
Provide students the opportunity to develop their knowledge and skills in the various areas of 

chemistry and to prepare them for success in future job or academic opportunities. 

 

Provide students the opportunity to obtain a Bachelor’s degree certified by the American 

Chemical Society. 

 

 

Program outcomes 
 

Students will acquire a broad and integrated body of knowledge within the discipline and will be 

capable of critically applying it to solve appropriate problems. 

 

Students will be able to communicate effectively, in both oral and written forms. 

 

Student will be aware of the personal and professional expectations of the discipline and the 

scientific community, in general. 

 

 

Assessment measures and criteria 
 

1) Oral and written presentations are required of all students enrolled in CHM 495 (Seminar) and 

CHM 499 (Undergraduate Research). The oral presentations are given to the Chemistry faculty 

or are given at undergraduate research conferences. 

 

Results:  There were six CHM 495 students in the 2012-2013 academic year with grades                    

ranging from A to C+.  There were seven CHM 499 oral presentations in the 2012-2013 

academic year; these students received final grades between A+ and B. 

 

2) We have administered to all CHM 115 students (every semester including summer I since the 

fall of 2002) a departmentally-developed assessment exam (Test I) with 42 multiple-choice 

questions covering topics in general chemistry. We have administered to all CHM 265 students 

(every fall semester since fall 2002) an assessment exam (Test II) with 14 multiple-choice 

questions covering topics in organic chemistry. We have administered to all CHM 321 students a 

56 multiple-choice question exam (Test III) that is identical to Test I plus Test II. Thus, while 



Tests I and II serve as pre-tests, Test III serves as a post-test since the chemistry majors enrolled 

in CHM 321 will have taken courses in general and organic chemistry. However, it should be 

noted that CHM 321 students who did not take general (CHM 115) and/or organic (CHM 265) 

chemistry at IPFW will not have pre-test scores. 

 

Results:  We identified 60 chemistry students who took Test I and Test III. For the 42 

questions concerning general chemistry, the average score for the pre-test was 8.6 with a 

range of scores from 0 to 23 and a standard deviation of 5.1; for the post-test, the average 

score was 23.0 with a range of scores from 11 to 42 and a standard deviation of 6.3. Each 

of the 42 students increased their score by at least 5 and the maximum increase was 30. 

 

We identified 62 chemistry students who took Test II and Test III. For the 14 questions 

concerning organic chemistry, the average score for the pre-test was 2.3 with a range of 

scores from 0 to 8 and a standard deviation of 1.9; for the post-test, the average score was 

5.3 with a range of scores from 1 to 10 and a standard deviation of 2.1.   54 of the 62 

students increased their score by at least 1 and the maximum increase was 8. Seven 

students had fewer correct responses on the post-test than the pre-test; one other student 

had the same score on both tests. 

 

3) We submitted an annual ACS report detailing, among other information, chemistry degrees 

awarded in the 2012-2013 academic year. 

 

Results: In the 2012-2013 academic year, ten Bachelor’s degrees were awarded; of these, 

seven were in programs certified by the American Chemical Society. 

 

 

Use of results 
General comparison of the departmental post-test results with scores from analogous 

standardized exams from the American Chemical Society shows the performance on the general 

chemistry questions to be similar to those on standardized exams (which have means in the range 

of 50% to 60%), while the performance on the organic questions is somewhat lower.  The 

Curriculum & Assessment committee will be making a more thorough comparison to aid in 

establishing benchmarks for the departmentally-developed assessment exam. 

 

 

Effect(s) on the program  

The Curriculum & Assessment committee has developed a year-long capstone course that 

students will take in the academic year of their graduation from the program.  The syllabus and 

rubrics for assessing both written and oral presentations given in this course have been approved 

by the department and accompany this report.  It will take effect in the 2014-2015 academic year.  

The committee is currently developing the syllabus for a freshman seminar course for all 

incoming students. 



DCHM 2004-03 assessment plan

CHEMISTRY DEPARTMENT ASSESSMENT PLAN
(October 19, 2004)

The Chemistry department has developed a new assessment plan to (1) more accurately and
quantitatively measure students' progress and (2)  conform to the new IPFW reporting template
for assessment.

 A. Direct Measure:
         
  1. The chemistry faculty will administer a departmentally-developed examination to all
Chemistry 115 students in the first week of the semester during the first lab period. The exam,
testing key concepts in CHM 115 and 116 (general chemistry) and 218 (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 218. 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.
     
     The departmental Assessment Committee will be charged with looking critically at students'
scores on the examinations and providing feedback to the entire department.

   2. Students enrolled in CHM 495 (Seminar) and CHM 499 (Undergraduate Research) are
required to give oral presentations. These presentations will be informally discussed among the
faculty and faculty comments reported to the Assessment Committee.

  3. For each chemistry major, sample lecture and lab assignments will be collected to create a
student portfolio. For example, the portfolio might include copies of specific lab experiments
from organic chemistry as well as a copy of their performance on the American Chemical
Society standardized examination in organic chemistry. It might also include copies of 2 lab
reports from CHM 376 (physical chemistry lab) and 2 lab reports (1 being the Special
Assignment) from CHM 424 (analytical chemistry).  For comparative purposes, it is strongly
recommended that students' portfolios contain the same assignments.  In addition, each time a
student writes a paper for CHM 495 (Senior Seminar) or for CHM 499 (Student Research),



DCHM 2004-03 assessment plan

his/her final report will be added to the portfolio. The faculty will also be able to judge the
students' written communication skills.
           
     The Assessment Committee will begin work on determining which items should be included
in the student portfolio. The departmental Assessment Committee will be charged with looking
critically at the students' portfolios.

     4. The faculty will administer another departmentally-developed examination to chemistry
majors in their last semester (prior to graduation) to assess their grasp of the most fundamental
chemistry concepts and their ability to integrate these concepts into a cohesive picture of the
chemistry discipline. The short-answer, non-multiple choice questions will address fundamental
concepts students encountered in various fields of chemistry, the specific concepts being
determined both internally by the IPFW chemistry faculty and externally by organizations such
as the Committee on Professional Training of the American Chemical Society. Although the
examination will be required by the department, students will not be given a grade that affects
their GPA. The exam will be administered each year and will provide another quantitative
assessment tool. In addition, due to the open-ended nature of the questions, the department will
also be able to gauge students' written communication skills based on their responses.  
     
    The Assessment Committee will continue to develop this assessment exam.  The departmental
Assessment Committee will be charged with looking critically at students' scores on the
examinations and providing feedback to the entire department.

 B. Indirect:

  1. The department will continue to use the annual and 5-year American Chemical Society
(ACS)  reports which are required by the ACS. The Assessment Committee will also analyze the
departmental alumni surveys.

  2. The department will use a Community Advisory Board (CAB) to provide valuable feedback
useful in assessment. The mission of the Community Advisory Board (CAB) includes the 
following:
     (a) To provide insight into the department of chemistry curriculum by
          (i)  having input from local industry regarding areas of study they find important;
          (ii) having input from secondary education regarding the preparation of students for

college chemistry; 
     (b) To enhance community outreach programs by providing interactions
         with high schools, industry, and other science organizations such as Science Central;
     (c) To help in possible fundraising efforts by the department;
     (d) To provide information regarding co-op opportunities and
     (e) To provide insight into possible development and/or reinstatement of a Chemistry

Master's program. 



DCHM 2004-03 assessment plan

The CAB will consist of  5 to 10 members which will meet 2 to 4 times a year. CAB member
terms will be 2, 3 or 4 years so as to ensure some continuity of representation on the board. CAB
members will prepare an annual report for presentation to the chemistry department.

The composition of the CAB can include (but is not limited to)           
    alumni from the IPFW chemistry department;
     an IPFW chemistry faculty representative with ex-officio status;
     local industry leaders;
     K-12 educators;
     medical professionals;             
     Community College teachers and/or administrators; and 
      forensics specialists.

 The Assessment Committee is charged with the creation of such a CAB.



CHEMISTRY 49700
SENIOR SEMINAR II

Course description: CHM 49700 is the second half of the two-semester seminar sequence
required for Chemistry majors. It is a 1 credit course which is the preceded by the zero-credit
CHM 49600 course. The two-semester sequence CHM 49600 / CHM 49700 is intended to be
taken during the academic year when a student intends to graduate. Both courses are offered in
the Fall and Spring semesters to allow for the possibility that a student will graduate at the end of
Fall semester. CHM 49700 has the following sets of learning goals and outcomes:

1) Students will demonstrate effective communication skills, in both oral and written
forms; this will be assessed based on a substantive manuscript (covering a topic from the
chemical literature or a discipline-based research project) prepared by each student, with a
concomitant oral presentation of the same topic, as part of the departmental seminar
series.

2) Students will demonstrate critical listening skills; this will require each student to
attend all departmental seminars for that academic semester and will be assessed on a
synopsis that each student will submit for one of them.

3) Students will demonstrate that they have acquired a broad and integrated body of
knowledge within chemistry and are capable of critically applying it to solve appropriate
problems; this will be assessed based on a student’s performance on the Diagnostic of
Undergraduate Chemical Knowledge (DUCK).

Course prerequisite: CHM 49600 

Course grading:

1) Overall breakdown:

Letter grades are guaranteed for these overall percentage scores:

A: 90% and above B: 80%-89%   C: 70%-79%    D: 60%-69%    F: below 60%

The following items will contribute the designated portion of the final percentage grade.

Seminar synopsis  5%        
DUCK performance 25%        
Research paper 35%        
Oral presentation 35%        

Your instructor may require you to submit written assignments through Turnitin.



2) Seminar attendance: 
Attendance at all seminars given during the course is mandatory.  If a student misses a seminar,
she or he must view an online seminar, chosen by the course instructor, and submit a synopsis for
it.  This synopsis will be in addition to the one required synopsis.

3) Seminar synopsis:
Students will be required to write a brief (one page) synopsis for one of the seminars given
during the semester; the synopsis will be evaluated on the quality of the writing (grammar and
spelling) and for addressing the following questions: 

1) What was the general topic of the seminar? 
2) What important contributors to this topic were identified? 
3) What were the goals of the speaker’s research? 
4) What analytical or synthetic methods were employed in the research? 
5) What potential applications of this research were noted?
6) What entities provided funding for this research?
7) What is a question you would ask about the seminar speaker’s research?

Please note that the synopsis should be written in a narrative format; students should avoid the
use of these questions as mere bullet points followed by answers.

4) Research paper: 
Students will be required to choose a research topic from the chemical literature (based on 4-6
citations from refereed sources and using the ACS bibliographic format style) and write a 3000-
word paper on it (not including references, figures and captions); to ensure that each student is
making consistent progress on this task, the following deadlines are established (the first two for
CHM 49600 and the latter two for CHM 49700):

1) Choice and approval of topic: Sept. 30  (Fall 40600) or February 28  (Spring 49600) th th

2) Outline and identification of cited references: October 31  (Fall) or March 31  (Spring) st st

3) First draft: January 30  (Spring 49700) or September 30  (Fall 49700) th th

4) Final draft: March 31  (Spring 49700) or November 15  (Fall 49700) st th

The course instructor may require additional drafts from an individual student, if deemed
necessary.  The final draft of the paper will be assessed based on the following categories:

1) Organization of topics and synthesis of ideas (25%)
2) Breadth and depth of treatment (15%)
3) Clarity and consistency of logic (15%)
4) Support of conclusions by cited data (15%)
5) Clarity and quality of writing (30%)



5) Alternative for CHM 499 students
If a student is concurrently enrolled in CHM 49900 (Undergraduate research), she or he may
choose to use the paper prepared for that course for this requirement of CHM 49600/49700.  If
this option is chosen, the paper will be organized according to the ACS CPT Guidelines for
Preparing a Research Report (available at the following website:
http://portal.acs.org/portal/fileFetch/C/CTP_005606/pdf) and assessed using the categories
specified in section 4) above.  Deadlines will need to be coordinated between the instructor for
CHM 49600/49700 and the faculty mentor overseeing CHM 49900, but each faculty member
will determine the grade for the paper independently. The ACS bibliographic format style should
be used for citation of references.

6) Oral presentation
Students will be required to make an oral presentation on the topic of their research papers.  This
presentation will be scheduled as part of the seminar series near the end of the semester. 
Students should plan on a presentation that is approximately 25-30 minutes in length; the
presentation will be assessed based on the following categories:

1) Organization of topics and synthesis of ideas (20%)
2) Breadth and depth of treatment (15%)
3) Clarity and consistency of logic (15%)
4) Support of conclusions by cited data (15%)
5) Clarity and quality of the presentation (25%)
6) Ability to address seminar questions (10%)

7) Diagnostic of Undergraduate Chemical Knowledge (DUCK) exam:
Students will be required to take this exam during final’s week in  the semester.  The DUCK
exam was produced by the ACS and has nationally established percentile rankings; comparison
of each student’s score to these ranking will be used to assess his/her performance. The DUCK
exam is a 60 multiple-choice, 120 minute exam designed for use at the end of the undergraduate
career. It is an interdisciplinary exam built on ‘scenarios’, each having 4 associated parts and
involving interpretation of data.

8) Chemistry Students' Code of Ethics and Conduct 

Students are expected to adhere to the code of ethics and conduct specific to the field of
chemistry for the chemistry courses in which they are enrolled and for activities under the
auspices of the IPFW department of chemistry. In particular, students are expected, where
applicable, to abide by The Chemical Professional's Code of Conduct approved by the American
Chemical Society (ACS). Students who intentionally commit serious violations are subject to the
same disciplinary action incurred by academic and personal misconduct as described in the IPFW
Student Rights, Responsibilities, and Conduct and Purdue's Regulations Governing Student
Conduct, Disciplinary Regulations, and Appeals. This policy is intended to be consistent with
and is not to be construed to conflict with or supersede any established IPFW or PUWL policy.

(See http://new.ipfw.edu/departments/coas/depts/chemistry/course )
 

http://portal.acs.org/portal/
http://new.ipfw.edu/departments/coas/depts/chemsitry/course)


CHM 49600/49700 research paper assessment rubric

POOR             FAIR                  GOOD      EXCELLENT

Organization of topics and synthesis of ideas (25%)

Incoherent with no

relationships shown.

Partially coherent with

several relationships

not addressed.

Mostly coherent with a

few relationships not

addressed.

Ideas/topics compiled

coherently to show 

relationships among

them. 

Breadth and depth of treatment (15%)

Number of topics is

insufficient and their

coverage is marginal.

Too many topics with

marginal coverage or

too few topics with

excessive coverage. 

Some imbalance

between number of

topics and depth of

their coverage.

Number and coverage

of topics are

appropriate and

balanced.

Clarity and consistency of logic (15%)

Ideas/topics and

conclusions are

unclear; no logical

focus is discernible.

Ideas/topics and

conclusions are

somewhat clear; focus

is discernible, but logic

is unclear.

Ideas/topics and

conclusions are mostly

clear with a

discernible, logical

focus.

Ideas/topics and

conclusions are stated

clearly, with a

consistent, logical

focus. 

Support of conclusions by cited data (15%)

No sources cited are

comparable to refereed

journal articles.

Some sources cited are

comparable to refereed

journal articles.

Most sources cited are

comparable to refereed

journal articles.

All sources cited are

comparable to refereed

journal articles.

Clarity and quality of writing (30%)

Narrative is confusing

in many places due to

grammatical or spelling

errors.

Narrative is confusing

in a few places due to

grammatical or spelling

errors.

Narrative is easily

understood with some

minor grammatical or

spelling errors.

Narrative is easily

understood with no

grammatical or spelling

errors.



CHM 49700 oral presentation assessment rubric

POOR              FAIR                 GOOD                   EXCELLENT

Organization of topics and synthesis of ideas (20%)

Incoherent with no

relationships shown.

Partially coherent with

several relationships not

addressed.

Mostly coherent with a

few relationships not

addressed.

Ideas/topics compiled

coherently to show 

relationships among them.

Breadth and depth of treatment (15%)

Number of topics is

insufficient and their

coverage is marginal.

Too many topics with

marginal coverage or too

few topics with excessive

coverage. 

Some imbalance between

number of topics and

depth of their coverage.

Number and coverage of

topics are appropriate and

balanced.

Clarity and consistency of logic (15%)

Ideas/topics and

conclusions are unclear;

no logical focus is

discernible.

Ideas/topics and

conclusions are somewhat

clear; focus is discernible,

but logic is unclear.

Ideas/topics and

conclusions are mostly

clear with a discernible,

logical focus.

Ideas/topics and

conclusions are stated

clearly, with a consistent,

logical focus. 

Support of conclusions by cited data (15%)

No sources cited are

comparable to refereed

journal articles.

Some sources cited are

comparable to refereed

journal articles.

Most sources cited are

comparable to refereed

journal articles.

All sources cited are

comparable to refereed

journal articles.

Clarity and quality of the presentation (25%)

Presenter speaks with

inadequate volume or

clarity, and visual aids 

are confusing and not

employed effectively.

Presenter frequently

speaks with inadequate

volume or clarity; and

visual aids are somewhat

confusing or not

employed effectively.

Presenter sometimes

speaks with inadequate

volume or clarity; and

visual aids are adequately

prepared and are used

effectively.

Presenter consistently

speaks with adequate

volume and clarity, and

visual aids are well

prepared and used in an

effective manner.

Ability to address seminar questions (10%)

Presenter identifies all

questions as beyond

his/her understanding and

makes no attempt to

answer them.

Presenter identifies most

questions as beyond

his/her understanding and

makes no attempt to

answer those questions.

Presenter identifies some

questions as beyond

his/her understanding and

makes no attempt to

answer those questions.

Presenter attempts to

answer all questions, even

those identified as beyond

his/her understanding.



To:   Dr. Marcia Dixson, Chair of Department of Communication 
From:   COAS Assessment Committee 
Subject:  2012-2013 Assessment Report for Department of Communication 
Date:   January 15, 2014 
 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Department of 
Communication’s 2012-2013 assessment report. Our review follows the rubric derived from the 
“Best Practice” Model for Assessment adopted by COAS to guide assessment practice in all COAS 
departments and programs. The Best Practices document and rubric can be found on the 
COAS Assessment Team Best Practices Page through the college Faculty Governance site.  

Step 1 and 2: Identification and Location of Measurable Student Learning Outcomes. Your 2013 
report has again clearly identified learning goals for both undergraduate and graduate programs. 
Each goal is explained in depth as well as methods for achieving said goals. Rubrics included 
further explained the methods of individual assessment. 

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process. Similar to last year, your report this 
year has explicitly identified direct (portfolio review for undergraduate program) and indirect 
measures, and provided clear description of the assessment process. Although specific results 
are included, it will be better if the department incorporates specific benchmarks to evaluate 
the successfulness of your programs. Your report notes that changes are being made to rubrics 
for portfolio assessment as well as to graduate assessment. Next year’s report should include 
the new rubric label definitions as well as information on new assessment methods. 

Step 4: Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions. The report includes two assessed 
portfolios and scores from this year’s portfolio assessment. However, despite the raw data given, 
there is very little analysis of your findings. In next year’s report, the COAS would recommend 
including conclusions from your findings.  

Overall recommendations: 

For next year’s report we suggest you include: 

• The benchmark measures the department will use to evaluate the successfulness of the 
programs. Set a standard for your department (i.e. 8/10 as a B on portfolios) and report 
the number of positive scores as well as means. 

• Definitions of new graduate assessment methods as well as rubric label definitions. 
• Conclusions based upon portfolio scores and other assessments. 

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.  
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Assessment Report 

Department of Communication  

Fall 2013 

Undergraduate Program Review 

Steps 1 and 2: Measurable Student Outcomes and Location of Outcomes: Learning Outcomes 
and Curriculum Map 

Previous to the 2010-2011 academic year, the Department of Communication developed 
measurable learning outcomes that correspond with each of the two majors 
(Interpersonal/Organizational Communication and Media/Public Communication). These 
learning outcomes appear throughout the Communication Curriculum and are outlined here: 
http://speech.ipfw.edu/assessment/Commobjectives.html.  

Each of the learning outcomes is assessed through the portfolio assignment. Coursework in each 
of the majors links directly to the portfolio and students are directed to use their assignments in 
their final portfolios. Faculty include relevant information on syllabi that direct students’ 
attention to the types of assignments that are suitable for their portfolios. Data collection for 
assessment purposes occurs through the portfolio process by direct evaluation of outcomes as 
met through course assignments.  

Step 3:  Measure of Student Learning 
Background 
 
In the 2010-2011 academic year, the Department of Communication instituted a change in the 
curriculum that instituted a required senior portfolio. The portfolio project is designed to be a 
direct assessment of the objectives of the two communication majors. The majors have both 
overlapping and unique objectives that can be measured by the completion of the portfolio 
assignment. In the three required one-credit portfolio courses, students are tasked with the 
production of a Web site that specifically addresses each objective with reflections about their 
work exemplifying that objective. 
 
2013 Assessment 
 
In the Spring of 2010, the assessment committee formulated a rubric to measure the objectives 
for each of the two majors. The rubric was revised in Fall of 2010.  It includes one item per 
major objective with a rating scale ranging from “Unacceptable” to “Excellent.” Per the 
Communication Department’s Assessment of Academic Achievement plan (see Appendix D) 
Faculty members are required to assess 25% of the portfolios. The portfolios are selected at 
random, and stratified to match COMI and COMM major populations for that year. Therefore, in 
2013, two members of the faculty independently assessed four portfolios: two from COMI and 
two from COMM. The outcomes are listed in the tables below (see Appendix A) with the 
average degree of difference between the two faculty evaluators (see Appendix B). It should be 
noted that this is the first non-pilot assessment cycle for this rubric.  
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The portfolios assessed indicate that students completing their Communication degree (both 
COMI and COMM) are competent. COMI students had a mean of 8.5/10 and COMM students 
had a mean of 8.5/10. The standard deviation is not reported do to an “N” of two for each major.  
The range for COMI majors ranged from 6/10 (substandard) to 10/10 (excellent). The range for 
COMM majors ranged from 7/10 (satisfactory) to 10/10 (excellent). It should be noted that one 
COMM student submitted an inappropriate artifact (I) for one objective in a COMM portfolio. 
Overall, students understand and can competently articulate the information needed to meet the 
portfolio objectives. While we are pleased with this initial non-pilot assessment, there are 
opportunities to better the assessment process in future assessment cycles.  
 
Step 4: Use What Is Learned 
Rubric Changes  

The assessment committee, with the approval from the department has implemented several 
changes to the assessment process. First, we have amended the rubric to include a new rating 
scale (1 = unacceptable, 2 = substandard, 3 = competent, 4 = proficient, 5 = advanced). We are 
keeping the “inappropriate/non-applicable” and “missing categories.” This new rating system 
addresses several shortfalls from the previous scale’s value labels, most importantly, the 
conceptual overlap between categories. Also, we have added a benchmark to the assessment such 
that students must have a mean of three (competent) on the rubric and earn a four (proficient) in 
at least half of the outcomes for their major.  

Plans for 2013-2014 

First, we are currently developing clear conceptual definitions for the rubric labels to further 
delineate between categories and improve intercoder reliability. Second, instructors in our final 
capstone class (COM 480) will use this rubric to rate all of our students’ portfolios and then two 
independent coders will assess a representative sample to check for intercoder reliability. The 
previous assessment looked at a very small number of portfolios and previous assessments may 
not have been accurate representations of our students.  

In addition to the above, the committee will continue to recommend to instructors of the portfolio 
courses (COM 120, COM 308 and COM 480) 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.  

Graduate Program Assessment 
In 2012, the Graduate Assessment Committee assessed the synthesis paper as part of the MA 
requirements. The committee has determined that the synthesis paper is not an appropriate choice 
for assessing all four objectives. In response to this assessment, the graduate faculties are 
currently discussing the proposals on changes in non-course requirements. Specifically, the 
proposed changes entail the replacement of synthesis paper with one of these three options: the 
comprehensive exams, thesis paper, or professional project. Because these proposals are under 
discussion, the committee has decided not to conduct further assessment until the new non-
course requirements are approved and implemented.  
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Alumni Assessment 
Per the assessment plan (see Appendix D) the Communication Department will again assess and 
report on Communication alumni in 2015.  
 
General Education Assessment 
The assessment of general education courses is progressing in the communication department. 
All departmental courses that meet general education requirements have identified an assessment 
method and are currently collecting data using the identified method. The data collected will be 
used to determine benchmarks by which the department can assess the learning outcomes of the 
general education courses.  
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Appendix A 

 
 
 

Means:  Interpersonal 
 
Area Student:  Oldag Student:  Snyder Mean 
 Michelle s 

number 
Melissa s 
number 

Michelle s 
number 

Melissa s 
number 

 

1 9 10 9 10 9.5 
2 9 10 10 10 9.75 
3 8 10 9 10 9.25 
4 8 10 6 6 7.5 
5 8 10 6 8 8 
6 9 6 9 10 8.5 
7 6 7 10 10 8.25 
8 7 10 8 10 8.75 
Overall 8 9 8 9 8.5 
 
 
 
Means:  Media 
 
Area Student:  Saruta Student:  Wilson Mean 
 Michelle s 

number 
Melissa s 
number 

Michelle s 
number 

Melissa s 
number 

 

1 7 10 7 10 8.5 
2 9 10 8 10 9.25 
3 8 10 10 10 9.5 
4 9 10 8 10 9.25 
5 7 10 8 10 8.75 
6 7 10 9 10 9 
7 8 10 10 10 9.5 
8 8 10 7 10 8.75 
9 8 7 9 10 8.5 
10 I I 10 10 I  and 10 
11 8 10 8 10 9 
Overall 7 9 8 10 8.5 
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Appendix B 
 

 

Interpersonal/Organizational Major 
Outcome Average degree 

of Difference 
Articulate the historical traditions of the 
discipline 

1.0 

Skillful in the use of new technologies 0.5 
Explain communication concepts and 
theories 

1.5 

Explain, evaluate and apply the 
processes involved in productive conflict 

1.0 

Demonstrate awareness of diverse 
perspectives 

2.0 

Competent reader, speaker, writer and 
listener 

2.0 

Evaluate interpersonal and/or group 
interactions 

0.5 

Communicate competently 
interpersonally and/or in groups 

2.5 

Media and Public Major 
Outcome Average degree 

of Difference 
Articulate the historical traditions of the 
discipline 

3.0 

Skillful in the use of new technologies 1.5 
Explain communication concepts and 
theories 

1.0 

Explain, evaluate and apply the 
processes involved in productive conflict 

1.5 

Demonstrate awareness of diverse 
perspectives 

2.5 

Competent reader, speaker, writer and 
listener 

2.0 

Interrelation among media economics 
and relevant institutions 

1.0 

Critically analyze media and public 
communication 

2.5 

Analyze instances of the interdependent 
relations between media and society 

1.0 

Demonstrate a basic understanding of 
the terminology  

0.0 

Identify form, structure and techniques 
of mediated texts 

2.0 
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Appendix C 

Communication: Interpersonal/Organizational Major Portfolio Assessment 
Form 

 

Student Name: _______________________________  Student Advisor:____________________ 

Expected Date of Graduation: _______________ 

 

The student has been evaluated on the manner in which his or her portfolio effectively and professionally 
addresses each of the following communication area learning outcomes.   

Rating Legend: 10 – Excellent, 9 – Highly Competent, 8 – Competent, 7 – Satisfactory, 

6 – Substandard, 5 – Unacceptable, M – Submission Missing, I – Inappropriate Submission. 

LEARNING OUTCOMES RATING 
Be able to 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 

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 

Be aware of and skillful in the use of new technologies 
relevant to your major;  
The student has demonstrated that s/he is aware of and skillful 
in the use of new technologies relevant to her/his major. The 
student has demonstrated general computer literacy including 
the ability to use software programs, online databases, and 
Internet resources; ability to present ideas professionally 
through media including word processing and presentation 
software (i.e., PowerPoint), creation of website or web-based 
software, photography, and audio-video-film production. 

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 

Be able to explain communication concepts and theories 
relevant to your major;  
The student has demonstrated a conceptual understanding of the 
communication concepts including knowledge of various 
genres and major theories.  Areas of theoretical study may 
include mass communication, nonverbal, group, cultural and 
gender, rhetoric, interpersonal, and persuasion. 

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 

Be able to explain, evaluate and apply the processes 
involved in productive conflict in the contexts 
(interpersonal, small group, organizational, mediated, 
public) relevant to the major; 
The student has demonstrated the ability to analyze diverse 

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 
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perspectives involved in a conflict and respond in a competent 
manner.  
Demonstrate awareness of diverse perspectives;    
The student has demonstrated awareness of diverse perspectives 
(i.e., in terms of cultural, ethnic, sex, gender, religious, or 
sexual orientation differences.) 

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 

 

LEARNING OUTCOMES RATING 
Be a competent reader, speaker, writer, and listener (a 
course artifact may mean one or more of these). 
The student has demonstrated his/her ability to comprehend 
written and/or mediated text, deliver an effective oral 
presentation (with appropriate organization, support, and 
delivery), write an effective paper (well organized, coherent 
argument, appropriate supported), and listen effectively 
(exhibits active listening skills with appropriate responses). 

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 

Evaluate interpersonal and/or group interactions (a course 
artifact may meet either context); 
Student has demonstrated the ability to evaluate key 
components of an interpersonal interaction (i.e., perspective 
taking, self-monitoring, ways to deal with conflict, 
assertiveness) or group interaction (member roles, leadership 
behavior, productive conflict management, 
task/relational/procedural roles). 

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 

Communicate competently (effectively, appropriately, 
ethically) interpersonally and/or in groups (a course artifact 
may meet either context). 
The student has demonstrated the ability to consider him/herself 
and “other” in the interpersonal or group interaction and to be 
effective (in reaching instrumental and relational goals), 
appropriate (for the situation and the goals) and ethical. 

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 

 
Overall, this portfolio is assessed as: 
 

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 

 

_______________________________    _______________________ 

Faculty Signature       Date 

_______________________________    _______________________ 

Faculty Signature       Date 

_______________________________    _______________________ 

Faculty Signature       Date 
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Communication: Media and Public Major Portfolio Assessment Form 

 

Student Name: _______________________________  Student Advisor:____________________ 

Expected Date of Graduation: _______________ 

 

The student has been evaluated on the manner in which his or her portfolio effectively and professionally 
addresses each of the following communication area learning outcomes.   

Rating Legend: 10 – Excellent, 9 – Highly Competent, 8 – Competent, 7 – Satisfactory, 6 – Substandard,  
5 - Unacceptable, M – Submission Missing, I – Inappropriate Submission. 

LEARNING OUTCOMES RATING 
Be able to 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 

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 

Be aware of and skillful in the use of new technologies 
relevant to your major;  
The student has demonstrated that s/he is aware of and skillful 
in the use of new technologies relevant to her/his major. The 
student has demonstrated general computer literacy including 
the ability to use software programs, online databases, and 
Internet resources; ability to present ideas professionally 
through media including word processing and presentation 
software (i.e., PowerPoint), creation of website or web-based 
software, photography, and audio-video-film production. 

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 

Be able to explain communication concepts and theories 
relevant to your major;  
The student has demonstrated a conceptual understanding of the 
communication concepts including knowledge of various 
genres and major theories.  Areas of theoretical study may 
include mass communication, nonverbal, group, cultural and 
gender, rhetoric, interpersonal, and persuasion. 

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 

Be able to explain, evaluate and apply the processes 
involved in productive conflict in the contexts 
(interpersonal, small group, organizational, mediated, 
public) relevant to the major;  
The student has demonstrated the ability to analyze diverse 
perspectives involved in a conflict and respond in a competent 
manner.  

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 
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Demonstrate awareness of diverse perspectives;    
The student has demonstrated awareness of diverse perspectives 
(i.e., in terms of cultural, ethnic, sex, gender, religious, or 
sexual orientation differences.) 

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 

LEARNING OUTCOMES RATING 
Be a competent reader, speaker, writer, and listener (a 
course artifact may mean one or more of these).  
The student has demonstrated his/her ability to comprehend 
written and/or mediated text, deliver an effective oral 
presentation (with appropriate organization, support, and 
delivery), write an effective paper (well organized, coherent 
argument, appropriate supported), and listen effectively 
(exhibits active listening skills with appropriate responses). 

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 

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). 

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 

Communicate competently (effectively, appropriately, 
ethically) interpersonally and/or in groups (a course artifact 
may meet either context).  
The student has demonstrated the ability to consider him/herself 
and “other” in the interpersonal or group interaction and to be 
effective (in reaching instrumental and relational goals), 
appropriate (for the situation and the goals) and ethical. 

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 

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.). 

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 

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 9 8 7 6 5 M I 

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. 

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 

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.  

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 
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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.). 
 
Overall, this portfolio is assessed as: 
 

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 

 

 

_______________________________    _______________________ 

Faculty Signature       Date 

_______________________________    _______________________ 

Faculty Signature       Date 

_______________________________    _______________________ 

Faculty Signature       Date 
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Appendix D 

 
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 COM 480. These portfolios will be gathered each semester, 
by randomly drawing 25% of portfolios from the COM 480 class (stratified to match COMI and 
COMM 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 for all majors as well as the objectives specific to media and public or 
interpersonal and organizational.  The faculty will use a rubric designed to evaluate how well the 
portfolios show mastery of the objectives. 

Two COM  faculty 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 three COM faculty 
from all full-time COM colleagues. 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 
  
 



TO:  Dr. Johathan Dalby, Interim Chair, Communication Sciences and Disorders 
FROM:  COAS Assessment Committee 
SUBJECT: 2012-2013 Assessment Report for CSD 
DATE:  January 14, 2014 
 
The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Communication Sciences and 
Disorders’ 2012-2013 Assessment Report. Our comments below follow a rubric derived from the “Best 
Practices” Model for Assessment adopted by COAS to guide assessment practices in all COAS 
departments and programs. The Best Practices document and rubric can be found on the COAS 
Assessment Team Best Practices web page through the Faculty Governance website. 

Steps 1-2: Identification and Location of Measurable Student Learning Outcomes. Your 2013 report 
includes goals for both student and department improvement. All goals are stated explicitly and are 
inclusive of many variable skills.  For next year, we suggest adding an assessment plan as well  a 
curriculum map. 

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process. All assessment measures are clearly defined 
and explained. The COAS suggests adding assessment measures that do not follow the pass/fail method; 
this will also aid in collecting more relevant data. Include which measures and processes are direct 
versus which are indirect.  

Step 4: Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions. Your report included conclusions and analysis of 
all data collected to date. We suggest collecting more data in order to make further improvements.  

Overall Recommendations:  The Committee encourages the Department to collect more data and 
reform assessment measures. For next year’s report we suggest you include: 

• A copy of your department’s assessment plan. Please note that all assessment plans must be 
first approved by the COAS Assessment Committee and then by the University Assessment 
Council. 

• A curriculum map with which lists the overall and option-specific outcomes, the courses in 
which those outcomes are embedded, and a proposed schedule for measurement of those 
outcomes. 

• Identify those measures which directly evaluate student learning direct and those that do so 
indirectly. 

• Develop long term goals based on data. 

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.  
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 Assessment Report - 2013 

 

 Communication Sciences and Disorders Department 

 B.S. Degree – Communication Sciences and Disorders 
 

I.  Assessment Measures  
 

A.  Academic Scholarship Measures 
 

Goal: Students demonstrate appropriate research skills and oral, written, and group 
interaction effectiveness in their progress toward professional preparedness with 80% 
on all three of the measures. 

 
In past years projects for our course CSD 420 Introduction to Developmental Speech 
and Language Disorders has been designated to provide measures of academic 
scholarship. In the spring of 2012 that course was taught by a new Assistant Professor 
who had already resigned her position in the department and who, by doing so, made 
herself unavailable for participation in these activities.  In the spring of 2013 the course 
was taught by an LTL.  Since the evaluation has been done over the course of the 
summer, it was not feasible to ask and associate faculty member to participate.  For 
spring 2014 our new Assistant Professor Pam Reese has agreed to make one of her 
writing assignments in CSD 304 available as an assessment measure.  As in past 
years, multiple faculty members will evaluate these written assignments independently 
and these evaluations will be compared.  
 

B.  Measures of Capstone Experience 

 

Goal: Eighty percent or more of graduating seniors will successfully engage in at least 
one culminating pre-professional experience as noted below in 1, 2 and 3. 
 

Summary 

 
Twenty-two seniors graduated in 2013.  Fourteen of these (64%) participated in at least 
one capstone experience, six students participated in two experiences. While the head-
count goal of 80% was missed, it is important to note that seven of our 22 graduates 
finished their coursework in December.  Fourteen of the fifteen seniors who were on 
campus in spring of 2013 (93%) participated in CSD capstone courses.  CSD54900 
(clinical practicum) and CSD39900 (gerontology clinic) are offered to seniors only in 
spring semester.  A past limitation on capstone experiences for CSD students has been 
the number of clinically certified faculty who can supervise the clinical experiences.  
Because of the increase in CSD majors in the past few years enrollment in these 
courses has been limited to seniors with GPA’s of 3.5 or above due to a shortage of 
supervisors.  A new assistant professor with clinical certification has been added to the 
CSD faculty and will be available to supervise in the clinic in spring of 2014.  It is 



2 

 

anticipated that more seniors will be able to participate in clinic in the coming years.  
 

 

 
 

1.  CSD 54900 - Clinical Practicum Summary  

 

Goal 1: Ninety percent of students will meet or make sufficient progress on their self-
selected clinical goals.   
       
 
Eleven seniors participated.  Students chose the goals in consultation with their clinical 
supervisor.  Ten students were matched with a single client, and one with two clients for 
a total of 12 clients served.  Baseline data on student performance was taken and 
performance data was updated throughout the semester.  Typically, the student 
clinician needed to display targeted professional behavioral skills over a specific 
number of consecutive therapy sessions (usually 3) in order to meet their goals.  Final 
data collection was taken during the semester at the point when they reached their 
goals; however, data collection continued in order to determine if the clinician continued 
to maintain or progress in the specific skill. 
 
A list of 25 professional behavioral skills has been developed by clinic supervisors over 
the years.  Examples of the skills on this list are: 
 
Acceptable writing skills for clinical documentation 
Clarity of explanations and instructions 
Provision of appropriate (reinforcing or corrective) and consistent feedback to clients  
Elicitation of adequate client responses and participation 
Accurate recording of session data 
Use of standard professional English in the clinical setting 
  
Skills to be measured were selected by the student and supervisor at mid-term. 
Baseline data was taken through observed clinical sessions and updated through to the 
end of the semester.  When the typical goal of improvement on a skill (shown during 
three consecutive therapy sessions) was met, data collection continued to monitor 
maintenance of newly-learned skills.  Of the 25 targeted skills, each student and her/his 
supervisor selected an average of three for which improvement was needed. Baseline 
and post-training evaluations of the skills chosen for measurement showed that all of 
the students improved on all of the skills selected.   
 

Goal 2:  Ninety percent of the clients or their families will agree that they were satisfied 
with the progress made; that they would recommend the clinic to others; and if 
previous therapy was experienced at a different locality, that the experience at IPFW 
was as good or superior by comparison. 
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Client Feedback Form Results - CSD 549 &399, Spring 2013 (11/10 surveys returned) 
 

Key: SA = strongly agree                   A = agree                 D = disagree               SD = strongly disagree 

 SA A D SD 

Q1 I was informed of test results and therapy goals                                (n = 11 ) 6 5   

Q2 I had appropriate opportunities for conferences  with the clinician     (n = 11 ) 
   

5 6   

Q3 I used the opportunity to observe                                              (n = 3 n/a = 9) 3    

Q4 I am satisfied with the therapy & progress achieved in time allowed  (n = 11)  
                                                      

7 4   

 

 Superior Good Fair Poor 

Q6 If received previous speech therapy at a different facility, was this 
superior, good, fair, poor?                                                            (n = 9)  
           no previous therapy received; no answer                         (n = 2 )    

3 5 1  

 

 Yes No Unsure 

Q7 Would you recommend program to others?  (n = 11, No response = 1) 11   

Client Survey Results 
 
All eleven respondents strongly agreed or agreed (100%) that they were satisfied with 
the progress they made during therapy.   And, all eleven clients said ‘yes’ they would 
recommend the clinic to others.  Eight of the nine participants who had had therapy 
elsewhere rated the experience at IPFW as “superior” to (three) or as “good” as (five) 
previous speech therapy treatment.  One client responded ‘fair’ to this comparative 
question. 
 

2.  AAC Theater Camp  

 

Goal: CSD 39900 in conjunction with CSD 40500:  Students will participant in  
the preparation and delivery of a weekend theater camp for children who use  
augmentative or alternative communication devices.  This experience is similar to,  
but separate from, the clinical practicum experience. 
 
In the Fall of 2012 nine seniors participated in this experience in which six disabled 
youths who use speech synthesizers to communicate rehearsed and performed a play 
which was present to the public at the end of the weekend (Friday evening to Sunday 
evening) camp. All six (100%) of these senior students returned surveys which included 
three questions about the learning outcomes of the camp.  On a five-point Likert scale, 
from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’ all nine seniors reported that they strongly 
agreed that 1) the camp had improved their knowledge of how the communication 
devices functioned, 2) how to interact with clients who use such devices and 3) that the 
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AAC camp experience had afforded them a valuable learning opportunity.  
 

 

C.  Measures at exit and after   

 

1.  Exit survey of 2013 graduates 
 
A survey was conducted to determine the perceived merits of the department as judged 
by the most recent graduates once formally departed IPFW.  In spring 2013 all 
graduating seniors were asked to participate in an exit survey.  For the first time it was 
decided to present the survey through Qaultrix.  The results were very unsatisfactory 
with only three students responding to the request—much lower than when paper 
surveys were used.  In future paper surveys will be used until a means of improving 
compliance with the more efficient on-line version is developed.  Only three of 22 forms 
were completed.    
 

Goal:  Overall satisfaction of 90% 
 

A. Strengths:   
 1. Academic classes: all three respondents expressed satisfaction with courses 
 calling them excellent or ‘great’.  
 2. Clinic: One of the three participated in clinical experiences and judged it 
 satisfactory   
 3. Student life: One student participated in four club activities  

 4. Academic advising: Two students were satisfied, one requested 
 improvement 

5. Dept. facilities: One student responded ‘great’, one ‘excellent’, one ‘good’  
6. Special dept. meetings:  One student responded ‘informative’, one ‘good’, 
one N/A 
7. NSSLHA (Speech and Hearing Club/ASL-PAH):  
 

 

B. Improvement Needed:  Although students indicated general satisfaction with their 
overall experience at IPFW, one commented on the need to improve academic 
advising.  There was also comment on the ‘unhelpfulness’ of one faculty member.  She 
has since been replaced. 

 

2.  Annual Tally of Graduate School Acceptance class of 2013  
 

Goal: Eighty percent acceptance of those who apply 
 
Graduates, N = 22 
 
Programs in speech-language pathology 
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 Applicants = 13   (56% of graduates) 
 Acceptances = 8 (62% of applicants) 
 
Other MA-level programs  
 Applied Behavior Analysis 
  Applicants =  1 
   Acceptances = 1 
 
Total applicants, 2012 graduates, 14 (64% of graduates) 
Total acceptances 9 (64% of applicants) 
 
In addition one IPFW graduate from previous years was accepted into a speech-
language pathology program this year and one into a gerontology program.  Two 
students with baccalaureate degree earned elsewhere who completed pre-requisites in 
our program were also accepted into speech-language pathology programs this year. 
 
The goal of 80% acceptance was not met, obviously, but perhaps has been set too 
high.  The competition for places in MA programs is increasingly keen.  For example the 
average GPA of applicants accepted into the program at IU last year was 3.78 while the 
program at Ball State had nearly five applicants for each of their available places. 
 

3.  Alumni Survey 

 

Goal: To determine the impact of particular departmental activity as now perceived by 
graduates three years post-graduation. 

 

These surveys are sent out every three years to graduates of the program who finished 
their degrees at least three years ago.  In the spring of 2013 surveys were sent to 60 
graduates from years 2008, 2009, and 2010.  Thirteen students returned completed 
surveys.  Survey results show that most students felt well prepared through completion 
of the CSD curriculum.  Detail is shown in the tables below:  
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Survey of graduates from 2008, 2009, 2010 

 

 

In CSD courses were you provided opportunities to develop the skills listed 

below? Do you feel you successfully developed these skills while at IPFW? (N = 

13) 

  YES NO 

1. Present ideas orally? 12 1 

2. Present ideas in writing? 13  

3. Analyze data?  12 1 

4. Ask and answer critical questions? 13  

5. Integrate information across courses? 13  

6. Apply information from courses to clinical practice? 12 1 

 
  

 

 

If you chose to attend a graduate program in Speech-Language Pathology or 

Audiology, how well did the CSD undergraduate program prepare you clinically? 

 

1. Not at all  

2. Minimally 1 

3. Satisfactorily 3 

4. Exceed preparation of graduate student peers 6 

5. Not applicable 3 

  

  

 
 

If you chose to attend a graduate program NOT in SLP or A, how well did the CSD 

undergraduate program prepare you academically? 

1. Not at all  

2. Minimally  

3. Satisfactorily  

4. Exceed preparation of graduate student peers 2 

5. Not applicable 11 
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Several students commented that while they appreciated the opportunities they had 
to participate as supervised student clinicians in actual therapy, they would like to have 

           had more opportunities for such participation.  In particular, more experience with adult 
clients has been requested.  The recent hiring of a second clinically certified faculty 
member will allow us to address this issue in the spring 2014 session of clinical practicum.  
The number of clinical sessions available will increase by about 33 percent. 

 

 

D.  Special Student Opportunities 

 

The American Sign Language Choir continued this past year.  This group is open to 
any student on campus, although it is helpful if the student has or is taking CSD 181-
Introduction to American Sign Language.  A group of eight CSD students performed at 
the IPFW graduation ceremonies in May 2013.  The Sign Choir is another way for 
students to socialize and to participate in meaningful pre-professional activities with 
their peers. 
 

Photography as Language is a special clinical experience designed for majors earning 
certificates in gerontology.  Four student clinicians assisted four elderly adults who have 
had neurological injuries (strokes) creating and discussing their work as photographers 
as a context for stimulating both oral and written language.  Spring 2013 was the third 
time this program was conducted.  It is scheduled for a fourth year in spring 2014. 
 
 
Submitted by 
  
Jonathan Dalby, Ph.D. 
Chair,  
Communication Sciences and Disorders         
December 2013 
 
 



TO:  Department of English and Linguistics 
FROM:  COAS Assessment Committee 
SUBJECT: 2012-2013 Assessment Report for the Department of English and Linguistics 
DATE:  January 14, 2014 
 
 
 

The COAS Assessment Committee did not receive an assessment report from the Department of English 
and Linguistics for 2012-2013. The committee reminds you that SD 98-22 requires submission of an 
annual report, even if no assessment activities were conducted. The College of Arts and Sciences has 
adopted a best practices document which could help you in conducting your assessment activities. The 
Best Practices document and rubric can be found on the COAS Assessment Team Best Practices web 
page through the Faculty Governance website. Please contact us if we can provide any assistance as you 
move forward with your assessment process.  
 

http://new.ipfw.edu/dotAsset/c6b217e8-025b-4baa-b743-eb895a1ca6a8.pdf


To: Dr. Solomon Isiorho, Chair of Department of Geosciences 

From: COAS Assessment Committee 

Subject: 2012-2013 Assessment Report for Department of Geosciences 

Date: November 27, 2013 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Department of Geoscience’s  2012-
2013 assessment report. Our review follows the rubric derived from the “Best Practice” Model for 
Assessment adopted by COAS to guide assessment practice in all COAS departments and programs. The 
Best Practices document and rubric can be found on the COAS Assessment Team Best Practices Page 
through the college Faculty Governance site.  

Step 1 and 2: Identification and Location of Measurable Student Learning Outcomes.  Your report for 
2012-2013 year clearly identified ten learning goals for undergraduate program. However, alignment of 
these goals with assessment instruments (specifically those reported on) is not direct. This report would 
benefit from more direct alignment of the measures with the program’s student learning objectives. 

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process.  Your report is organized with subheadings 
for the different assessment activities reported for 2012-13 including: program evaluation, student 
success, student confidence at field camp, alumni success, and departmental student success. However, 
the alignment of these measures with the program’s learning objectives is unclear at times.  Your report 
mentions your department’s intention to work on establishing benchmarks for performance. This would 
be very helpful to interpret the results and may also be useful in establishing alignment with program 
learning objectives. 

This year your department employed four indirect measures: program evaluation, student success, 
student confidence at field camp, alumni success, and departmental student success. 
 
Step 4: Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions.   Your department underwent an internal 
program review in 2011-12. Based on this review, you have implemented changes to your program, and 
you want to measure the success of these changes before implementing more. You have indicated an 
intention to change your assessment strategy so that you focus more of your assessment efforts on the 
Field Camp capstone experience. You are also considering other measures such as a formal survey of 
student confidence at field camp, continuation of the alumni survey, and a regularized table of alumni 
outcomes. These changes, along with the establishment of benchmarks and greater alignment, should 
be helpful in making more definitive conclusions about how well students are meeting the program’s 
learning objectives. 
 

Overall recommendation  For next year’s report we suggest you: 

• Identify the benchmark measures the department will use to evaluate 
the successfulness of the programs, and the numerical outcomes of such 
measures.   

• Include a more cohesive description of the assessment instruments in 
which the assessments are linked more directly with course activities and 

http://new.ipfw.edu/departments/coas/resources/assessment-practices.html


the program’s learning objectives. As a start, combining Tables 1 and 2 
would be helpful. 

• Reduce obscurity in the report by including more specifics (e.g., define 
which of “most upper level courses” are used to assess PLO#3 and what is 
meant by a “comprehensive understanding.” More direct measures might 
be helpful with clarifying these terms. 

 

Please contact us if we can provide any assistance as you move forward with your assessment 
process.  

 

 



Geosciences Assessment Report 2012-
2013 

Introduction 

Geology Program outcomes aligned with IPFW Baccalaureate Framework (BF) 
Students who complete the requirements of any of our undergraduate degrees will have demonstrated breadth of 

knowledge across disciplines and depth of knowledge in their chosen disciplines. By the time they graduate, they 

will have had experience in carrying out individual research projects, and in presenting the results of that research 

(whether in the classroom or at professional meetings). In so doing they will demonstrate the ability to integrate 

and apply knowledge, engage in critical thinking and problem solving, and employ a variety of communications 

skills. Participation in field trips, and travel to professional meetings with faculty and other students, will develop a 

sense of community. See Table 1 for more detail. 

  



Table 1: Correspondence between Program and Framework Learning Objectives 

Department: Geosciences Degree Program: BS/BA: Program Learning Objective (PLO) 

Baccalaureate Framework Program’s Student 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. 

Students will  

- acquire map reading skills (PLO #7) 
- use vocabulary relevant to the field of geology (PLO # 10) 
- review and evaluate geologic research (PLO #2) 
- write technical reports (PLO #6) 
- acquire a central core of geological knowledge (PLO # 1) 

Assessed in Introductory labs, Field methods, and some upper level 
courses. 

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. 

Students will  

- make independent observations and draw independent 
conclusions in laboratory and field exercises, integrate 
disparate observations with geologic theories, and utilize 
information from published literature (PLO #s 2 & 3) 

- apply appropriate mathematical solutions to quantifiable 
problems (PLO #s 5 & 7) 

- draw inferences about geological phenomena not encountered in 
course work (PLO #6) 

- demonstrate proficiency in ancillary sciences applied to geology 
(PLO #4) 

Assessed in all courses through exercises, field trips, and exams. 

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

Students will  

- cite works done by others using the appropriate format (PLO #8) 
Assessed in all upper level courses that require writing. 
 

 

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 perspective. 

Students will  

- synthesize and integrate information and concepts among 
geological sub-disciplines (PLO #3) 

Assessed in most upper level courses. 

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. 

Students will  

- develop hypotheses and draw inferences about geologic 
phenomena not covered in course work (PLO #6) 

- develop and apply multiple working hypotheses to geologic 
problems (PLO #s 9 & 10) 

Assessed in upper level courses 



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

Students will 

- read and write technical reports 
- give oral reports (PLO #s 8 & 10) 

Assessed in upper level courses 

 

Table 2: Development of Assessment Instruments 

These are the assessment instruments currently listed in our assessment plan. The instruments are 

under review. 

Baccalaureate 

Framework  

Alignments Relevant courses, activities, and 

other educational experiences. 

Assessment instruments 

1. Acquisition 

of Knowledge 

Substantial ancillary 

requirements for geology 

degrees: Math, Physics, 

Chemistry, Biology, 

Statistics/Computer 

Science. 

Many geoscience courses 

are interdisciplinary in 

nature. 

Substantive degree 

requirements requiring 

completion of a 

significant number of 

geoscience courses. 

G100, G107, G104, G109, G211, 

G300, G305, G315, G405, etc. 

Students learn map reading skills, 

vocabulary relevant to geology, 

research methods, writing of 

reports, reviewing and 

summarizing of peer reviewed 

research articles. 

Students are introduced to IUCAT, 

GEOREF, Web of Knowledge (i.e., 

Sci. Cit. Index), Geoscience World 

and other library information 

gathering resources in G222. APA 

citation format is required in 

reports in geoscience courses. 

Exams, Reports, 

Research Projects 

presentations. 

2. Application 

of Knowledge 

 Laboratory/Field 

exercises require 

students to make 

independent 

observations and draw 

independent conclusions. 

Field experiences (G100L, G211, 

G222, G300, G305, G315, G319, 

G323, G415, G420, G451 and 

others) give students an 

opportunity to apply classroom 

knowledge to actual geosystems. 

Students on field trips must 

integrate disparate observations 

with book-learning to reach 

coherent conclusions.  

Reports & 

Presentations.  

      



Table 2: Development of Assessment Instruments (continued) 

3. 

Professional 

and Personal 

Values 

Students learn about 

rules of plagiarism and 

citation as part of several 

courses. 

 

Writings and reports required in 

G222, G300, G319, G334 and 

other upper level courses. 

Students are advised routinely in 

all courses that are part of the 

min/pet/geochemistry curriculum 

that cheating and plagiarism are 

not tolerated. Students are 

required to work in groups (G107) 

and to have field group projects in 

G300, G305, and G312. 

Reports and 

Presentations at 

scientific meetings. 

4. A Sense of 

Community 

 Students complete Arts 

and Sciences 

requirements in foreign 

language from the 

Department of 

International Language 

and Culture Studies. 

Students complete area 

III (Individual, Culture and 

Society) general 

education courses. 

Geosciences is inherently 

global in nature; teaching 

examples come from 

everywhere. 

Most upper level courses already 

listed above. 

Many geoscience courses focus on 

issues of environmental issues and 

resource concerns that affect the 

region, nation and world. 

Field trips take students to other 

states familiarizing them with 

areas outside Fort Wayne. 

Student reports and 

faculty evaluation of 

student field 

performance. 

 

  



Table 2: Development of Assessment Instruments  (continued) 

5. Critical 

Thinking and 

Problem 

Solving 

 The major requires 

courses that cover a wide 

range of sub-disciplines, 

each with a unique 

approach to problem 

solving.  

The major requires a 

broad array of courses 

from math and ancillary 

sciences, each with a 

unique approach to 

problem solving. 

Labwork routinely rquires 

quantitative and 

qualitative solutions.  

Students are exposed to 

quantitative and qualitative data 

gathering methods including 

assorted field and laboratory 

methods (e.g., XRD, SEM, wet 

chemistry, microscopy, etc.). 

Upper level courses that require 

scientific research as part of their 

grades (G300, G305, G315, G451) 

using what they have learned in 

the courses. 

Reports, test grades, and 

presentations. 

6. 

Communicatio

n 

 Students in G222, G323 

and G406 (among others) 

are required to write 

term papers.  

Students complete 

general education 

requirements that 

include writing courses 

and communications. 

 

Students in G221 and G222 

(among others) produce weekly 

lab reports that require 

organization of data and ideas in a 

written format. 

 

Students in (G300, G305, G315, 

and G451) give verbal reports as 

part of the graded work. 

Many students doing 

independent research 

give papers at on- or off-

campus meetings. 

Grades, reports, and 

presentations 

 

 

 

Students upon graduation should 

1. Have acquired a central core of geological knowledge 

2. Be able to review and evaluate geologic research (advanced specialties) 

3. Be able to synthesize and integrate interconnectedness among geological sub-disciplines  

4. Have demonstrated proficiency in ancillary sciences applied to geology 

5. Be able to apply appropriate mathematical solutions to quantifiable problems 

6. Be able to draw inferences about geological phenomena not encountered in course work  

7. Have demonstrated ability to solve quantifiable complex field problems  



8. Be able to read, write, and give oral presentation of technical papers  

9. Be able to develop and apply multiple working hypotheses to geologic problems  

10. Be prepared for advanced study in graduate school or for employment in technical and non- technical 

fields, possibly as a professional geologist 

 

Description of Assessment activities completed during 2012-2013  
Our primary efforts have been in followup and fine tuning of the BS and BA programs based on review of 

program requirements from the previous year. Part of the effort this year was to establish a baseline for 

creating a performance standard.  

Program evaluation-recap of 2011-2012 efforts 
We evaluated the student’s feasibility of finishing BS and BA degrees in a timely manner using the 

following questions: 

1. How does the number of specified (required) courses in the BS and BA degrees compare to the 

number of required courses in other institutions? 

2. Are current prerequisites and corequisites for geoscience courses necessary or are they 

roadblocks to student success by delaying enrollment in critical courses? 

3. Are there any effective but underutilized courses that could be required to help students 

develop skills for success in graduate school and employment? 

Student Success 
We gather, on an annual basis, the following information on student success. This effort will continue 

indefinitely as these numbers are easily gathered and  

1. Student presentations at professional meetings (our data on how many students from other 

schools present at these meetings is anecdotal at this time. We are working on obtaining 

numbers from the meeting conveners) 

2. Student coauthored presentations at professional meetings 

3. Student coauthored papers published in peer-reviewed venues 

Student Confidence at Field Camp 
We conducted ad hoc informal free form exploratory interviews of students during and after their 

experience in Field Camp (G436). We asked them to rank their preparedness and abilities with those of 

students from other colleges that attended the same field camp. The purpose of this evaluation is to 

help us understand the degree to which  

Background: Directed field work is the signature pedagogy of geological education and is instituted as 

early as possible in the undergraduate career. The Field Camp course is the universal capstone course 

for geology degrees in the United States.  It is an intensive, high-pressure, 6-to-8 week course of 

activities that integrate classroom, laboratory and field studies into a summative experience. Field camp 



is not offered by IPFW, so students must take this course from other institutions. Approximately 80 

universities offer Field Camp courses, each with total enrollments of about 30 to 40 students from 

across the country.  Generally, up to three IPFW students attend a course, and become acutely aware of 

their level of preparation relative to students from other programs. 

Alumni Success 
We attempted to gather the following information on the success of recent alumni 

1. Alumni graduate program acceptance during 2012-2013 (these data may not be complete—

there is no systematic tracking instrument in place at this time) 

Departmental Student statistics 
We gathered the following descriptive statistics 

1. For the purposes of normalizing graduate numbers, we recorded the number of BS and BA 

graduates for the 2012-2013 year.  

Findings of Assessment Activities completed during 2012-2013 

Internal Program/Course evaluation 
1. The program contained too many required courses, compared to other geoscience programs. 

These courses had the effect of delaying graduation. 

2. Given the level of preparation of incoming students, prerequisites for critical “beginning” 

courses (e.g. mineralogy) prevented students from starting into their junior year courses. 

Likewise, prerequisites for junior-year courses that are only offered every other year (Structural 

Geology, Sedimentology and stratigraphy, etc.) unduly delayed students.  

3. Research experiences and presentations at professional society meetings were found to greatly 

enhance student motivation and integration of learned material, yet relatively few students take 

advantage of the Independent Research option. 

Student success 

Student presentations 

In addition to students presenting papers to the more general geological community at conferences, 

these students’ oral presentations and performance were assessed by faculty coauthors and colleagues. 

All students showed a comprehensive understanding of the research project. The number of student 

presenters from IPFW Geosciences is comparable and often exceeds those of other schools from the 

region and the nation (precise numbers have not been found, but IPFW Geology BS/BA students are 

often mistaken for Geology MS students), and presentation quality rivals that of graduate students from 

other colleges. 

Dattilo, B.F., *S.C. Howald, J.O. Farlow, and A.J. Martin. 2012. How Many Track Horizons are Exposed at 

Dinosaur Valley State Park? Stratigraphy of the Cretaceous Glen Rose Formation Track Sites of 



the Paluxy River, Glen Rose, Texas. 2012 GSA Annual Meeting & Exposition, 4-7 November, 

Charlotte, North Carolina, USA. Geological Society of America Abstracts with Programs 44(7): 

132. https://gsa.confex.com/gsa/2012AM/webprogram/Paper211956.html  

*Blair, M, B.F. Dattilo, A.J. Martin, and J.O. Farlow. 2012. Microstratigraphic Analysis of Burrow-

Reworked Dinosaur Track Bed at Joanna's Track Site, Cretaceous Glen Rose Formation, Glen 

Rose, Texas. 2012 GSA Annual Meeting & Exposition, 4-7 November, Charlotte, North Carolina, 

USA. Geological Society of America Abstracts with Programs 44(7): 399. 

https://gsa.confex.com/gsa/2012AM/webprogram/Paper213197.html 

*Morse, A. and Isiorho, S. A. 2012. Water Quality Assessment of Mid-west City Distribution System. 

Published in GSA Abstracts with Programs Vol. 44. No. 5. p. 3 

*Sundquist P. H. and Isiorho, S. A. 2012. A New Day in the Field. Published in GSA Abstracts with 

Programs Vol. 44. No. 5. p. 77 

Student Coauthored Presentations 

Freeman, R.L., B.F. Dattilo, *A. Morse, *M. Blair, S. Felton, J. Pojeta. 2012. Stirred Not Shaken: Using 

Taphonomy to Reconstruct Paleoecological Succession and Taphonomic Feedback in a 

Cincinnatian (Ordovician, Ohio) Storm-Disturbed Shell Bed. 2012 GSA Annual Meeting & 

Exposition, 4-7 November, Charlotte, North Carolina, USA. Geological Society of America 

Abstracts with Programs 44(7): 273 

https://gsa.confex.com/gsa/2012AM/webprogram/Paper211689.html  

Isiorho S. A. and Sundquist, P. H. 2012. Enhancing Undergraduates Learning Through Independent 

Research Projects. Published in GSA Abstracts with Programs. Vol. 44, No. 7, p.429  

Isiorho S. A., Sundquist, P. H. and Omole, D. O. 2012. Passing on the Baton to Future Resources 

Scientists and Engineers in Developing Nations. Published in GSA Abstracts with Programs. Vol. 

44, No. 7, p.118  

Student Coauthored Publications 

Freeman, R.L., B.F. Dattilo, *A. Morse, *M. Blair, S. Felton, And J. Pojeta, Jr. 2013. The curse of 

Rafinesquina: negative taphonomic feedback exerted by strophomenid shells on storm-buried 

lingulids in the Cincinnatian (Katian, Ordovician) series of Ohio. Palaios 28(6): 359-372. 

(In Press, Submitted July, 2013) Dattilo, B.F., *S.C. Howald, R Bonem, J. Farlow, A.J. Martin, M. O’brien, 

Glen Kuban, *L.K. Mark, *A.R. Knox, *W.N. Ward, and *T. Joyce. Stratigraphy of the Paluxy 

River Tracksites in and around Dinosaur Valley State Park, Lower Cretaceous Glen Rose 

Formation, Somervell County, Texas. New Mexico Museum of Natural History Bulletin. 

Student Confidence 

The three students interviewed during and after field camp all expressed the opinion that they were 

ahead to the average student in Field Camp, approximately in the 75th percentile or better.  

https://gsa.confex.com/gsa/2012AM/webprogram/Paper211956.html
https://gsa.confex.com/gsa/2012AM/webprogram/Paper213197.html
https://gsa.confex.com/gsa/2012AM/webprogram/Paper211689.html


Alumni Success 
1. 2013 graduates accepted and enrolled into graduate school (MS programs) in 2013: 

a. [April Knox] (BS) at University of Alaska Fairbanks, Fairbanks, Alaska. 

b. [Michael Blair] (BS) at Ohio University, Athens, Ohio 

2. Recent Alumni (5 years) enrolled in graduate school during year 2012/2013 (note: Masters 

degree is the standard working degree for geologists): 

a. [Aaron Morse] (BS 2012) Masters Program Ball State University, Muncie Indiana 

b. [Courtney Libben] (BS 2010) Masters Program California State University Bakersfield, 

Bakersfield, California. Note—Employment with Occidental Oil starts in June 2014. 

c. [Rachel Hess] (BS 2010) Masters Program, Missouri State University, Springfield, 

Missouri 

d. [Michael Harrison] (BS 2009) Doctoral Program, University of Nebraska, Lincoln, 

Nebraska. 

Status of recent graduates: 
BA 

William Ward 2013: Case Manager at Indiana Department of Workforce Development. 

Lydia Mark 2013: Office Manager for Heating and Plumbing contractor 

Aaron Morse 2012 MS Student at Ball State 

P.H. Sundquist 2012: Limited Term Lecturer at IPFW 

Sasha Mosser 2012: Parenting young children 

Jeffery Parker 2012: Unknown 

Roger Carpenter 2012: Assembly? And General Motors 

BS 

Michael Blair 2013: MS Student at Ohio University 

April Knox 2013: MS student at University of Alaska  

Preston Temple 2012 Cook at Qdoba, Applying for MS degree programs 

Philip Bremer 2013 unemployed.  

 



Conclusions about achievement of program goals based on findings 

Conclusions 
The following basic conclusions can be made from the current 2012-2013 assessment, and are taken as 

a measure of baseline for the establishment of : 

1. IPFW geoscience students are well represented at the national level in scientific conferences, 

outperforming most other schools in this venue. Thus IPFW Geosciences provides students with 

exceptional visibility and opportunities to network. This is currently a non-quantitative and 

partial evaluation of program goals 1 - 9 

2. IPFW BS students feel well prepared  for geologic work when they compare themselves to other  

Geology BS students from across the country. Grades from Field Camp support this assertion. 

Good performance in field camp requires mastery of skills listed in goals 1 - 9 

3. 50% of 2012/2013 BS graduates (2/4) are currently attending graduate school. A remaining 25% 

is employed in an unrelated field, and 25% (1/4) has an unknown status. This addresses Goal 10. 

4. ~14% (1/7) of 2012/2013 BA students is currently enrolled in an MS program. ~43% (3/7) are 

employed in unrelated fields, ~14% (1/7) is raising young children by choice, and the 

employment/education status of ~14% (1/7) is still unknown. This addresses Goal 10. 

Discussion 
1. Being represented more than other schools is good, but it would be nice to have a more 

objective measure of how well our students perform specifically in the different areas of Goals 

1-9. 

2. Student confidence at field camp is important but, again, difficult to measure objectively.  The 

next step is to formalize this confidence measure, addressing Goals 1 -9 specifically. Objective 

measures of students’ abilities are out of our direct control at field camp, but in accordance with 

privacy laws, it may be possible, though the diversity of providers would render this 

measurement inconsistent. An in-house objective measure is prefrerred. 

3. The BS degree is intended as the geological “working degree” for students who wish to become 

focused as technical experts in the geosciences. Usually this means that students are expected 

to move into a more specialized graduate program. Thus the 50% number enrolled in graduate 

school is pretty good, though not ideal. On the other hand, student’s choice is a very important 

part of the equation. Students can work their way up with the BS or even BA degree in the by 

taking certain types of employment in the industry. Graduate school requires moving, and many 

local students do not wish to move away from the home area. The BS degree, given its broad 

scientific training, makes for a good foundation for a wide range of work requiring an 

understanding of science. These measures of employment and graduate school admissions 

address assessment of goal 10. 

4. The BA degree is intended to provide the more flexible background in general science discussed 

immediately above, thus a wide range of employment choices are expected. We are waiting for 

information from one recent graduate but believe that he is gainfully employed as a geological 



consultant. Only one student is unemployed and this is by choice. These measures assess goal 

10. 

Actions that were taken to improve the program based on last year’s 

assessment report 
Program changes 

As a result of our internal program review, we made significant changes to the program, which have 

gone into effect this year. 

1. The total number of required (specified) courses has been reduced and the number of elective 

courses has been increased. This should not only help students finish in a timely manner but will 

allow students more freedom in choosing courses that fit their own needs and interests. 

2. The number of ;prerequisites for critical core courses has been reduced, and some have been 

turned into corequisites to minimize the number of students who must wait an additional two 

years to get the next course in the sequence. 

3.  The independent research option has been turned into a capstone course where students in 

both the BA and the BS will learn to apply their learning to extended, coherent projects. 

We consider last year’s alumni survey to be a success. We are working on the idea of regularizing this 

alumni survey and administering it annually to new graduates and at regular, multi-year intervals for 

other alumni. 

Actions that will be taken to improve the program based on these 

conclusions 

Changes to program 
The major changes to the program were worked out during the 2012-2012 school year and are being 

implemented this year. Given the magnitude of this change, we do not feel that it is prudent to make 

further program adjustments until we can evaluate the effect on student success. 

Changes needed in assessment program 
The main problem we see in our current assessment plan is that assessment work is diffused through all 

geology courses. This dilutes “ownership” of responsibility and makes assessment activities unwieldy 

and spotty.  The additional requirement of an official undergraduate research course as an internal 

“captstone” (as contrasted with the externally administered Field Camp capstone) is an opportunity to 

concentrate our assessment efforts. We are currently endeavoring to incorporate one or more forms of 

assessment of student performance during this course. The course concentrates on research which is 

the direct application of goals 8 (written and oral communication) and 9 (multiple working hypotheses. 

And will certainly rely heavily on goals 1 – 7. While goal 8 will of course be evaluated directly, we will be 



considering objective means of evaluating the other goals in this course as well. The following 

instruments are under consideration: 

1. A comprehensive test of geologic knowledge (Goal 1) 

2. A rubric for project evaluation that covers all or parts of goals 1 – 9 

Additional measures under consideration are 

1. A formal survey to student confidence at field camp. (goals 1 – 9) 

2. Continuation and regularization of the alumni survey reported in our 2011-2012 Assessment 

Report. (Goal 10) 

3. An expanded and regularized tabulation of alumni outcomes. (Goal 10) 

Establishment of standards/benchmarks 

The current efforts at comparing student performance to those of other institutions suggest that our 

students are prepared to compete with students from other institutions. Establishing standards for 

geologic knowledge and written and oral communication will be a large part of the work for the Spring 

2014 semester.  

Measures of alumni success are still useful, but students’ personal desires, goals, choices, and  life 

situations  make the definition of “success” difficult to pin down. Ultimately, as education providers, we 

do not want to get into the business of deciding that a particular vocational choice is “more successful”  

than another. We care more about whether our students are prepared to succeed in whatever choices 

they make. 



TO:  Lesa Vartanian, Director of the Gerontology Program 
FROM:  COAS Assessment Committee 
SUBJECT: 2012-2013 Assessment Report for Gerontology  
DATE:  January 14, 2014 
 
 
 

The COAS Assessment Committee did not receive an assessment report from the Gerontology Program 
for 2012-2013. The committee reminds you that SD 98-22 requires submission of an annual report, even 
if no assessment activities were conducted. The College of Arts and Sciences has adopted a best 
practices document which could help you in conducting your assessment activities. The Best Practices 
document and rubric can be found on the COAS Assessment Team Best Practices web page through the 
Faculty Governance website. Please contact us if we can provide any assistance as you move forward 
with your assessment process.  
 

http://new.ipfw.edu/dotAsset/c6b217e8-025b-4baa-b743-eb895a1ca6a8.pdf


TO:   Gerontology Program Chair 
FROM:  COAS Assessment Committee 
SUBJECT:  Revised Assessment Plan 
DATE:  January 15, 2014 
 
Thank you for submitting your revised assessment plan. 

The COAS Assessment Committee reviewed your plan according to the requirements described 
in Senate Document (SD) 98-22. We understand the existence of conflicting directions or forms 
that you may have received in the past about assessment plan development. Nonetheless, the 
committee is committed to following the governing faculty senate document on assessment. 

We would like for you to further revise your plan so that it complies with SD 98-22. 

In order to facilitate the revision of your plan, we have attached a senate document review sheet.  

Remember that all plans must be approved by the COAS Assessment Committee and the 
University Assessment Council prior to implementation.  

Once again, we would like to thank you for your time and efforts to provide an up-to-date and 
compliant assessment plan.  



TO:   Dr. Richard Weiner, Acting Chair, Department of History 
FROM:    COAS Assessment Committee  
SUBJECT:   2012-2013 Assessment Report for History 
DATE:    January 15, 2014 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Department of History’s 2012-2013 
Assessment Report. Our comments below follow the rubric derived from the “Best Practices” Model for 
Assessment adopted by COAS to guide assessment practices in all COAS departments and programs.  
The Best Practices document and rubric can be found on the COAS Assessment Team Best Practices web 
page through the college Faculty Governance website. 

Steps 1-2: Identification and Location of Measurable Student Learning Outcomes. Similar to last year,  
this year’s report does not refer to or include any student learning outcomes. Inclusion of these would 
indicate that History has learning outcomes for its majors and aligns those with regard to its chosen 
assessment measures of outcome achievement. Listing learning outcomes would also allow the 
Assessment Committee to offer suggestions for how the program could show that it is already meeting 
those outcomes as well as ways it could improve existing measures. 

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process. The department only requires assessment 
materials to be collected every 5 years. The COAS recommends that all data collected to date be 
included in next year’s report .  

Step 4:  Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions. The department mentions that it is 
implementing changes recommended in 2004, 2009 and 2013.  Next year’s report should mention 
descriptions of any changes made as well as assessments of said changes. 

 

Overall Recommendations:  As stated in last year’s review, the COAS recommends your department 
include the following in next year’s report: 

• Include program learning outcomes 
• Explain how assessment measures reflect the success of student learning outcomes 
• Include or establish clear criteria for student portfolio assessment 
• Explain the assessment process 
• Consider the benefits of more frequent assessment other than the exit survey 

We appreciate this year’s report that identifies assessment measures.  The department could benefit by 
looking at the reports submitted by the majority of other departments and programs in the College of 
Arts and Sciences as well as the kinds of feedback the Assessment Committee provides them.  Although 
the History department has established internal and external assessment, it could benefit from the kind 
of interdisciplinary input the latter allows and understand that the Assessment Committee considers its 
purpose to provide support for clarifying how programs are or can be successful in achieving their goals.  

Page 1 of 2 
 

http://new.ipfw.edu/departments/coas/resources/assessment-practices.html


Please contact us if we can provide any assistance as you move forward with your assessment 
processes. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
TO: Donna Holland, Chair 
 College of Arts and Sciences Assessment Committee 
 
FROM: Richard Weiner, Chair 
 History 
 
DATE:  January 14, 2014    
 
SUBJ:   Assessment Report 
 
 
Assessment of the B.A. degree program in the Department of History is based on an 
extensive collection of materials.  First, there is a portfolio of student writings.  This 
document contains written assignments from “The Nature of History” HIST H217 
(interim assessment), “Proseminar for History Majors” HIST J495 (internal exit 
assessment), and two papers from other history classes above the 100 level that are 
chosen by the student.  Second, there is an annual survey of graduating history majors 
(external exit assessment), which is distributed to the faculty and discussed. Third, there 
is a review of sample course syllabi, assignments, and examinations.  
 
Assessment of the A.A. degree program is based on an exit questionnaire (internal exit 
assessment) as well as a measure of the percentage of A.A. degree recipients who 
successfully complete the B.A. degree four to eight years after completing the A.A. 
degree (external exit assessment).  
 
The assessment plan of the History Department requires a formal assessment of these 
materials every 5 years. We completed the last assessment in spring 2013 (in 2013, for 
the first time, an external review was part of the 5-year assessment process), and are 
scheduled to carry out the next one in spring 2018.  This past year, as in previous years, 
the History Department has collected materials to be utilized in the 2018 assessment. At 
this time the department’s assessment plan does not require an assessment of materials 
gathered over the past year.  
 
The department has been implementing recommendations from the spring 2004, spring 
2009, and spring 2013 assessments. The 2004 assessment suggested that the department 
require HIST H217 for history majors, instead of just recommending that majors take it. 
Initially, the department implemented that suggestion by requiring H217 for all majors 



who had not already completed the College of Arts and Sciences second-semester 
composition requirement. Recognizing the great importance of H217 to student success, 
this policy was later changed. Now all majors (even those who have completed the 
second-semester writing requirement) are required to take H217. The 2009 assessment 
recommended that the department consider increasing the oral participation component of 
course requirements, consider adopting a uniform statement to be used on all syllabi as 
well as provide contact information for the department's library liaison, and consider 
developing methods that might lead to greater participation on the part of graduating 
seniors in our exit survey. The first two suggestions are in the process of implementation. 
The last suggestion remains under discussion. We are strategizing about ways to increase 
participation.  
 
The 2013 assessment made several recommendations, some of which have been 
implemented, and others that are in the process of being implemented. One 
recommendation was selecting an “intellectual skill” to assess for all history survey 
classes. We have implemented this recommendation for all surveys (History H105; 
History H106; History H113; History H114; History H232). Last semester (Fall 2013) we 
identified specific skills to assess. This semester (Spring 2014) we are collecting data to 
assess students’ level of success in mastering the intellectual skills we have selected. The 
2013 assessment recommended that we keep up with curricular trends in the discipline by 
teaching more comparative and transnational classes. By offering a new global history 
class (“Globalization in Latin America”), we are implementing that recommendation.  
We have also enhanced our degree program with a new required class for majors, H125 
Great Debates. Both of these new classes are being offered spring 2014. We are in the 
process of implementing another recommendation from the 2013 assessment related to 
curriculum: it was recommended that we recruit a new faculty member who had strengths 
in areas the department was weak in. We are in the middle of a job search for a specialist 
in Western Europe with a subfield in transnational/non-western history.  
 
We are currently involved in additional assessment projects. We are in the process of 
reassessing our department’s requirements for graduation, particularly the distribution of 
history classes majors are required to take. We are also in the process of assessing what 
our students hope to do with a history degree after they graduate. This assessment 
exercise could lead us to consider specific course offerings, workshops, internships, etc., 
that would better prepare students for life after graduation. We have made some headway 
in this recently. We have new internship/work study positions in the History Department. 
The entire book review operation for Enterprise and Society, a quarterly journal 
published by Oxford that reviews about 100 books per year, is housed in the IPFW 
history department. Professor Weiner is Associate Editor for Reviews at Enterprise and 
Society, and IPFW history majors work as his assistant book review editors. Relying on 
the assessment process we are currently undertaking, along with insights from the LEAP 
Survey and the American Historical Association’s “Tuning Project” (both of which focus 
on the issue of employment and professional development for students in the humanities), 
we hope to find additional ways to improve history majors professional prospects. 
 
 



TO:  Department of International Language and Culture Studies 
FROM:  COAS Assessment Committee 
SUBJECT: 2012-2013 Assessment Report for the Department of International Language and 

Culture Studies 
DATE:  January 14, 2014 
 
 
 

The COAS Assessment Committee did not receive an assessment report from the Department of 
International Language and Culture Studies for 2012-2013. The committee reminds you that SD 98-22 
requires submission of an annual report, even if no assessment activities were conducted. The College of 
Arts and Sciences has adopted a best practices document which could help you in conducting your 
assessment activities. The Best Practices document and rubric can be found on the COAS Assessment 
Team Best Practices web page through the Faculty Governance website. Please contact us if we can 
provide any assistance as you move forward with your assessment process.  
 

http://new.ipfw.edu/dotAsset/c6b217e8-025b-4baa-b743-eb895a1ca6a8.pdf
http://new.ipfw.edu/dotAsset/c6b217e8-025b-4baa-b743-eb895a1ca6a8.pdf


TO:  International Studies Program 
FROM:  COAS Assessment Committee 
SUBJECT: 2012-2013 Assessment Report for the Department of International Studies 
DATE:  January 14, 2014 
 
 
 

The COAS Assessment Committee did not receive an assessment report from the International Studies 
Program for 2012-2013. The committee reminds you that SD 98-22 requires submission of an annual 
report, even if no assessment activities were conducted. The College of Arts and Sciences has adopted a 
best practices document which could help you in conducting your assessment activities. The Best 
Practices document and rubric can be found on the COAS Assessment Team Best Practices web page 
through the Faculty Governance website. Please contact us if we can provide any assistance as you 
move forward with your assessment process.  
 

http://new.ipfw.edu/dotAsset/c6b217e8-025b-4baa-b743-eb895a1ca6a8.pdf


TO:  Dr. Craig Hill, LGBT Certificate Program Director 
FROM:  COAS Assessment Committee 
SUBJECT: 2012-2013 LGBT Certificate Program Director  
DATE:  January 14, 2014 
 
 
 

The COAS Assessment Committee did not receive an assessment report from the LGBT Certificate 
Program for 2012-2013. The committee reminds you that SD 98-22 requires submission of an annual 
report, even if no assessment activities were conducted. The College of Arts and Sciences has adopted a 
best practices document which could help you in conducting your assessment activities. The Best 
Practices document and rubric can be found on the COAS Assessment Team Best Practices web page 
through the Faculty Governance website. Please contact us if we can provide any assistance as you 
move forward with your assessment process.  
 

http://new.ipfw.edu/dotAsset/c6b217e8-025b-4baa-b743-eb895a1ca6a8.pdf


To: Dr. Rachel Hile, Director of Liberal Studies 

From: COAS Assessment Committee 

Subject: 2012-2013 Assessment Report for Liberal Studies Program 

Date: January 14, 2014 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Liberal Studies Program’s  2012-2013 
assessment report. Our review follows the rubric derived from the “Best Practice” Model for Assessment 
adopted by COAS to guide assessment practice in all COAS departments and programs. The Best 
Practices document and rubric can be found on the COAS Assessment Team Best Practices Page through 
the college Faculty Governance site.  

Step 1 and 2: Identification and Location of Measurable Student Learning Outcomes: Your report 
correctly acknowledges a need for specific course goals that will better serve a program assessment.  
The committee is a little confused by what the report refers to as two of the overall program goals, one 
of which is listed as a student achievement goal and not a program goal.  This may be simply a 
designation error; however, it would be helpful to clarify why the two goals are selected out of the five 
listed.  The student achievement goals could also be clearer, especially with regards to what “other 
necessary skills” entails. 

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process:  Your report acknowledges the limitations of 
this year’s assessment. The criterion statements created are much clearer and more measurable than 
the previous years’ references to the areas.  The COAS assessment committee would like to see criteria 
that better represent the program’s unique goals, however.  The first three criteria can apply to the 
student achievement goal of “analytical thinking and other necessary skills for independent research 
and writing,” but they are also criteria that would fit most other programs and disciplines. Criteria that 
reflect the other goals specific to the program would be much better than general writing and research 
skills assessment.  Also, the assessment plan and report will be better if the program incorporates a 
certain benchmark or a desirable standard of achievement of students’ research papers (such as 80% 
achieving a B or better), to evaluate the success of your program.  Finally, as your report notes, a range 
of measures, including the indirect measure of the student survey provides a more accurate picture of 
program effectiveness. 

Step 4: Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions: As your report acknowledges, little can or should 
be done programmatically based on this year’s assessment.  Your report lists clear and logical changes 
that need to be made to the assessment plan.  The COAS assessment committee looks forward to the 
results of those changes next year. 
 

Overall recommendation: For next year’s report and/or plan we suggest you include: 

• The benchmark measures the program will use to evaluate the success of the program.  

• Clearer and more specific student achievement goals/outcomes. 

• Assessment criteria more specific to the liberal studies program. 

 

http://new.ipfw.edu/departments/coas/resources/assessment-practices.html


Indiana U-Purdue U Fort Wayne 

College of Arts and Sciences 

Liberal Studies  

  

To: IPFW College of Arts and Sciences Assessment Committee, Chair Donna Holland 

From: Rachel Hile, Director of Liberal Studies  

Date: November 13, 2013 

Re: Assessment Report 

 

I have been in the position of director of IPFW’s Liberal Studies program for only three months, 

and I do not have complete documentation of assessment plans and activities.  I have 

extrapolated the assessment plan from the most recent assessment report, dated December 2011.  

I have made two revisions to this implicit assessment plan: (1) Instead of assessment of sample 

papers from students graduating from the program, this report focuses on assessment performed 

on papers from a single class, LBST D501, Folklore and the Arts, taught in Spring 2013. (2) 

Instead of a four-point scale for each assessment criterion, papers were rated on a five-point 

scale, in order to have a score indicating “neutral” or “average.” 

 

Mission Statement  
 

The mission statement included in the 2008 program review reads, “It is the mission of the 

Liberal Studies program to provide an interdisciplinary education, based in the liberal arts and 

sciences, to the citizens of Northeast Indiana.” 

 

Learning Goals 
 

Program Goals 

 provide an interdisciplinary understanding of humanistic and scientific disciplines  

 provide an understanding and appreciation of approaches to knowledge in the humanities, 

social sciences, and natural sciences 

 provide a detailed understanding of topics and issues in the particular disciplines of 

students’ individualized programs 

Student Achievement Goals 

 offer opportunities for students to acquire analytical thinking and other necessary skills 

for independent research and writing 

 encourage students to challenge and critique various theoretical approaches 

 

Best Practices in Assessment, with Reference to This Program 
 

IPFW’s assessment report checklist recommends that assessment reports include (1) course 

student learning objectives that are aligned with the program goals, (2) a focus on measurable 

learning goals and outcomes, (3) identification of multiple assessment measures, and (4) 

identification of direct and indirect measures.  The assessment practice for the Liberal Studies 

program has in the past involved (a) assessing individual papers, submitted by graduating 

students from a variety of courses, for how well they demonstrate mastery of two of the overall 

program goals (“provide an interdisciplinary understanding of humanistic and scientific 



disciplines” and “offer opportunities for students to acquire analytical thinking and other 

necessary skills for independent research and writing”), and (b) creation and analysis of an exit 

survey of graduating students.  This assessment plan does not meet recommendation 1 above, 

because it has not focused on assessing courses but rather on assessing students.  In the future, as 

the program moves to an assessment plan centered on assessment of courses, this problem will 

be rectified.  The assessment plan responds to recommendation 2 by assessing the program goals 

that are most amenable to measurement in a sample of papers submitted from diverse courses.  

Creating course SLOs and assessing by course will make it easier to tie some program goals to 

SLOs for particular courses.  The program has in the past had multiple assessment measures by 

including both assessment of papers, a direct measure, and exit surveys of students, an indirect 

measure.  This year, because of the upheaval caused by the transition from the previous director 

to an interim director to the current director, papers were not collected from graduating students, 

and the exit survey was not administered.  Thus, this year’s report provides data on only one 

measure, the data gleaned from assessing papers from LBST D501, Folklore and the Arts, on the 

criteria assessed in previous reports for this program. 

 

Assessment Activities Completed during the Previous Year 
 

Because of the absence of artifacts to assess, the decision was made to assess work produced for 

a single course in the Liberal Studies program, LBST D501, Folklore and the Arts, taught by Dr. 

John Minton in the Spring 2013 semester.  An e-mail was sent to 12 of the 13 students enrolled 

in the course, asking the students to submit their papers electronically to the director of the 

program; six of the students submitted their papers.  The low response rate is not surprising, 

given that the request was sent five months after the end of the class.  These papers were 

assessed for their demonstrated mastery of the same criteria used for previous assessment of this 

program, except that the decision was made to use a five-point scale instead of a four-point scale.  

Although, unfortunately, this makes it impossible to compare this year’s assessment scores with 

those of previous assessment reports, the director felt that it was important to include a score that 

expresses “average” or “adequate” demonstration of mastery of the criterion.  Based on the 

following statement from the previous assessment report—“Papers are assessed holistically for 

argumentation (structure, development), research (integration, citational format), style (clarity, 

mechanics) on a four point scale for each element for a total possible score of twelve.  The 

interdisciplinary aspect of the papers is also noted”—the following criterion statements were 

created: 

 

1. The paper demonstrates mastery of argumentation, with proper attention to both structure 

and development of the argument. 

2. The paper demonstrates mastery of research skills, including both integration of research 

into the student’s own argument and correct citation formatting. 

3. The paper demonstrates mastery of stylistic matters, with clear language and correct 

mechanics. 

4. The paper demonstrates the student’s ability to do interdisciplinary work, making 

connections among different fields of scholarly endeavor. 

 

Papers were scored on a 5-point scale, with 1 = strongly disagree, 3 = neutral, and 5 = strongly 

agree. 



Findings from the Assessment Activities 

Figure 1 below, which shows scores for each of the criteria for all of the papers, indicates the 

range of mastery demonstrated by the papers, with one paper scoring in the 1-to-2 range and 

another scoring all 5s.  The figure also shows, however, that these are outliers, and that the 

majority of scores are in the 3-to-4 range.  Figure 2, showing mean scores for all papers on all 

criteria, bears out this observation.  The information illustrated in Figures 1 and 2 is presented in 

tabular form in Table 1, to provide more precise numerical data. 

 

Figure 1. Individual Papers: Scores on All Criteria 

 

 
 

Figure 2. Mean Scores for All Papers on All Criteria 

 

 
 

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

Paper 1 Paper 2 Paper 3 Paper 4 Paper 5 Paper 6

Argumentation

Research

Style

Interdisciplinarity

Average of All Criteria

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

3.5

4

4.5

Mean Scores for All
Papers



 

Table 1. Assessment Data Presented in Tabular Form 

 

 Argumentation Research Style Interdisciplinarity Mean 

Paper 1 3 4 4 4 3.75 

Paper 2 4 4 5 5 4.5 

Paper 3 3 3 4 4 3.5 

Paper 4 5 5 5 5 5 

Paper 5 1 1 1 2 1.25 

Paper 6 3 3 3 4 3.25 

Average, all 

papers 

3.2 3.3 3.7 4.0 3.5 

 

Conclusions about the Achievement of Program Goals Based on the Findings 

(Including Discussion of the Reliability and Validity of the Measures Used) 
 

The clustering of average scores for the assessed criteria in the 3-to-4 range suggests that the 

program is doing an adequate job of meeting the two program goals that are being assessed, but 

that there remains room for improvement.  Because I don’t have a copy of the recommendations 

made in response to the 2011 assessment report, I cannot say to what extent the program has 

addressed them.  Concerning reliability and validity of the measures used: (1) I have noted 

already the impossibility of comparing these scores with the scores of previous assessment 

reports from this program, because of the decision to change to a 5-point scale from a 4-point 

scale. (2) This year’s assessment scored a very small sample of student artifacts and used only 

one assessment measure, so it would be inappropriate to draw sweeping conclusions about the 

program from this report. (3) Only one person scored the papers for the assessment criteria, 

meaning that these subjective measures (“style,” “argumentation”) were more subjective than 

they would have been if multiple scorers had assessed the papers.  These are problems to be 

addressed in future assessment plans. 

 

Actions That Will Be Taken to Improve the Program, Based on These 

Conclusions 
 

Not all of the program goals are associated with specific learning outcomes that have been 

assessed in the past.  Past assessment reports, because the assessment plan focused on individual 

students rather than LBST courses, made it difficult to tie plans for program improvement to data 

gathered through assessment.  The current report, based as it is on an extremely small sample and 

a single assessment measure, also does not lend itself easily to the process of creating 

assessment-based plans for improvement.  The current director intends to revise the assessment 

plan to align it more closely with best practices as outlined in IPFW’s assessment documents; 

these revisions will lead to the acquisition of data better suited to program improvement. 

 

 

 



Changes Needed in the Assessment Plan 
 

1. Learning goals need to be created for each of the courses in the program, so that each 

year’s assessment activities can assess particular learning goals for a course rather than 

broad goals for the entire program. 

2. This year the process of assessing courses rather than students has been initiated, but the 

assessment plan needs to be updated to reflect this change and provide a clear plan for 

future course-based assessment of the four courses that are the centerpiece of the 

program: LBST D501, D502, D503, and D510 (which will become part of the program 

next year). 

3. The updated assessment plan will address this year’s lack of multiple measures and 

multiple raters to enhance the validity of findings. 

4. In the future, perhaps leading up to the Fall 2015 assessment report, explicit plans for 

assessing the success of LBST D500, Graduate Project, need to be made and 

implemented. 

 



TO:  Dr. Peter Dragnev, Chair, Department of Mathematics and Statistics 
FROM:  COAS Assessment Committee 
SUBJECT: 2012-2013 Assessment Report for Mathematics and Statistics 
DATE:  January 14, 2014 
 
 
 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Department of Mathematics and 
Statistics’ 2012-2013 Assessment Report. Our comments below follow a rubric derived from the “Best 
Practices” Model for Assessment adopted by COAS to guide assessment practices in all COAS 
departments and programs.  The Best Practices document and rubric can be found on the COAS 
Assessment Team Best Practices web page through the Faculty Governance website. 

 

Steps 1-2: Identification and Location of Measurable Student Learning Outcomes.  Your 2013 report 
includes measureable outcomes and goals for each specific course and program. The Math Teaching 
option outcomes were completed. Computing and Business are still in development. Next year’s report 
should include outcomes of the currently incomplete options. Additionally, the program should continue 
to gather data.  

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process. Similar to last year, the department has 
provided spreadsheets which show an assessment of several of the shared goals and objectives for all 
majors. These assessments are embedded in specific courses and are based upon instructor evaluation 
of specific course activities. Many of the standards set by the department were not met according to the 
spreadsheet. Next year, the COAS suggests you include sample documents of tests used in these 
assessments and highlight explicit standards in tandem with the overreaching goals. 

Step 4: Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions. Again this year, the data provided by the 
department was minimal, the department provided no analysis of the data, or conclusions based upon 
the data.  However, plans to analyze data once it has been collected are included in the report. 

Overall Recommendations: The department is clearly making progress in obtaining data which will be 
used in future assessments of the program.  The committee encourages the department to accelerate 
the process of completing the full assessment plan, and the collection and analysis of data.  We look 
forward to the completion of the option-specific plan, and a full implementation of the process. For next 
year’s report we suggest you include: 

• A curriculum map with which lists the overall and option-specific outcomes, the courses in 
which those outcomes are embedded, and a proposed schedule for measurement of those 
outcomes. 

• An analysis of all data that has been collected to date, including data from trial runs. 
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• A clear explanation of the process and description of the tests or artifacts used by the professors 
who complete the outcomes evaluations. This will help the committee evaluate the validity and 
reliability of the statistical measures used.  

• Inclusion of program improvements made or planned as a result of the assessment report. 

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.  
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AAC 2013-14.5 

 

To:  Dept. of Math Sci. 

From: AAC 

Date: 18 OCT 2013 

Subject: Department Assessment Plan:  Goals and Outcomes for 
the Teaching option 

 

The department has already approved goals and outcomes for all 
options.    

Resolved:  The Department of Mathematical Sciences adopt the 
following Goal and outcomes for the Teaching option, with 
assessment done via the mechanisms listed:  

 

Goal 4: Students will be prepared to deliver necessary 
mathematics content to high school students. 

 

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] 

Outcome 2: Students will demonstrate their knowledge of 
geometry, especially those concepts typically taught in high 
school geometry courses. [MA 460] 

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] 

Outcome 4: Students will demonstrate the ability to teach by 
receiving scores of Target or Acceptable for all items assessed 
for student teaching. [EDUC M480] 

 



2012-2013 Assessment Report 
 

Department of Mathematical Sciences 
 
 
 
This year’s Assessment Report contains two parts, Assessment of the Bachelor of Science in 
Mathematics Undergraduate Program and Assessment of General Education Program at IPFW. 
 
 
Assessment of the BS in Mathematics Program 
 
The primary mission of the Department of Mathematical Sciences is to help prepare our majors 
for employment in business and industry, teaching in secondary schools, or study for advanced 
degrees.  In 2010-2011 we approved a departmental assessment process, the assessment 
procedures (AAC 2010.2) and the common goals (AAC 2010.3) for all math majors, as well as 
option-specific goals for our Statistics and Actuarial Science options (AAC 2010.4 and AAC 
2010.5). The option-specific goals for our pure mathematics option (AAC 2012.2) were passed 
in Fall 2012 and for our math teaching in passed by the Academic Affairs Committee and will be 
voted on by the Department at the first meeting in Spring 2014. The computing and the 
business option-specific goals documents will be drafted later in the Spring 2014 after 
consultation with the Business School and the Engineering College as these options require 
minors from the respective units. After adoption of these documents Academic Affairs 
Committee will combine the entire assessment plan into one document. 
 
The three goals described in AAC 2010.3 are that students should be able to reason 
mathematically, be good problem solvers, and be able to apply mathematical concepts to other 
disciplines. Various learning outcomes are identified to measure whether our majors achieved 
those goals.  Although the learning outcomes can be measured in all required courses 
throughout the major, there are key courses (MA 175, MA 263, MA 351) that play a central role 
in helping students achieve the identified goals.   
 
The main tool used in assessing the student performance is the final exam in each of the key 
courses. The Assessment Committee has developed the procedures for streamlining the 
reporting process of the primary data. A cover letter is sent to instructors of the courses 
participating in the assessment process and reports are unified. 
 
Except for Goal 1/Outcome 2 (37 majors assessed, 73% successfully met the goal) and Goal 1 
Outcome 1 (32 majors assessed, 66 % successfully met the goal), the data gathered so far is still 
too small to make a judgment on program success or allow us to recommend any changes.  It is 
included in the attached table. Once we achieve a critical mass of data for the other outcomes 
in the common goals for all options we will start closing the loop, namely draw conclusions on 
how the goals are achieved and recommend possible changes. We have started collecting 



assessment data for the option-specific goals. As the numbers are relatively small, we expect it 
will take few years to build up enough data for a meaningful analysis. 
 
In summary, the development of the assessment process of the Department of Mathematical 
Sciences is well under way; the collection of data to assess the common goals for all options is 
in its third year.  We expect to reach critical mass in all outcomes of the common goals and 
close the loop in Fall 2015. The option-specific goals for the three options housed entirely in the 
department as well as the math teaching option are adopted and data is being collected; and 
finally, the assessment committee is working with the Business School and the Engineering 
College to design the option-specific goals for our business option and our computing option. 
 
 
Assessment of General Education 
 
An important component that is associated with the new General Education at IPFW was added 
to the Department Assessment Process. Early in the Fall 2013 semester we developed course 
assessment plans for the following courses: 
MA 101 – Mathematics for Elementary Teachers I; 
MA 153 – Algebra and Trigonometry I; 
MA 159 – Precalculus; 
MA 165 – Analytic Geometry and Calculus I; 
MA 168 – Mathematics for the Liberal Arts Student; 
MA 227 – Calculus for Technology; 
MA 229 – Calculus for the Managerial, Social, and Biological Sciences I; 
STAT 125 – Communicating with Statistics. 
 
Unlike the assessment of our majors, which is housed in the (department) Assessment 
Committee, the assessment of the General Education Quantitative Reasoning learning 
objectives for the eight courses above will be housed in the corresponding Curriculum 
Committees (Elementary Concepts – MA 101; Precalculus – MA 153, 159; Calculus – MA 165, 
227, 229; Discrete and Computational Mathematics – MA 168; Statistics – STAT 125). The 
collection of data will start this Fall 2013 semester. Since the numbers of students taking these 
courses is much larger, we expect to be able to collect substantial data to evaluate the chosen 
learning outcomes for 2013-2014 academic year.  
 
 
 
Sincerely,  
Peter Dragnev, Professor and Chair 



General Education Assessment Plan for MA 16500 Analytic Geometry and 
Calculus I 
 
This course meets all eight of the learning outcomes under the category of 
quantitative reasoning competency. The following outcomes will be assessed 
during the 2013 – 2014 academic year: 
 
3.1 Interpret information that has been presented in mathematical form (e.g. with 
functions, equations, graphs, diagrams, tables, words, geometric figures). 
 
   3.2 Represent information/data in mathematical form as appropriate (e.g. with 
functions, equations, graphs, diagrams, tables, words, geometric figures). 
 
   3.3 Demonstrate skill in carrying out mathematical (e.g. algebraic, geometric, 
logical, statistical) procedures flexibly, accurately, and efficiently to solve 
problems. 
 
During the 2014 – 2015 academic year objectives 3.4 – 3.6 will be assessed and 
3.7 & 3.8 will be assessed during the 2015 – 2016 academic year. 
 
This is a course with a standard set of learning objectives and textbook, and is in 
the School Based Learning program (it is taught off campus in high schools) so, it 
is taught by several instructors. 
 
The method of assessment will be as follows: 
 
The Calculus committee chair will provide each instructor with a set of problems 
that cover the outcomes to be assessed. The instructor will then incorporate 
these problems into either a quiz, test, final examination or a web-bases 
homework tool. In some cases several alternative problems may be given to the 
instructors, so that they can choose the problem (format) that fits their 
environment best (SBL instructors may not have access to on-line homework).  
 
Each outcome will be evaluated on a 5-point scale to determine if the outcome 
was met. 
 
1 = No Evidence, 2 = Minimal Evidence, 3 = Adequate Evidence, 4 = Good 
evidence, 5 = Excellent Evidence 
 
Each instructor will then fill out a departmental summary report for each section 
taught. These reports will be compiled and a single report will be sent to the chair 
of the Mathematical Sciences Department. It will then be forwarded on to the 
General Education Subcommittee.	  



General Education Assessment Plan for MA 16800 MATH FOR LIBERAL ARTS 
 
This course meets all eight of the learning outcomes under the category of 
quantitative reasoning competency. The following outcomes will be assessed 
during the 2013 – 2014 academic year: 
 
3.1 Interpret information that has been presented in mathematical form (e.g. with 
functions, equations, graphs, diagrams, tables, words, geometric figures). 
 
   3.2 Represent information/data in mathematical form as appropriate (e.g. with 
functions, equations, graphs, diagrams, tables, words, geometric figures). 
 
During the 2014 – 2015 academic year objectives 3.3 & 3.4 will be assessed 
while 3.5 & 3.6 will be assessed during the 2015 – 2016 academic year and 3.7 
& 3.8 will be assessed during the 2016 – 2017 academic year. 
 
 
This is a course with a standard syllabus and textbook, but is taught by several 
instructors. 
 
The method of assessment will be as follows: 
 
The Course coordinator will provide each instructor with a set of problems that 
cover the two outcomes to be assessed. The individual instructors will then 
incorporate these problems into either a quiz, test, final examination or a web-
bases homework tool. In some cases several alternative problems may be given 
to the instructors, so that they can choose the problem (format) that fits their 
teaching style best. 
 
Each outcome will be evaluated on a 5-point scale to determine if the outcome 
was met. 
 
1 = No Evidence, 2 = Minimal Evidence, 3 = Adequate Evidence, 4 = Good 
evidence, 5 = Excellent Evidence 
 
Each instructor will then fill out a departmental summary report for each section 
taught. These reports will be compiled and a single report will be sent to the chair 
of the Mathematical Sciences Department. It will then be forwarded on to the 
General Education Subcommittee.	  





General Education Assessment Plan for MA 227 Calculus Technology I 

 

This course meets all eight of the learning outcomes under the category of 
quantitative reasoning competency.  Outcomes 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3 are to be 
assessed during the 2013-14 academic year; 3.4, 3.5, and 3.6 during the 2014-15 
academic year; and 3.7 and 3.8 during the 2015-16 academic year.  This course 
has a standard syllabus and textbook, but its several sections are taught by 
several instructors. 

The method of assessment will be as follows: 

The course coordinator will provide each instructor with problems covering the 
outcomes to be assessed.  The instructors will then incorporate these problems 
onto their final exams.  In some cases, two or three questions may be provided to 
give the instructors an option to pick the one that best fits their teaching style. 
Each problem/outcome will then be ranked on a three point scale to determine if 
the outcome has been met.  The evidence will be the work shown. 

 1 = No Evidence 

 2 = Adequate Evidence 

 3 = Good Evidence 

Each instructor is then to fill out a department summary report for each section 
taught.  These reports will then go to the department office to be compiled into a 
single report for the course.  The chair of the Department of Mathematical 
Sciences will then receive the report and forward it to the General Education 
Subcommittee. 
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Indiana University-Purdue University Fort Wayne 

General Education Assessment Plan 
 
Course: 
MA 10100, Mathematics for Elementary Teachers 
 
Catalog Description:  
A teacher’s perspective of the mathematics of the elementary school curriculum; in particular, 
mathematical problem solving, sets, numeration, and operations on the whole numbers and 
integers. 
 
Commentary:  
Multiple sections of MA 101 are offered in the fall and spring semesters by a variety of 
instructors. There is no standard syllabus, textbook, or assignments, but all instructors must 
fulfill the general education learning outcomes 3.1 – 3.8.  The Department of Mathematical 
Sciences has chosen to allow each instructor to develop an assessment plan for general education 
learning outcomes that meets the instructor’s pedagogical strategy.  The Department has 
developed a default general education learning outcome assessment plan that will be used by 
instructors of MA 101who do not develop their own assessment plan.  Whether an instructor is 
using the default plan, or developing his/her own plan, the guidelines provided by the General 
Education Subcommittee will be followed.  The default plan is described below.   
 
3. Quantitative Reasoning  
Upon completion of the Quantitative Reasoning competency, students will be able to:  
 
Learning Outcome Academic Year 
3.1. Interpret information that has been presented in mathematical 
form (e.g. with functions, equations, graphs, diagrams, tables, words, 
geometric figures).  
3.2. Represent information/data in mathematical form as appropriate 
(e.g. with functions, equations, graphs, diagrams, tables, words, 
geometric figures).  

 
 
2013--14 

3.3. Demonstrate skill in carrying out mathematical (e.g. algebraic, 
geometric, logical, statistical) procedures flexibly, accurately, and 
efficiently to solve problems.  
3.4. Analyze mathematical arguments, determining whether stated 
conclusions can be inferred.  

 
 
2014-15 

3.5. Communicate which assumptions have been made in the solution 
process.  
3.6. Analyze mathematical results in order to determine the 
reasonableness of the solution.  

 
 
2015-16 

3.7. Cite the limitations of the process where applicable.  
3.8. Clearly explain the representation, solution, and interpretation of 
the math problem. 

 
2016-17 
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Method of Assessment 

Quantitative Reasoning learning outcomes will be assessed with exam questions, 
performance tasks and writing assignments.  Each instructor will identify the questions 
and/or performance task assignments being used for the assessment and will summarize 
how students did on those questions and/or assignments.   

 
Standard of Measurement: The Elementary Concepts Curriculum Committee will use a 

proficiency scale to determine if students in MA 101 courses have met the indicated 
learning outcomes.  In general, work scored as “proficient” will have shown significant 
evidence that the learning outcome has been met.  Work scored “nearly proficient” will 
have shown evidence of the learning outcome, but will be lacking in some way.  Work 
scored “attempted” will indicate that there is little to no evidence that the learning 
outcome was met. 

 
Reporting of Assessment: Each instructor will submit a summary report of how students 

performed to the Chair of the Department of Mathematical Sciences and the Chair will 
compile and summarize the reports into a single report from the Department to the 
General Education Subcommittee.    

 
 



Indiana University-Purdue University Fort Wayne 
General Education Assessment Plan 

  
Course: 
MA 15300 – College Algebra and Trigonometry I  
  
Catalog Description:  
Review of algebraic operations, factoring, exponents, radicals and rational exponents, and 
fractional expressions. Linear and quadratic equations and modeling, problem solving, and 
inequalities. Graphs of functions and transformations, including polynomial, rational, 
exponential, and logarithmic functions with applications. 
 
Commentary:             
Multiple sections of MA 15300 are offered in the fall, spring, and summer semesters at IPFW in 
face-to-face classrooms and online. The course is also taught in participating high schools 
through the School-Based Program.  All instructors must fulfill the General Education learning 
outcomes 3.1 – 3.8.  A common syllabus is used, and instructors are provided with sample lesson 
plans, group activities, quizzes, and tests which they are free to use or adapt. Common electronic 
(online) homework assignments are also created for all sections of the course taught on campus. 
These resources are uniformly used by most, if not all, campus instructors. Students in sections 
on campus use the same textbook, are required to use electronic homework, and take a common 
final exam consisting of both open-ended questions (graded manually by a department team 
according to established rubrics) and machine-graded questions.  To formatively assess progress 
toward the General Education learning outcomes, instructors on campus will use quizzes, tests, 
in-class activities, and assignments. Questions on the common final exam will be used to 
summarize the findings of student performance. Teachers in the School-Based Program will be 
asked to incorporate these questions on their final exams and share their findings.  
  
2013-2014  
  
Outcomes to be assessed:  
3.1 Interpret information that has been presented in mathematical form (e.g. with functions, 
equations, graphs, diagrams, tables, words, geometric figures).  
3.2 Represent information/data in mathematical form as appropriate (e.g. with functions, 
equations, graphs, diagrams, tables, words, geometric figures).  
  
Method of assessment:   
Evaluation of a sample of responses to questions on the final exam designed to determine 
whether students can (1) interpret information presented in mathematical form; and (2) construct 
a mathematical equation which models data from a real-world problem situation.  
  
Standard of measurement:  
Student performance on this set of items will be measured using three categories:  (1) little to no 
evidence that the learning outcome was met; (2) partial evidence but incomplete; and (3) 
significant evidence that the learning outcome has been met.  The Precalculus Curriculum 
Committee will summarize the findings into a single report. 
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2014-2015 
  
Outcomes to be assessed:  
3.3 Demonstrate skill in carrying out mathematical (e.g. algebraic, geometric, logical, statistical) 
procedures flexibly, accurately, and efficiently to solve problems.  
3.8 Clearly explain the representation, solution, and interpretation of the math problem. 
  
Method of assessment: Evaluation of a sample of responses to questions on the final exam 
designed to determine whether students can (1) represent a real-world problem mathematically, 
(2) solve the problem using the correct procedure; and (3) interpret the results appropriately.   
  
Standard of measurement: Student performance on this set of items will be measured using 
three categories:  (1) little to no evidence that the learning outcome was met; (2) partial evidence 
but incomplete; and (3) significant evidence that the learning outcome has been met.  The 
Precalculus Curriculum Committee will summarize the findings into a single report. 
  
2015-2016   
 
Outcomes to be assessed:  
3.4 Analyze mathematical arguments, determining whether stated conclusions can be inferred.  
  
Method of assessment: Evaluation of a sample of responses to questions on quizzes and/or tests 
and/or homework, and the final exam designed to determine whether students can (1) analyze the 
arguments of others and decide whether their reasoning makes sense, and (2) determine whether 
the conclusion is plausible.  
  
Standard of measurement: Student performance on this set of items will be measured using 
three categories:  (1) little to no evidence that the learning outcome was met; (2) partial evidence 
but incomplete; and (3) significant evidence that the learning outcome has been met.  The 
Precalculus Curriculum Committee will summarize the findings into a single report. 
 
2016-2017  
  
Outcomes to be assessed:  
3.5 Communicate which assumptions have been made in the solution process.  
3.6 Analyze mathematical results in order to determine the reasonableness of the solution.  
3.7 Cite the limitations of the process where applicable.  
  
Method of assessment: Evaluation of a sample of responses to questions on quizzes and/or tests 
and/or homework, and the final exam designed to determine whether students can (1) identify 
which assumptions have been made in modeling a problem situation (2) determine whether the 
assumptions are appropriate, and (3) justify their conclusions and communicate them to others. 
  
Standard of measurement: Student performance on this set of items will be measured using 
three categories:  (1) little to no evidence that the learning outcome was met; (2) partial evidence 
but incomplete; and (3) significant evidence that the learning outcome has been met.  The 
Precalculus Curriculum Committee will summarize the findings into a single report. 
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Indiana University-Purdue University Fort Wayne 
General Education Assessment Plan 

  
Course: 
MA 15900 – Precalculus 
  
Catalog Description:  
Algebra and trigonometry topics designed to prepare students for calculus. This course is 
equivalent to MA 15300 and MA 15400 together. 
 
Commentary:             
Multiple sections of MA 15900 are offered in the fall and spring semesters by a variety of 
instructors and each must fulfill the General Education learning outcomes 3.1 – 3.8.  Although 
there is a standard content and a common text book for the course, each instructor designs 
activities, assignments, quizzes, and tests for his/her own section.  Electronic (online) homework 
is required in all sections, and instructors use the same electronic homework assignments.  
To formatively assess progress toward the General Education learning outcomes, instructors will 
use quizzes, tests, in-class activities, and assignments. Instructors will incorporate questions on 
the final exam to summarize the findings of student performance. 
 
2013-2014  
  
Outcomes to be assessed:  
3.1 Interpret information that has been presented in mathematical form (e.g. with functions, 
equations, graphs, diagrams, tables, words, geometric figures).  
3.2 Represent information/data in mathematical form as appropriate (e.g. with functions, 
equations, graphs, diagrams, tables, words, geometric figures).  
  
Method of assessment:   
Evaluation of a sample of responses to questions on the final exam designed to determine 
whether students can (1) interpret information presented in mathematical form; and (2) construct 
a mathematical equation which models data from a real-world problem situation.  
  
Standard of measurement:  
Student performance on this set of items will be measured using three categories:  (1) little to no 
evidence that the learning outcome was met; (2) partial evidence but incomplete; and (3) 
significant evidence that the learning outcome has been met.  The Precalculus Curriculum 
Committee will summarize the findings into a single report. 
 
2014-2015 
  
Outcomes to be assessed:  
3.3 Demonstrate skill in carrying out mathematical (e.g. algebraic, geometric, logical, statistical) 
procedures flexibly, accurately, and efficiently to solve problems.  
3.8 Clearly explain the representation, solution, and interpretation of the math problem. 
  
Method of assessment: Evaluation of a sample of responses to questions on the final exam 
designed to determine whether students can (1) represent a real-world problem mathematically, 
(2) solve the problem using the correct procedure; and (3) interpret the results appropriately.   

MA 15900 1 



  
Standard of measurement: Student performance on this set of items will be measured using 
three categories:  (1) little to no evidence that the learning outcome was met; (2) partial evidence 
but incomplete; and (3) significant evidence that the learning outcome has been met.  The 
Precalculus Curriculum Committee will summarize the findings into a single report. 
  
2015-2016   
 
Outcomes to be assessed:  
3.4 Analyze mathematical arguments, determining whether stated conclusions can be inferred.  
  
Method of assessment: Evaluation of a sample of responses to questions on quizzes and/or tests 
and/or homework, and the final exam designed to determine whether students can (1) analyze the 
arguments of others and decide whether their reasoning makes sense, and (2) determine whether 
the conclusion is plausible.  
  
Standard of measurement: Student performance on this set of items will be measured using 
three categories:  (1) little to no evidence that the learning outcome was met; (2) partial evidence 
but incomplete; and (3) significant evidence that the learning outcome has been met.  The 
Precalculus Curriculum Committee will summarize the findings into a single report. 
 
2016-2017  
  
Outcomes to be assessed:  
3.5 Communicate which assumptions have been made in the solution process.  
3.6 Analyze mathematical results in order to determine the reasonableness of the solution.  
3.7 Cite the limitations of the process where applicable.  
  
Method of assessment: Evaluation of a sample of responses to questions on quizzes and/or tests 
and/or homework, and the final exam designed to determine whether students can (1) identify 
which assumptions have been made in modeling a problem situation (2) determine whether the 
assumptions are appropriate, and (3) justify their conclusions and communicate them to others. 
  
Standard of measurement: Student performance on this set of items will be measured using 
three categories:  (1) little to no evidence that the learning outcome was met; (2) partial evidence 
but incomplete; and (3) significant evidence that the learning outcome has been met.  The 
Precalculus Curriculum Committee will summarize the findings into a single report. 
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TO:  Dr. Peter Dragnev, Chair, Department of Mathematics and Statistics 
FROM:  COAS Assessment Committee 
SUBJECT: 2012-2013 Assessment Report for Mathematics and Statistics 
DATE:  January 14, 2014 
 
 
 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Department of Mathematics and 
Statistics’ 2012-2013 Assessment Report. Our comments below follow a rubric derived from the “Best 
Practices” Model for Assessment adopted by COAS to guide assessment practices in all COAS 
departments and programs.  The Best Practices document and rubric can be found on the COAS 
Assessment Team Best Practices web page through the Faculty Governance website. 

 

Steps 1-2: Identification and Location of Measurable Student Learning Outcomes.  Your 2013 report 
includes measureable outcomes and goals for each specific course and program. The Math Teaching 
option outcomes were completed. Computing and Business are still in development. Next year’s report 
should include outcomes of the currently incomplete options. Additionally, the program should continue 
to gather data.  

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process. Similar to last year, the department has 
provided spreadsheets which show an assessment of several of the shared goals and objectives for all 
majors. These assessments are embedded in specific courses and are based upon instructor evaluation 
of specific course activities. Many of the standards set by the department were not met according to the 
spreadsheet. Next year, the COAS suggests you include sample documents of tests used in these 
assessments and highlight explicit standards in tandem with the overreaching goals. 

Step 4: Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions. Again this year, the data provided by the 
department was minimal, the department provided no analysis of the data, or conclusions based upon 
the data.  However, plans to analyze data once it has been collected are included in the report. 

Overall Recommendations: The department is clearly making progress in obtaining data which will be 
used in future assessments of the program.  The committee encourages the department to accelerate 
the process of completing the full assessment plan, and the collection and analysis of data.  We look 
forward to the completion of the option-specific plan, and a full implementation of the process. For next 
year’s report we suggest you include: 

• A curriculum map with which lists the overall and option-specific outcomes, the courses in 
which those outcomes are embedded, and a proposed schedule for measurement of those 
outcomes. 

• An analysis of all data that has been collected to date, including data from trial runs. 
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• A clear explanation of the process and description of the tests or artifacts used by the professors 
who complete the outcomes evaluations. This will help the committee evaluate the validity and 
reliability of the statistical measures used.  

• Inclusion of program improvements made or planned as a result of the assessment report. 

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.  
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Indiana University-Purdue University Fort Wayne 

General Education Assessment Plan 
 
Course: 
STAT 125 Communicating with Statistics  
 
Catalog Description:  
An introduction to the basic concepts and methods in statistical reasoning that are commonly 
referenced in the print media. Topics include data collection methods, descriptive statistics, basic 
techniques of estimation, and theory testing. Students will analyze and interpret statistics relating 
to contemporary problems in politics, business, science and social issues. 
 
Commentary:  
Multiple sections of STAT 125 are offered in the fall and spring semesters by a variety of 
instructors and each must fulfill the General Education learning outcomes 3.1 – 3.8.  Although 
there is a standard content and a common text book for the course, each instructor designs 
activities, assignments, quizzes, and tests his/her section.  To assess the General Education 
learning outcomes, instructors will be asked to incorporate a set of questions on their tests, 
quizzes, and/or assignments and summarize the findings of student performance. 
 
 
2013-2014  
 
Outcomes to be assessed:  
3.3 Demonstrate skill in carrying out mathematical (e.g. algebraic, geometric, logical, statistical) 
procedures flexibly, accurately, and efficiently to solve problems.  
3.8 Clearly explain the representation, solution, and interpretation of the math problem. 
 
Method of assessment:   
Evaluation of a sample of responses to short answer questions on tests, quizzes, and/or activities 
designed to determine whether (1) hypotheses accurately represent a research question, (2) 
appropriate significance tests were applied, (3) computations were performed correctly, and (4) 
appropriate conclusions were drawn.  Instructors will select questions from a set provided by the 
Statistics Curriculum Committee.   
 
Standard of measurement:  
The Statistics Curriculum Committee will provide solutions and instructions to be used in 
scoring the items.  Instructors will be asked to evaluate student performance on this set of items 
using three categories:  (1) little to no evidence that the learning outcome was met; (2) partial 
evidence but incomplete; and (3) significant evidence that the learning outcome has been met.  
The instructor will submit a summary of how student performed to the Statistics Curriculum 
Committee and the Committee will summarize the findings into a single report. 
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2014-2015  
 
Outcomes to be assessed:  
3.1 Interpret information that has been presented in mathematical form (e.g. with functions, 
equations, graphs, diagrams, tables, words, geometric figures).  
3.2 Represent information/data in mathematical form as appropriate (e.g. with functions, 
equations, graphs, diagrams, tables, words, geometric figures).  
 
Method of assessment: Evaluation of a sample of responses to short answer questions on 
activities, tests and/or quizzes designed to determine whether students can (1) interpret statistical 
information presented in tables, graphs, and words; and (2) use graphs and tables to summarize 
statistical information. Instructors will select questions from a set provided by the Statistics 
Curriculum Committee.   
 
Standard of measurement: The Statistics Curriculum Committee will provide solutions and 
instructions to be used in scoring the items.  Instructors will be asked to evaluate student 
performance on this set of items using three categories:  (1) little to no evidence that the learning 
outcome was met; (2) partial evidence but incomplete; and (3) significant evidence that the 
learning outcome has been met.  The instructor will submit a summary of how student performed 
to the Statistics Curriculum Committee and the Committee will summarize the findings into a 
single report. 
 
 
2015-2016  
 
Outcomes to be assessed:  
3.5 Communicate which assumptions have been made in the solution process.  
3.7 Cite the limitations of the process where applicable.  
 
Method of assessment: Evaluation of a sample of responses to short answer questions on tests 
and/or quizzes designed to determine whether students can (1) identify which assumptions are 
required for a particular statistical methodology, (2) determine whether appropriate assumptions 
for confidence intervals and significance tests were met, and (3) identify implications with unmet 
assumptions or data collection challenges on the conclusions that can be drawn.  Instructors will 
select questions from a set provided by the Statistics Curriculum Committee.   
 
Standard of measurement: The Statistics Curriculum Committee will provide solutions and 
instructions to be used in scoring the items.  Instructors will be asked to evaluate student 
performance on this set of items using three categories:  (1) little to no evidence that the learning 
outcome was met; (2) partial evidence but incomplete; and (3) significant evidence that the 
learning outcome has been met.  The instructor will submit a summary of how student performed 
to the Statistics Curriculum Committee and the Committee will summarize the findings into a 
single report. 
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2016-2017  
 
Outcomes to be assessed:  
3.4 Analyze mathematical arguments, determining whether stated conclusions can be inferred.  
3.6 Analyze mathematical results in order to determine the reasonableness of the solution.  
 
 
Method of assessment: Evaluation of a sample of responses to short answer questions on tests 
and/or quizzes designed to determine whether students can (1) provide the rationale for using a 
particular statistical methodology, (2) determine whether conclusions for confidence intervals 
and significance tests are appropriate, and (3) explain results in a statistical analysis from the 
perspective of practical versus statistical significance. Instructors will select questions from a set 
provided by the Statistics Curriculum Committee.   
 
Standard of measurement: The Statistics Curriculum Committee will provide solutions and 
instructions to be used in scoring the items.  Instructors will be asked to evaluate student 
performance on this set of items using three categories:  (1) little to no evidence that the learning 
outcome was met; (2) partial evidence but incomplete; and (3) significant evidence that the 
learning outcome has been met.  The instructor will submit a summary of how student performed 
to the Statistics Curriculum Committee and the Committee will summarize the findings into a 
single report. 
 
 
 
 



Program Assessment # meeting goals # of majors Percentage # meeting goals # of majors Percentage # meeting goals # of majors Percentage # meeting goals # of majors Percentage # meeting go # of majors Percentage Goals # meeting goals # of majors Percentage

MA 351 Spring 2011 Spring 2011
Goal 1  Outcome 2 6 9 66.67% Goal 1 6 9 66.67%
Goal 3 Outcome 2 0 0 #DIV/0! Goal 3 0 0 #DIV/0!

MA 175 Summer 2011 Summer 2011
Goal 1  Outcome 3 1 4 25.00% Goal1 1 4 25.00%

MA 351 Fall 2011 MA 175 Fall 2011 MA 263 Fall 2011 Fall 2011
Goal 1  Outcome 2 8 12 66.67% Goal 1  Outcome 3 1 5 20.00% Goal 1  Outcome 1 7 14 50.00% Goal 1 16 31 51.61%
Goal 3 Outcome 2 0 0 #DIV/0! Goal 3 Outcome 1 5 14 35.71% Goal 3 5 14 35.71%

MA 351 Spring 2012 MA 175 Spring 2012 Spring 2012
Goal 1  Outcome 2 2 2 100.00% Goal 1  Outcome 3 3 6 50.00% Goal 1 5 8 62.50%
Goal 3 Outcome 2 0 0 #DIV/0! Goal 3 0 0 #DIV/0!

MA 351 Summer 2012 MA 175 Summer 2012 Summer 2012
Goal 1 Outcome 2 4 4 100.00% Goal 1  Outcome 3 1 2 50.00% Goal 1 5 6 83.33%
Goal 3 Outcome 2 4 4 100.00% Goal 3 4 4 100.00%

MA 351 Fall 2012 MA 263 Fall 2012 Fall 2012
Goal 1 Outcome 2 1 1 100.00% Goal 1  Outcome 1 14 18 77.78% Goal 1 15 19 78.95%
Goal 3 Outcome 2 1 1 100.00% Goal 3 Outcome 1 14 18 77.78% Goal 3 15 19 78.95%

MA 351 Spring 2013 MA 175 MA 363 Spring 2013 MA 305 Spring 2013 Spring 2013
Goal 1 Outcome 2 5 7 71.43% Goal 1  Outcome 3 3 4 75.00% Goal 1 8 11 72.73%
Goal 3 Outcome 2 2 7 28.57% Goal 3 2 7 28.57%

Goal 4 Outcome 2 3 3 100.00% Goal 4 Outcome 1 5 17 29.41% Goal 4 8 20 40.00%
MA 351 Summer 2013 MA 175
Goal 1 Outcome 2 1 2 50.00% Goal 1  Outcome 3 1 1 100.00%
Goal 3 Outcome 2 1 2 50.00%

MA 351 Long-Term MA 175 Long-Term MA 263 Long-Term MA 363 Long-Term MA 305 Long-Term Long-Term
Goal 1  Outcome 2 27 37 72.97% Goal 1  Outcome 3 10 22 45.45% Goal 1  Outcome 1 21 32 65.63% Goal 1 56 88 63.64%
Goal 3 Outcome 2 8 14 57.14% Goal 3 Outcome 1 19 32 59.38% Goal 3 26 44 59.09%

Goal 4 Outcome 2 3 3 100.00% Goal 4 Outcome 1 5 17 29.41% Goal 4 8 20 40.00%



Program Assessment
MA 175 (discrete) # meeting goals # of majors Percentage MA 263 (multiv.) # meeting goals # of majors Percentage MA 305 (Intro. Proof) # meeting goals # of majors Percentage MA 351 (lin. Alg.) # meeting goals # of majors Percentage MA 363 (diff. eq.) # meeting goals # of majors Percentage Goals # meeting goals # of majors Percentage

MA 351 Spring 2011 Spring 2011
Goal 1  Outcome 2 6 9 66.67% Goal 1 6 9 66.67%
Goal 3 Outcome 2 0 0 #DIV/0! Goal 3 0 0 #DIV/0!

MA 175 Summer 2011 Summer 2011
Goal 1  Outcome 3 1 4 25.00% Goal 1 1 4 25.00%

MA 175 Fall 2011 MA 263 Fall 2011 MA 351 Fall 2011 Fall 2011
Goal 1  Outcome 3 1 5 20.00% Goal 1  Outcome 1 7 14 50.00% Goal 1  Outcome 2 8 12 66.67% Goal 1 16 31 51.61%

Goal 3 Outcome 1 5 14 35.71% Goal 3 Outcome 2 0 0 #DIV/0! Goal 3 5 14 35.71%

MA 175 Spring 2012 MA 351 Spring 2012 Spring 2012
Goal 1  Outcome 3 3 6 50.00% Goal 1  Outcome 2 2 2 100.00% Goal 1 5 8 62.50%

Goal 3 Outcome 2 0 0 #DIV/0! Goal 3 0 0 #DIV/0!

MA 175 Summer 2012 MA 351 Summer 2012 Summer 2012
Goal 1  Outcome 3 1 2 50.00% Goal 1 Outcome 2 4 4 100.00% Goal 1 5 6 83.33%

Goal 3 Outcome 2 4 4 100.00% Goal 3 4 4 100.00%

MA 263 Fall 2012 MA 351 Fall 2012 Fall 2012
Goal 1  Outcome 1 14 18 77.78% Goal 1 Outcome 2 1 1 100.00% Goal 1 15 19 78.95%
Goal 3 Outcome 1 14 18 77.78% Goal 3 Outcome 2 1 1 100.00% Goal 3 15 19 78.95%

MA 175 MA 305 Spring 2013 MA 351 Spring 2013 MA 363 Spring 2013 Spring 2013
Goal 1  Outcome 3 3 4 75.00% Goal 1 Outcome 2 5 7 71.43% Goal 1 8 11 72.73%

Goal 3 Outcome 2 2 7 28.57% Goal 3 2 7 28.57%
Goal 4 Outcome 1 5 17 29.41% Goal 4 Outcome 2 3 3 100.00% Goal 4 8 20 40.00%

MA 175 MA 351 Summer 2013 Summer 2013
Goal 1  Outcome 3 1 1 100.00% Goal 1 Outcome 2 1 2 50.00% Goal 1 2 3 66.67%

Goal 3 Outcome 2 1 2 50.00% Goal 3 1 2 50.00%

MA 175 Long-Term MA 263 Long-Term MA 305 Long-Term MA 351 Long-Term MA 363 Long-Term Long-Term
Goal 1  Outcome 3 10 22 45.45% Goal 1  Outcome 1 21 32 65.63% Goal 1  Outcome 2 27 37 72.97% Goal 1 58 91 63.74%

Goal 3 Outcome 1 19 32 59.38% Goal 3 Outcome 2 8 14 57.14% Goal 3 27 46 58.70%
Goal 4 Outcome 1 5 17 29.41% Goal 4 Outcome 2 3 3 100.00% Goal 4 8 20 40.00%



TO:  Dr. Patrick Ashton, Director of the Peace and Conflict Studies Program 
FROM:  COAS Assessment Committee 
SUBJECT: 2012-2013 Assessment Report for the Peace and Conflict Studies Program  
DATE:  January 14, 2014 
 
 
 

The COAS Assessment Committee did not receive an assessment report from the Peace and Conflict 
Studies Program for 2011-2012 nor 2012-2013. The committee reminds you that SD 98-22 requires 
submission of an annual report, even if no assessment activities were conducted. The College of Arts 
and Sciences has adopted a best practices document which could help you in conducting your 
assessment activities. The Best Practices document and rubric can be found on the COAS Assessment 
Team Best Practices web page through the Faculty Governance website. Please contact us if we can 
provide any assistance as you move forward with your assessment process.  
 

http://new.ipfw.edu/dotAsset/c6b217e8-025b-4baa-b743-eb895a1ca6a8.pdf
http://new.ipfw.edu/dotAsset/c6b217e8-025b-4baa-b743-eb895a1ca6a8.pdf


To:   Dr. Johnathan Decker, Director of Assessment, Department of Philosophy 
From:   COAS Assessment Committee 
Subject: 2012-2013 Assessment Report for Department of Philosophy: Undergraduate Program 
Date:   January 14, 2014 
 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Department of Philosophy’s   2012-
2013 assessment report. Our review follows the rubric derived from the “Best Practice” Model for 
Assessment adopted by COAS to guide assessment practice in all COAS departments and programs. The 
Best Practices document and rubric can be found on the COAS Assessment Team Best Practices Page 
through the college Faculty Governance site.  

Step 1 and 2: Identification and Location of Measurable Student Learning Outcomes: Your report for 
2013 clearly states that previous requirements were unfulfilled and mentions a comprehensive plan to 
maintain new, relevant data. Your department is currently collecting data from student portfolios and 
various tests.  As the data cannot currently be used for evaluation, next year’s report should include 
some conclusions based on your findings.  

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process: Similar to last year, your report clearly 
identified assessment measures, including two direct (critical thinking test and Philosophy knowledge 
test) measures, and two indirect (student portfolios, best essay contest) measures. 

Again, it will be better if the department incorporates certain benchmarks or desirable standard of 
achievements (such as 80% achieving a B or better on test scores) to evaluate the success of your 
program. 

 Step 4: Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions:  Your report does not include any results of the 
assessment methods. The COAS Assessment Committee would like to obtain the results and analysis of 
the results in future.  

Overall recommendation:  As stated in last year’s recommendations, we highly suggest you include the 
following in next year’s report: 

• The benchmark measures the department will use to evaluate the success of the                  
 programs, and the numerical outcomes of such measures.  

• The analysis and the conclusions of the assessment results. 

The committee asks the department to respond directly to the bulleted recommendations listed above 
in next year’s report, as we recommended of this year’s report.  Please contact us if we can provide any 
assistance as you move forward with your assessment process.  

 

Page 1 of 1 
 

http://new.ipfw.edu/departments/coas/resources/assessment-practices.html


TO:   Philosophy Department Chair 
FROM:  COAS Assessment Committee 
SUBJECT:  Revised Assessment Plan 
DATE:  January 15, 2014 
 
Thank you for submitting your revised assessment plan. 

The COAS Assessment Committee reviewed your plan according to the requirements described 
in Senate Document (SD) 98-22. We understand the existence of conflicting directions or forms 
that you may have received in the past about assessment plan development. Nonetheless, the 
committee is committed to following the governing faculty senate document on assessment. 

We would like for you to further revise your plan so that it complies with SD 98-22. 

In order to facilitate the revision of your plan, we have attached a senate document review sheet.  

Remember that all plans must be approved by the COAS Assessment Committee and the 
University Assessment Council prior to implementation.  

Once again, we would like to thank you for your time and efforts to provide an up-to-date and 
compliant assessment plan.  



 Department of Philosophy

Assessment Report 2013

A.  Quick reminder
The department’s assessment plan is closely linked to the degree requirements for the 
revamped major which became effective fall 2011.  This means that for a few more years, 
we have to work with incomplete information and insufficient data since data become 
available only as students progress through our program.  (See the 2011 report for more 
details on this.)

B.  Reflections on and responses to last year's report
While the reporting period 2011–12 was not wasted in terms of assessment, we still lost 
some momentum in implementing our (fairly new) assessment plan.  The root cause were 
some hiccups due to miscommunications before the department chairperson left for his 
sabbatical. This year's report is therefore rather a continuation of the 2011 report than of 
the 2012 report.

According to the 2011[sic!] report, the agenda for following year listed the following 
points (we report them along with their current status):

(1) Completion of student data that go into the top part of the individual 
“Student Portfolio Rubrics Sheet.”

This goal has been accomplished (see Section C.1 below).
(2)	  Finalize	  work	  on	  the	  GenEd	  Area	  IV	  questions.

This	  goal	  has	  been	  accomplished	  but	  now	  under	  the	  umbrella	  of	  
the	  new	  state-‐wide	  GenEd	  program	  (see	  Section	  C.5	  below).

(3)	  Complete	  the	  department’s	  curriculum	  map,	  esp.	  in	  light	  of	  the	  
assessment	  tool	  “Philosophy	  Knowledge	  Test	  (PKT).”

The	  PKT	  is	  almost	  completed	  (see	  Section	  C.3	  below)	  which	  will,	  
almost	  automatically,	  entail	  details	  of	  the	  still	  lacking	  
curriculum	  map.

(4)	  Identifying	  a	  suitable	  critical	  thinking	  test.
This	  goal	  has	  been	  accomplished	  (see	  Section	  C.2	  below).

The COAS Assessment Council, in its letter dated 12/14/12, made the recommendation to 
add

a pedagogically useful alignment between the Philosophy program 
outcomes and the IPFW Baccalaureate Framework (BF). The BF could be 
a useful tool in addressing departmental concerns of General Education.

We wish to remark that the intimate connection between our program learning outcomes, 
the BF, and GenEd will be become obvious in the soon to be finalized curriculum map.  
Furthermore, in said letter the Council requested to see



evidence of data collection, analysis, and plans for addressing curricular 
changes.

In regards to “data collections and analysis” we wish to refer to the remark we made in 
Section A; apologies if we can’t rush rush things.  In regards to “plans for addressing 
curricular changes” we feel we poke in the dark and kindly request further explanations.

C.  Report on Various Measures
According to the department’s assessment plan, five principal measures are used to assess 
student learning; for each of those, a brief separate report is given below.

C.1  Report on “Student Portfolios”
Our “Student Portfolio Rubrics Sheet” features a top portion where we record some 
general data (e.g., SAT, entering GPA) in order to check whether there is any correlation 
between those entry data and later student success.  We have completed this data set for 
all current students and will keep it updated for new, incoming students.  Its evaluation 
has to wait, though.

In regards to assessing the actual contents of the actual student portfolios (i.e., students 
essays), there was not yet enough substance last spring to warrant a meeting of the 
assessment committee to work on those.  Hopefully, portfolios will be in better shape this 
May.

C.2  Report on the “Critical Thinking Test”
Critical thinking is the only skill area we teach for which outside and nationally 
recognized tests are available.  We had to choose one among two basic approaches: 
contextual vs. non-contextual testing (see the 2011 report for more details). We decided to 
go with a mix of both approaches (contextual problems but multiple choice answers) and 
to adopt the Cornell Critical Thinking Test (Level Z), which is by some considered “the 
best models of what can be done to test critical thinking using multiple-choice questions.” 
Its advantages are, briefly, as follows: (i) nationally recognized and fairly well-
established; (ii) can be administered to all our students and not just to those who take our 
PHIL-12000 “Critical Thinking;” (iii) doesn’t force us to use a particular textbook; (iv) 
costs are reasonable1 and known in advance. We don’t know whether IPFW is still 
committed to LEAP, but our assessment of critical thinking is “mappable” into the (more 
broadly conceived) rubrics promoted by the AACU.

We finalized our decision making during the fall 2014 and start assessing critical thinking 
skills spring 2014.

We plan on giving out iTunes gift cards for students who take the test outside class since 
there is evidence that assessment which is not directly linked to motivation, such as 
grades, suffers (see, e.g., the study2 conducted by the University of Northern Alabama).

1 The two tests we liked best, the Collegiate Learning Assessment (CLA+) and the “Critical Thinking 
Module” of the Collegiate Assessment of Academic Proficiency, were prohibitive in terms of their 
projected annual coast ($7,000 resp. $6,000).

2 www.una.edu/research/docs/CAAP/CAAP%20Review.pdf�



C.3  Report on the “Philosophy Knowledge Test”
This tool features a pool of about 100 questions (multiple choice and short answer 
questions) we use for the generation of exams and the production of a study guide.

During the fall of 2013, various ad hoc “course coordinators” (Abe Schwab, Duston 
Moore, Ken Long, Bernd Buldt) worked with faculty who teach our introductory core 
courses on suitable questions.  Unfortunately, we ran out of time at the end of the fall 
term and have to finalize the pool this spring.  We can then start to administer the PKT to 
all majors who are half-way through with our program this spring.

C.4  Report on “Best Essay Contest”
In February 2011, the department converted its “Churchill Award” from a GPA-based 
student award into a “Best Essay Prize.”  One idea for this change was that we could use 
submissions for assessment purposes, namely, in what respects fail even our best essays?

No assessment happened in 2013.  Although we repeatedly encouraged faculty to talk to 
students and students to submit their essays, we didn't receive any eligible submissions.

What we did, however, was that we changed the prize from a tuition award to a cash prize 
in order to make our seniors eligible (and not being forced to ignore their submissions 
again).

C.5  Report on “GenEd Learning Outcomes”
The original idea was to develop two assessment tools: (i) additional questions to be used 
on student evaluations for all our GenEd Area IV classes and (ii) a common set of rubrics 
for all our GenEd Area VI classes.  All these efforts became obsolete with the new GenEd 
program we implemented.

One idea that guided our work during the GenEd recertification process is important also 
for our assessment efforts, namely, trying to use the same learning outcomes across as 
many courses as possible and, consequently, to use the same assessment tool across 
courses, to get more robust data due to an increased and more representative sample size.

For the AY 2013–14 we agreed to use a common rubrics sheet (attached to this report as 
Appendix A) and to make just the assignment specific to the course.  For the reporting 
period we chose—to the extent possible, exceptions are noted below—LO 6.3:

Analyze and evaluate texts, objects, events, or ideas in their cultural, 
intellectual or historical contexts.

What follows is a list of all GenEd courses we teach in the assessment period 2013–14 
and how LO 6.3 is being assessed in each; the three rubrics (top, middle, bottom), if 
applicable, refer to the assessment form reproduced below as Appendix A.

• PHIL-11000 “Introduction to Philosophy”
Assignment: Argument Analysis of Descartes Plato (depending on section)
Top rubric: Clearly and creatively explains the argument; supplies nuances; clearly 

articulates an objection
Middle rubric: Adequately describes the argument; identifies an appropriate objection but does 

not clearly articulate it’s finer points



Bottom rubric: Identifies incorrect conclusion to the argument; fails to provide an accurate 
account of the argument; does not provide an objection

• PHIL-11100 “Ethics”
Assignment: In-class short essay interpreting, contextualizing, and evaluating Mill’s Proof 

of Utilitarianism
Top rubric: Succinct and accurate restatement of Mill’s proof; clear articulation of some of 

Mill’s related arguments; clear explanation of why this proof is limited
Middle rubric: Generally accurate restatement of Mill’s proof; rough explanation of some 

related arguments; rough articulation of some limits to the proof
Bottom rubric: Inaccurate restatement of Mill’s proof; unclear (or no) explanation of relevant 

arguments; failure to identify any limits to the proof

• PHIL-12000 “Critical Thinking”
Assignment: Formal examination on recognition and identification of common fallacious 

patterns of reasoning — Note: the is to assess LO 6.1!
Top rubric: Good recognition of fallacious patterns of reasoning; good ability to identify the 

kind of fallacious reasoning involved; appreciates the importance of the 
distinction between poor reasoning and the truth or falsity of the conclusion; 
good at spotting instances of appeals to emotion and personal attacks that are 
nonfallacious given the context

Middle rubric: Fairly good recognition of fallacious patterns of reasoning; fairly good ability to 
identify the kind of fallacious reasoning involved; appreciates the importance of 
the distinction between poor reasoning and the truth or falsity of the conclusion; 
fairly good at spotting instances of appeals to emotion and personal attacks that 
are nonfallacious given the context

Bottom rubric: Weak at recognition of fallacious patterns of reasoning; weak at identifying the 
kind of fallacious reasoning involved; failure to appreciate the importance of the
distinction between poor reasoning and the truth or falsity of the conclusion; 
poor at spotting instances of appeals to emotion and personal attacks that are 
nonfallacious given the context

• PHIL-15000 “Principles of Logic”
Assignment: Short in-class essay on the question: “Should the possibility of public scrutiny

be a constitutive element of arguments, and if so, why?”
Top rubric: Mentions both political and scientific social practices that developed since the 

late medieval ages.
Middle rubric: Mentions either political or scientific social practices (but not both) that 

developed since the late medieval ages
Bottom rubric: Mentions neither political nor scientific social practices that developed since the 

late medieval ages

PHIL-25200 “Intermediate Logic”
Assignment:  Problems on midterm and final exam — Note: assessed will be LO 3.5 
 Measurement: Total percentages of correct solutions per item per students and per class will be 

calculated; these numbers will be averaged and reported.  Scores for the 
midterm exam and the final exam will be compared, analyzed, and reported

PHIL-301 “History of Ancient Philosophy”
Assignment:  Argument Analysis of Plato’s Crito
Top rubric: Clearly and creatively explains the argument; supplies nuances; clearly 

articulates an objection
Middle rubric: Adequately describes the argument; identifies an appropriate objection but does 

not clearly articulate it’s finer points
Bottom rubric: Identifies incorrect conclusion to the argument; fails to provide an accurate 



account of the argument; does not provide an objection

PHIL-302 “History of Medieval Philosophy”
Assignment:  Argument Analysis of Anselm’s Ontological Argument in the Proslogion
Top rubric: Clearly and creatively explains the argument; supplies nuances; clearly 

articulates an objection
Middle rubric: Adequately describes the argument; identifies an appropriate objection but does 

not clearly articulate it’s finer points
Bottom rubric: Identifies incorrect conclusion to the argument; fails to provide an accurate 

account of the argument; does not provide an objection

PHIL-303 “History of Modern Philosophy”
Assignment: Argument Reconstruction of Descartes’ Third Meditation
Top rubric: Clearly and creatively explains the argument; supplies nuances; clearly 

articulates an objection
Middle rubric: Adequately describes the argument; identifies an appropriate objection but does 

not clearly articulate it’s finer points
Bottom rubric: Identifies incorrect conclusion to the argument; fails to provide an accurate 

account of the argument; does not provide an objection

PHIL-304 “History of 19th Century Philosophy”
Assignment: In-class short essay or written homework assignment interpreting, 

contextualizing, and evaluating an argument relevant for that course.
Top rubric: tbd
Middle rubric: tbd
Bottom rubric: tbd

PHIL-351 “Philosophy of Science”
Assignment: In-class short essay or written homework assignment interpreting, 

contextualizing, and evaluating an argument relevant for that course.
Top rubric: tbd
Middle rubric: tbd
Bottom rubric: tbd

GenEd assessment data will first be gathered and compiled by the respective course 
coordinator, then compiled and evaluated across courses at the department level.

D.  Report on Further Assessment Work

D.1  Report on the Spring Meeting of the Department Assessment Committee
Due to lack of data to work with, no meeting took place May 2013.

D.2  Report on the Fall Faculty Retreat
Due to lack of data to work with, no retreat was scheduled for August 2013.

D.3  Report on Religious Knowledge Test
Our program in religious studies copied the idea of assessing basic knowledge 
retention among its students; they implemented a test in 2012 but analyzed its 
data for the time in 2013.  We include their assessment as Appendix B below.

E.  Agenda for the next reporting period



Some goals are clear, seem predetermined, and can be achieved:

(1)  Rewrite Section	  5	  of	  our	  assessment	  plan	  since	  the	  current	  version	  
became	  obsolete	  with	  the	  new	  GenEd	  requirements.
(2)	  Start	  administering	  the	  Critical	  Thinking	  Test.
(3)	  Start	  administering	  the	  Philosophy	  Knowledge	  Test.

Other	  goals,	  however,	  such	  as	  portfolio	  assessment	  or	  essay	  contest,	  remain	  
conditional	  on	  sufWicient	  data.



Appendix A

IPFW	  Philosophy	  Department	  –	  Gen	  Ed	  Assessment	  Form

Instructor	  name:	  	   	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   e-‐mail: 	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  

Course	  name	  and	  no: 	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  

Semester	  and	  year: 	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  

Learning	  Objective: 	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  

Assignment: 	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  

Assessment	  Category Rubric
Each	  box	  in	  the	  column	  below	  should	  contain	  a	  list	  of	  the	  
characteristics	  of	  an	  assignment	  that	  will	  fall	  into	  the	  
relevant	  assessment	  category.

Tally	  of	  papers	  in	  
each	  category;	  Will	  in	  
AFTER	  assignment	  is	  
assessed.

Better	  than	  good	  
enough	  

Total:	  

Good	  enough

Total:	  

Not	  good	  enough

Total:	  

Please submit a preliminary copy of this form by September 15, 2013 (with syllabus) and the 
final, completed form (with 1 sample paper for each category) by January 1, 2014 to 
CourseCoordinatorName, e-mail.



Appendix B
Department	  of	  Philosophy,
Religious	  Studies	  Undergraduate	  Minor	  Assessment	  Report
18	  November	  2013

Overview
Early	   in	  the 	  spring	  2012	  term, 	  a 	  twenty-‐Wive	  multiple	  choice	  question	  “Religious
Studies 	  Knowledge	  Test” 	  was 	  developed	  by	  department 	   faculty 	  teaching 	  courses
under	  the	  REL	  preWix	  to	  assess	  how	  well	  the	  department’s	  religious	  studies	  program
is 	   doing 	   in 	  meeting 	   basic 	   curricular 	   goals 	   for 	   those 	   students 	  who 	   are 	   actively
pursuing	  the	  undergraduate	  minor	  in	  religious	  studies.	  This	  test	  assesses	  how	  well
students	  have	  retained	  key	  information	  from	  the	  courses	  required	  for	  the	  minor,
namely 	  REL 	  11200, 	   REL 	  23000, 	   and 	  REL 	  23100, 	   and 	   is 	  made 	   available 	   online
through	  the	  Purdue	  Qualtrics	  web-‐based	  survey	  software.

Mechanics
In 	   the 	  context 	  of 	   the 	   regular 	  updating 	  of 	   advising 	  records 	   for 	   students 	  actively
pursuing	  the	  minor	  in	  religious	  studies	  which	  is	  done	  at	  the	  beginning	  and	  the	  end
of	  each	  academic	  term,	  including	  the	  summer	  session,	  the	  religious	  studies	  program
coordinator	  identiWies	  those	  students	  who	  have	  completed	  the	  course	  requirements
for	  the	  minor.	  These	  students	  are	  then	  sent	  a	  generic	  invitation	  via	  email	  asking
them	  to	  take	  the	  knowledge	  test	  through	  the	  Qualtrics	  site. 	  The	  email 	  addresses
used	  are	  students’	  listed	  IPFW	  email	  addresses.	  The	  email	  used	  runs	  as	  follows:

Dear IPFW Religious Studies Minor,

As you have recently completed the minor in religious studies, we would like to
request that you take 10–15 minutes of your time to complete a brief “religious
studies general  knowledge” test  online.  This test  is an anonymous instrument
used by the religious studies program to assess how well we are communicating
basic  knowledge  in  the  core  courses  for  the  minor.  All  students  who  have
completed the minor have been invited to take the test.
 
In this test, you will be asked to respond to a total of twenty-five multiple choice
questions covering basic knowledge from REL 11200, “Religion and Culture”,
REL 23000, “Religions of the West”, and REL 23100, “Religions of the East”.
Scores on the test are evaluated only in the aggregate and are intended solely to
help us improve our teaching of the core courses and, by extension, the academic
quality of the religious studies minor.
 
Please follow the link below my signature line to take the test.

Congratulations again on completing the minor!

Sincerely,



Erik S. Ohlander, Ph.D.
Associate Professor of Religious Studies
Department of Philosophy
IPFW

Implementation
The	  intention	  of	  this	  assessment	  mechanism	  is	  to	  use	  aggregate	  results	  gathered
from	  multiple 	  tests	   to 	   identify 	  those	  knowledge	  areas 	   in	  which	  students	  display
deWiciencies	  so	  that	  adjustments	  in	  course	  material(s),	  teaching	  strategies, 	  and	  so
forth	  can	  be	  made.	  On	  4/29/12	  a	  total	  of	  three	  invitations	  to	  take	  the	  test	  were	  sent
to 	   eligible 	   students. 	   The 	   response 	   rate 	   was 	   33%. 	   On 	   7/31/12 	   a 	   total 	   of 	   six
invitations	  were	  sent	  to	  eligible	  students.	  The	  response	  rate	  was	  17%.	  On	  12/18/12
a	  total	  of	  seven	  invitations	  were	  sent	  to	  eligible	  students.	  The	  response	  rate	  was	  0%.
On	  4/26/13	  a	  total	  of	  twelve	  invitations	  were	  sent	  to	  eligible	  students.	  The	  response
rate	  was	  0%.	  On	  5/23/13	  a	  total	  of	  Wifteen	  invitations	  were	  sent	  to	  eligible	  students.
The	  response	  rate	  was	  20%.	  On	  9/2/13	  a	  total	  of	  thirteen	  invitations	  were	  sent	  to
eligible	  students.	  The	  response	  rate	  was	  0%.

As	  shown	  below,	  the	  results	  gathered	  from	  the	  responses	  gathered	  from	  invitations
sent	  between	  4/29/12	  and	  9/2/13	  have	  been	  analyzed	  by	  the	  program	  coordinator
and	  recommendations	  made	  to	  relevant	  faculty.	  Since	  the	  response	  rate	  to	  the	  test
has	  been	  low,	  ideas	  are	  presently	  being	  discussed	  regarding	  ways	  to	  increase	  the
amount	  of	  tests	  taken	  so	  as	  to	  increase	  the	  size	  of	  the	  data	  set.

Results
The	  combined	  results 	  of 	  all 	  attempts	  on	  the 	  “Religious	  Studies	  Knowledge	  Test”
which	  were	  collected	  from	  invitations	  sent	  to	  eligible	  students	  between	  4/29/12
and	  9/2/13	  run	  as	  follow:

Respondents answering correctly: 100%.

1. Functionalist definitions of religion tend to define it mainly:
    a. In terms of how it operates in human life.
    b. In terms of its historical origin.
    c. In terms of the ideas that religious people find important.
    d. In terms of belief in supernatural beings.

Respondents answering correctly: 100%.

2. Karl Marx famously defined religion as:
    a. The opiate of the masses.
    b. A universal obsessional neurosis.
    c. The daughter of hope and fear.
    d. The great fairy tales of conscience.

Respondents answering correctly: 60%.



3. In his Elementary Forms of Religious Life, Emile Durkheim’s primary data set is:
    a. The practices, rituals, and beliefs of the Ancient Greeks and Romans.
    b. The tradition of Hasidic Judaism in Eastern Europe.
    c. The totemic system of the Aborigines of Australia.
    d. Protestants and Catholics in Western Europe.

Respondents answering correctly: 40%.

4. According to Mircea Eliade, the study of religion should begin with the recognition 
that:
    a. Religion absorbs and reflects back the values of different socio-economic classes.
    b. To understand religion is to understand society, and vice versa.
    c. Religion is a category sui generis, a phenomenon unique in and of itself.
    d. To understand religion one must first understand the human psyche.

Respondents answering correctly: 80%.

5. In his theory of religion, Clifford Geertz posits that ethos and worldview:
    a. Are synthesized primarily through science.
    b. Are synthesized primarily through ritual.
    c. Are synthesized primarily through magic.
    d. Are synthesized primarily through theology.

Respondents answering correctly: 100%.

6. Judaism, Christianity, and Islam are all considered:
    a. Monotheistic religious traditions.
    b. Henotheistic religious traditions.
    c. Polytheistic religious traditions.
    d. Nontheistic religious traditions.

Respondents answering correctly: 80%.

7. How many books does the Torah contain?
    a. Four.
    b. Five.
    c. Seven.
    d. Twenty-three.

Respondents answering correctly: 100%.

8. The Jewish holiday of Yom Kippur is most readily associated with:
    a. Commemorating the rededication of the Temple in Jerusalem.
    b. Raucous celebrations and street festivals.
    c. Atoning for and seeking repentance from sins.



    d. Remembering the story of the Exodus.

Respondents answering correctly: 20%.

9. Which of the following is a classic text of Rabbinic Judaism?
    a. The Zohar.
    b. The Shivhei Ha-Besht.
    c. The Kuzari.
    d. The Babylonian Talmud.

Respondents answering correctly: 100%.

10. The Synoptic Gospels are:
    a. Matthew, Mark, Luke.
    b. Mark, Luke, John.
    c. Matthew, Mark, Thomas.
    d. Mark, Luke, Peter.

Respondents answering correctly: 80%.

11. The most contentious debates in early Christianity were over matters of:
    a. Liturgy.
    b. Christology.
    c. Ontology.
    d. Eschatology.

Respondents answering correctly: 60%.

12. The Protestant Reformation took place in which century?
    a. The fourteenth century.
    b. The fifteenth century.
    c. The sixteenth century.
    d. The seventeenth century.

Respondents answering correctly: 100%.

13. Which of the following is not one of the Five Pillars of Islam:
    a. Canonical Prayer (salat).
    b. Fasting during Ramadan (sawm).
    c. Pilgrimage to Mecca (hajj).
    d. Marriage (nikah).

Respondents answering correctly: 80%.

14. In Islam, the Hadith refer to:
    a. The recorded sayings and doings of the Prophet.



    b. The opening chapter of the Qur’an.
    c. Acts which are forbidden.
    d. A mountain near the city of Mecca.

Respondents answering correctly: 100%.

15. The majority of Muslims in the world today are:
    a. Salafi.
    b. Sunni.
    c. Shiite.
    d. Sufi.

Respondents answering correctly: 100%.

16. Which of the following Asian religious traditions has the largest number of 
adherents?
    a. Buddhism.
    b. Hinduism.
    c. Taoism.
    d. Shinto.

Respondents answering correctly: 60%.

17. Which of the following concepts is typically not associated with Hinduism?
    a. Karma.
    b. Dharma.
    c. Moksha.
    d. Nirvana.

Respondents answering correctly: 40%.

18. The popular Hindu scripture known as the Bhagavad Gita is actually part of:
    a. The Lotus Sutra.
    b. The Ramayana.
    c. The Rig Veda.
    d. The Mahabharata.

Respondents answering correctly: 100%.

19. In Buddhism, which of the following is the first of the Four Noble Truths:
    a. Suffering ceases when attachment to desire ceases.
    b. All life is suffering.
    c. Suffering arises from attachment to desires.
    d. Freedom from suffering is possible by following the eight-fold path.

Respondents answering correctly: 100%.



20. The two major divisions of Buddhism are:
    a. Nichiren and Vajrayana.
    b. Vedanta and Yoga.
    c. Shaivism and Vaishnavism.
    d. Theravada and Mahayana.

Respondents answering correctly: 80%.

21. Which of the following concepts is most closely associated with Jainism?
    a. Nonviolence (ahimsa).
    b. One divine constant (ek onkar).
    c. Devotional faith (bhakti).
    d. Suffering caused by transience (dukkha).

Respondents answering correctly: 80%.

22. Which of the following influential religious teachers is associated with Sikhism?
    a. Bodhidharma.
    b. Guru Nanak.
    c. Lao Tzu.
    d. Shankara.

Respondents answering correctly: 40%.

23. Which of the following concepts is not associated with Confucianism?
    a. Proper etiquette (li).
    b. Altruism (ren).
    c. Emptiness (kong).
    d. Filial piety (xiao).

Respondents answering correctly: 100%.

24. In Taoist thought, yin and yang are typically symbolized as:
    a. Dark and Light.
    b. Land and Sea.
    c. Good and Evil.
    d. Knowledge and Ignorance.

Respondents answering correctly: 100%.

25. The kami are associated with which of the following East Asian religious traditions?
    a. Shinto.
    b. Confucianism.
    c. Taoism.
    d. Chondogyo.



Recommendations
Based	  on	  the	  above	  results,	  the	  program	  director	  would	  like	  to	  make	  the	  following
recommendations	  to	  faculty	  teaching	  REL	  11200,	  REL	  23000,	  and	  REL	  23100:

1. Based 	   on 	   the 	   results, 	   it 	   would 	   appear 	   that 	   student 	   command 	   of 	   core
knowledge 	   presented 	   in 	   REL 	   11200 	   is 	   more 	   than 	   passable, 	   however
questions	  nos.	  3	  and	  4	  witnessed	  unusually	  low	  scores.	  As	  such	  instructors
should	  endeavor	  to	  reconWirm	  the	  relevant	  material	  is	  effectively	  addressed
in	  the	  appropriate	  place	  in	  their	  individual	  sections	  of	  the	  course.

2. Based 	   on 	   the 	   results, 	   it 	   would 	   appear 	   that 	   student 	   command 	   of 	   core
knowledge 	   presented 	   in 	   REL 	   23000 	   is 	   more 	   than 	   passable, 	   however
questions	  nos.	  9	  and	  12	  witnessed	  unusually	  low	  scores.	  As	  such	  instructors
should	  endeavor	  to	  reconWirm	  the	  relevant	  material	  is	  effectively	  addressed
in	  the	  appropriate	  place	  in	  their	  individual	  sections	  of	  the	  course.

3. Based 	   on 	   the 	   results, 	   it 	   would 	   appear 	   that 	   student 	   command 	   of 	   core
knowledge 	   presented 	   in 	   REL 	   23100 	   is 	   more 	   than 	   passable, 	   however
questions 	   nos. 	   17, 	   19 	   and 	   23 	  witnessed 	   unusually 	   low 	   scores. 	   As 	   such
instructors	  should	  endeavor	  to	  reconWirm	  the	  relevant	  material	  is	  effectively
addressed	  in	  the	  appropriate	  place	  in	  their	  individual	  sections	  of	  the	  course.

In	  addition	  to	  noting	  the	  movement	  of	  overall	  scores	  on	  the	  questions	  noted	  above,
the	  program	  director	  would	  like	  to	  further	  recommend	  that	  the	  next	  assessment
should	   look	   to	  compare 	   the	  set 	  of 	  scores 	  analyzed	  here	  with	   those 	  obtained	  on
forthcoming	  tests	  so	  as	  to	  identify	  potential	  larger	  trends	  which	  may	  be	  helpful	  for
the	  purposes	  of	  assessment.



TO:  Dr. Mark Masters, Chair of Department of Physics 
FROM:  COAS Assessment Committee 
SUBJECT: 2012-2013 Assessment Report for the Department of Physics  
DATE:  January 14, 2014 
 
 
 

The COAS Assessment Committee did not receive an assessment report from the Department of Physics 
for 2011-2012 nor 2012-2013. The committee reminds you that SD 98-22 requires submission of an 
annual report, even if no assessment activities were conducted. The College of Arts and Sciences has 
adopted a best practices document which could help you in conducting your assessment activities. The 
Best Practices document and rubric can be found on the COAS Assessment Team Best Practices web 
page through the Faculty Governance website. Please contact us if we can provide any assistance as you 
move forward with your assessment process.  
 

http://new.ipfw.edu/dotAsset/c6b217e8-025b-4baa-b743-eb895a1ca6a8.pdf


TO:  Dr. James Lutz, Chair of Political Science 
FROM:  COAS Assessment Committee 
SUBJECT: 2012-2013 Assessment Report for Political Science 
DATE:  January 15, 2014 
 
 
 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Political Science 2012-2013 
Assessment Report. Our comments below follow a rubric derived from the “Best Practices” Model for 
Assessment adopted by COAS to guide assessment practices in all COAS departments and programs. The 
Best Practices document and rubric can be found on the COAS Assessment Team Best Practices web 
page through the Faculty Governance website. 

Steps 1-2: Identification and Location of Measurable Student Learning Outcomes. Your 2013 report 
included an appendix clearly explaining learning outcomes and measures with which those outcomes 
will be evaluated. The students are assessed in various ways and are required to complete a variety of 
courses and projects in which they are evaluated. The rubric for evaluating papers is included and 
thoroughly explained. 

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process. Similar to last year, all benchmarks are 
included and well explained (students must pass courses with a C- or better for it to count towards a 
major). There is mention of a new writing skills rubric in development. Next year’s report should include 
any new rubrics as well as explanations of rubric labels as well as discussions of reliability of said rubric 
methods (i.e. if same rubrics are used in all courses, credentials of rubrics and testing, etc.). 

Step 4: Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions. The department’s report contained analysis of 
each and all learning outcomes. Changes based on last year’s report were mentioned as well as 
abnormalities in student behavior from previous years (no students applied to law school). 

Overall Recommendations:  The Committee encourages the Department to categorize assessment 
methods into direct vs. indirect and continue work on developing assessment standards. For next year’s 
report we suggest you include: 

• Any newly developed rubrics, along with rubric label definitions/ 
• Identify direct and indirect measures. 
• Include discussion of the reliability and validity of measures used. 

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.  

Page 1 of 1 
 

http://new.ipfw.edu/dotAsset/c6b217e8-025b-4baa-b743-eb895a1ca6a8.pdf


 

 ASSESSMENT REPORT  

DEPARTMENT OF POLITICAL SCIENCE, 2012-2013  
 

 

General Information: Fourteen political science majors graduated from December 2011 through 

August 2012. This number is in keeping with past numbers of degrees awarded (between 11 and 

16 from 2001 to 2007). These figures indicate that majors are continuing to graduate at an 

acceptable rate. The department currently has approximately 90 majors seeking B.A. degrees.  

 

Key components for assessment, 2010-2011: writing course required of all majors, statistics 

course required of all majors, senior seminar (capstone course) required of all majors, curriculum 

map of courses taught, measures of course offerings with diversity, survey of graduating majors, 

survey of alumni.  

 

 

Learning Goals  

1. To know: Identify (basic) and explain (advanced) key terms and concepts in the major fields 

of the discipline. (BF Goal: Depth of knowledge in your field.)  

a. Political Thought and Philosophy  

b. American government and politics  

c. Comparative government  

d. International Relations  

e. Quantitative and Qualitative Methods  

 

How Assessed:  

The department already requires majors to pass, with a C- or better, a statistics course and the 

departmental second-semester writing course (or its equivalent) in order to meet the requirements 

for a major in Political Science. Passage of the required courses demonstrates success in this area  

 

1) Fourteen students (of 16 enrolled) successfully passed the departmental writing course in 

Spring Semester 2010 while one did not and one did not complete the course and failed.  

2) Eighteen of twenty students successfully passed the statistics course in the Spring Semester 

2010 with a grade of C or better, one student had a grade of D. (Grade distribution: A – 11; B – 

4; C – 3; D – 1; F - 1).  

 

The department recently incorporated a change in requirements for majors that will require them 

to take at least one course in the four areas of American government and politics, comparative 

government, political thought and philosophy, and international relations. This change ensures 

that students will meet this objective of knowledge in all major areas of political science.  

 

Assessment in the ability ability to demonstrate the ability to fulfill this broad knowledge 

requirement of the department learning goals by the need to earn at least a C- in any course that 

counts towards the major.  

 

2. For 2011-12, the focus was on item C below. 



a. Write/communicate clearly and effectively. (BF Goal: Effective communication skills in 

multiple media.)  
Detailed evaluations for one section of POLS Y205 and one section of Y490 are attached.Similar 

evaluations will be utilized for other courses with a preponderance of majors.  

b. Use quantitative and qualitative research tools appropriately. (BF Goal: Resourceful critical 

thinking and problem solving.)  
c. Research and analyze political issues and engage in problem solving. (BF Goal: Resourceful 

critical thinking and problem solving.)  

 

How Assessed: Writing skills are assessed by analysis of the work done for the departmental 

writing course, by analysis of the papers written for the senior seminar, and by individual reports 

on majors in other upper-division courses with research papers.  

1) The eight students in the senior seminar all passed the course with a grade of C or better in the 

in the Spring Semester 2012.  Sixteen out of eighteen Students in the writing course 

demonstrated the ability to prepare a basic research paper. 

2) The department is working on a rubric by which it can assess the skills of majors preparing 

papers in other upper-level courses focusing on content, organization, grammar and structure; 

use of sources and citation; and synthesis of information. It is anticipated that instructors will 

evaluate papers on one item per year on a rolling basis.  

3) The department statistics course will continue to be used to guarantee the use of quantitative 

and qualitative research skills (which also can be seen in the senior seminar papers).  

4) The papers from the senior seminar require students to demonstrate the ability to research and 

analyze political issues and engage in problem solving.  

5) Ethical and professional standards are determined by issues of academic dishonesty or 

attempted plagiarism in a given year. In 2010-2011 there were no reported cases of such 

violations by majors taking courses in the department.  

 

d. Behave ethically and professionally in keeping with disciplinary standards for personal 

integrity, academic honesty, respect for diversity, and civil dissent and discourse. (BF Goals: 

Citizenship and leadership in diverse communities and Personal integrity and ethical 

action.)  
 

3.* To be prepared for: (BF Goal: Lifelong application of knowledge using appropriate 

technologies.)  
a. Employment in government/public service/political system or related areas.  

b. Graduate study/law school.  

c. Becoming active and involved citizens and leaders in the local community, the nation, and 

beyond. (BF Goal: Citizenship and leadership in diverse communities.)  



How Assessed:  

The accompanying curriculum map indicates the level of preparation for employment and 

graduate school that is done within the department. It also provides information on how students 

are prepared in terms of citizenship.  

 

In addition, the department regularly offers courses that deal with diversity on a domestic and 

global level that helps prepare majors (and other students) to interact appropriately in local, 

national, and global communities.  

 

Semester Number of Courses/Sections materials on diversity  

                                       Little Material  Some Material      Great Deal of Material  

Fall 2012                            2/2   5/13       10/16  
Spring 2013         1/1   6/15        9/13   
Summer 2012          0/0   1/3         4/7   
  

[Excludes courses cross-listed with other departments taught by faculty members in that 

department, internships, one-credit-hour offerings, or readings courses. Courses cross-listed as 

Y200/Y401 counted as one course and two sections. Courses taught in multiple venues (in 

studio, via TV, over Internet, two-way to Warsaw counted as one course and one section).  

 

Student Achievements (Appendix 2) 

 

Normally a number of graduating majors are admitted into law school.  Somewhat surprisingly, 

no graduating majors indicated a desire to do so from this period.  Three majors, however, did 

apply to graduate school.  All three were admitted with funding to graduate school programs 

indicating that the department is preparing its majors quite well in this area. 

 

Chayenne Polimendo, Internship, United Nations Population Research Office, Summer 2013. 

 

 

Other activities:  

The department will be developing a short survey to be administered to majors in POLS Y205 

and POLS Y395 to discover if there are current issues in regards to advising, extra-curricular 

activities, and course offerings that affect current students.  

The department re-applied for the inclusion of courses in the new General Education 

Requirements to continue to make those courses available for majors and other students. 
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Appendix 1 
Curriculum Map Template 

Department of Political Science, Bachelor of Arts 
Fall 2012 and Spring 2013  

Department Chair: James M. Lutz 

 
Courses       Objectives      

Political  
Thought 
and Phil 

Amer  
Govt&  
Politics 

Com-  
parative 
Gov’t 

Internat’l 
Relations 

Quant/  
Qual 
Methods 

Write/  
Communi-  
cate 

Use of  
Re  
search  
Tools 

Analysis &  
Prob-  
solving 

Professional  
standards 

Prep for  
Employment 

Prep for 
Grad/  
Law  
school  

Prep for 
Citizen-  
ship 

Y101      I      I      I      I      I      I      I      I              I 
Y103      I       E        I      R       I      R        E 
Y105      E      R         E      R       R      R      R      R      E 
Y107        E       R      R      R      I         R 
Y109      I       I      E       I       I         I 
Y150      I     E        R      R      R      R         R 
Y205      I      I       I      I      E      E      E      E      I      I      I  
Y305       E        R      E      R      E       R      R      R 
Y317       E        E      R      R      E      R      I      R      R 
Y319       E        E      R      R      E                        I 
Y339      I       E      R      E      E      E      E       R      R           I 
Y340      I       E      R      E      E      E      E       R      R      I 
Y371      R      I      I      E      R      R      R      E      I       I      I      I 
Y376       I      I      I      E      R      R      R      E        I        
Y378       E        R      R      R      E      R      R      I      R 
Y383      E      E         E         R      R      R      R      R      E 
Y384      E      E         E      R      R      R      R      R      E 
Y395          E      R      E      E        I      I      I  
Y200/Y401 
Family Law 

 
     R 

 
     E 

 
     I 

  
     I 

 
     R 

 
R-200 
E-401 

 
     E 

  
      I 

 
     R 

 
     E 

 
     R 

Y200/Y401 
Terrorism 

      R      E      I      I      E R-200 
E-401 

     R       R           R 



Y200/Y401 
Scandals 

           E      R       R      R R-200 
E-401 

     R      R      R      R      R 

Y200/Y401 
Politics and 
Science 

    
     I 

 
     E 

 
     I 

  
     I 

 
     R 

 
R-200 
E-401 

 
     R 

      
     I 

 
     I 

 
     E 

   
     R 

Y401 Women in 
Power 

 
     R 

 
     R 

 
     R 

  
     E 

 
     E 

 
     E 

 
      E 

 
     R 

 
     I 

 
     I 

  
     E 

Y200/Y401 
Sports and 
Policy 

 
      

 
     E 

   
     I 

 
     E 

 
R-200 
E-401 

 
     R 

 
     R 

 
     R 

 
     R 

 
     R 

Y200/Y401 
Comp Pol 
Behavior 

 
  

 
     I 

 
     E 

  
     R 

 
     E 

 
R-200 
E-401 

 
     R 

  
     R 

 
     E 

 
      I 

Y200/Y401  
Election 2012 

 
      

 
     E 

   
     R 

 
     E 

 
R-200 
E-401 

 
     R 

 
   

   
     R 

 
     R 

 
     R 

Y200/Y401 
Israel & 
Palestinians 

 
 

 
     I 

 
     E 

 
     I 

 
     R 

 
     E 

 
R-200 
E-401 

 
     E 

  
     I 

 
     I 

 
     R 

Y200/Y401 
Film 

      E       E         R      R      R        R  

Y203/Y401       E      E         E R-203 
E-401 

     R      R      R      R      E 

Y490 
Ulmschneider 

           R      R      I      E      E      E      E           R      R      E      R 

Y490 Downs       E        E      E      E      E      R      E      R       R 
 



APPENDIX 2 

 

STUDENT ACHIEVEMENTS 

 

Admission to Graduate Schools 

 

Joseph Wuest admitted to graduate school (Temple University) with full funding 

Stacey Leiter admitted to graduate school (University of Akron) with funding 

Stephen Clouse admitted to graduate school (Northern Illinois) with funding 

 

Other Accomplishments 

 

Jeff Carey and Lily Dragnev hired as assistants for Montessori Model United Nations 

conferences, New York City and Geneva Switzerland, 2013. 

 

Chayenne Polimendo, Internship, United Nations Population Research Office, Summer 2013. 

 

Lily Dragnev, finalist, Fulbright to Bulgaria, 2013. 

 

Paul Zee-Cheng passed the first part of the Certified Public Accountant exam. This was the part 

of the CPA exam process with which he was the least comfortable. He says he is much more 

comfortable with the material covered in the remaining three exams. He also is working toward 

his Masters of Taxation at American University. His GPA so far is 4.0. 

 

 



Appendix 3  

Diversity in Course Offerings  

 
The department regularly offers courses that deal with diversity on a domestic and global level 

that helps prepare majors (and other students) to interact appropriately in local, national, and 

global communities.  

 

 

Semester   Number of Courses/Sections and Materials on diversity  

Little Material  Some Material     Great Deal of Material  

 

Fall 2012      2/2     5/13       10/16  

Spring 2013       1/1     6/15        9/13  

Summer 2012       0/0     1/3         4/7  

 

 

Excludes courses cross-listed with other departments taught by faculty members in that 

department, internships, one-credit-hour offerings, or readings courses. Courses cross-listed as 

Y200/Y401 counted as one course and two sections. Courses taught in multiple venues (in 

studio, via TV, over Internet, two-way to Warsaw are counted as one course and one section 
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Assessment Report 

Spring 2013 Political Science Y205 

Prof. James Toole 

 

 

According to the Department of Political Science Assessment Plan, one of the assessment 

measures used for the B.A. in Political Science is an interim measure evaluating student projects 

for Y205 in terms of progress toward achieving the goals of the program. 

 

One of the learning goals of the Political Science B.A. program is goal 2(c), demonstration of the 

ability to research and analyze political issues and to engage in problem solving. Spring 2013 

research papers were evaluated to determine how well they met this particular program goal. 

 

Of the sixteen students who began Y205 in Spring 2013, fifteen completed the fifteen-page final 

project. In this assessment, the finished projects were evaluated based on how well each student 

posed and answered his or her individual analytical research question. In Y205, each paper is 

expected to pose a research question that remains unresolved and thus has more than one 

plausible answer. The paper then is expected to solve the political problem addressed in the 

question by using logic and evidence to determine which alternative answer seems most 

persuasive. Because the accumulation and use of evidence is more a focus of departmental 

learning goal 2(b) and is accordingly assessed in years other than this one, the present assessment 

is focused instead on the clarity and logic of the question and its ultimate answer. 

 

Projects were evaluated on the following scale: 

 

5: The research question is clear, significant, and unresolved; it is thoughtfully described  

  and placed intelligently into theoretical, practical, and (where appropriate)  

  historical context. The answer to the question is highly persuasive, based on  

  unusually sound reasoning. 

 4: The research question is clear, significant, and unresolved; it is clearly described and  

  placed well into some context. The answer to the question is convincing, based on  

  good reasoning.  

 3: The research question is useful but is not as clear, significant, or unresolved as it could  

  be; it is described adequately and put into some context. The answer to the  

  question is only somewhat convincing; some of its reasoning is weak. 

 2: The research question is unclear or poorly conceived; it is not well described and the  

  description lacks context. The answer to the question is unconvincing, based on  

  weak or inappropriate reasoning. 

 1: The research question is unclear or not posed at all; if posed, it is poorly described and  

  not put into any useful context. The question, such as it is, is barely or not at all 

  answered. 
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Results of the assessment are as follows: 

 

Score Number of students receiving the score 

5 3 

4 6 

3 5 

2 0 

1 1 

 

This year, more than half of the student projects posed and answered an analytical question in a 

very good or excellent way (earning a 4 or a 5). Just less than one-third earned the middle score, 

and no projects received a 2. The one project deserving a 1 was so much worse than all the rest 

that it seems unreasonable to attribute its failings to the teaching of the course. In future 

semesters, I will continue to work closely and individually with all students on the skills assessed 

here. On the whole, however, the above distribution of assessment scores suggests that current 

teaching practices designed to help students to better solve political problems through question-

posing and subsequent research-based logical analysis are working well.  



Appendix 6  

Results from POLS Y395  

 

There were 21 students who originally registered in the course; however, one of them dropped 

the course early in the term. Of the other 20 students who remained, the following grade 

distribution was present:  

 

A - 11  

B - 4  

C – 3  

D - 1  

F – 1  

 

Only two of the students did not meet the minimum requirements and thus will have to repeat the 

course. This failure to complete rate is about average for the course and better than the previous 

year. These results indicate that this requirement for the core curriculum for the department is 

achieving its designed purpose. 

 



Assessment of Senior Seminar (POLS Y490), Fall 2012 

Public Policy - Andrew Downs 

 

According to the Department of Political Science Assessment Plan, one of the assessment measures used 

for the B.A. in Political Science is an internal measure at exit evaluating student projects for Y490 in 

terms of progress toward achieving the goals of the program.  Two of the learning goals of the Political 

Science B.A. are: 

 

1. Write/communicate clearly and effectively (BF Goal: Effective communication skills in 

multiple media) 

2. Research and analyze political issues and engage in problem solving (BF Goal: Resourceful 

critical thinking and problem solving)  
 

These are the criteria that were used for evaluating how well the final papers achieved the first learning 

goal listed above.    

 

 Structure / organization that makes reading the paper easy 

 Clearly stated purpose 

 Primarily scholarly and governmental sources used  

 Arguments and analyses flowed from evidence included in the paper 
 

These are the criteria that were used for evaluating how well the final papers achieved the second goal 

listed above.   

 

 Clearly stated purpose 

 Appropriate method was used 

 Method was used appropriately 

 Recommendation / conclusion was persuasive  

 

The following scale was used for evaluating the papers. 

 

4 = Paper does all acceptably 

3 = Paper does three of the four acceptably 

2 = Paper does half of them acceptably 

1 = Paper fails to do have of them acceptably 

 

In the fall of 2012, the subject of Y490 was the formation and analysis of public policies.  For most of the 

students, this was the first time they had a course that focused on the formation and analysis of public 

policies as the primary subject of the course.  This meant that most of the students were using 

methodologies that were new to them.  It is not surprising that the students performed better on the 

writing learning outcome than on the research learning outcome.  If this is the subject of a future Senior 

Seminar, the instructor will have to approach the selection and use of methodologies differently.   

 

Although they were not part of the formal assessment, there are two other points worth noting.  The first 

is that the students were asked to critique the work of another student and the critiques were not 

particularly strong.  Many of the students appeared to be unsure of how to deliver a constructive, critical 

review.  The second is that the students were required to give a presentation of their work.  Many of the 

students seemed ill-prepared to do this.   

 



Nine students started the course.  Seven received a “C” or better.  One student has an incomplete and one 

received a “D.”  That student retook the course in the summer of 2013 and finished with a “C.”  The 

summary below does not include the student who has the incomplete.   

 

Rating Write/communicate 

clearly and effectively 

Research and analyze political issues 

and engage in problem solving 

4 2 3 

3 5 2 

2 1 3 

1 0 0 

 



 

Appendix 7 

 Learning Goals Template 

Framework Instruments Other Sources of Evaluation 

Know major concepts in 

Field/Depth of Knowledge in 

Field  

Senior Paper, Requirement to 

take at least one course in four 

major areas, Take required 

methods and statistics course, 

course rubric 

Surveys of Alumni, Admission 

to Law School or Graduate 

School, Curriculum Map 

Write and communicate 

effectively/Effective 

communication 

POLS Y205 departmental 

writing course, Senior Paper, 

Grades in some courses inside 

department 

Survey of Alumni, Curriculum 

Map 

Use quantitative and qualitative 

research tools 
POLS Y205, POLS Y395, 

Senior Paper 
Admission to Law School or 

Graduate School, Curriculum 

Map 

Problem Solving /Critical 

thinking and problem solving 
POLS Y395, Senior Paper, 

Grades in General Education VI 

courses outside department and 

course rubric information for 

some courses inside 

department. 

Admission to Law School or 

Graduate School, Curriculum 

Map 

Behave ethically and 

professionally/Citizenship and 

leadership in diverse 

communities  

Diversity emphasized in course 

offerings 
Survey of graduates, Alumni 

survey, Admission to Law 

School or Graduate School, 

Curriculum Map 

Preparation for 

Employment/Lifelong learning 
 Surveys of Alumni, Survey of 

Graduates, Admission to Law 

School or Graduate  

 



To:   Dr. Carol Lawton, Chair of Department of Psychology 
From:   COAS Assessment Committee 
Subject:  2012-2013 Assessment Report for Department of Psychology 
Date:   January 14, 2014 
 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Department of Psychology’s  2012-
2013 assessment report. Our review follows the rubric derived from the “Best Practice” Model for 
Assessment adopted by COAS to guide assessment practice in all COAS departments and programs. The 
Best Practices document and rubric can be found on the COAS Assessment Team Best Practices Page 
through the college Faculty Governance site.  

Step 1 and 2: Identification and Location of Measurable Student Learning Outcomes: The learning goals 
are listed overall, but again (as noted in last year’s COAS Assessment Committee Memo) it would be 
beneficial to show which courses address which learning goals as well as how the measures address 
them.   

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process: The steps taken by your department to 
improve the student paper coding with the VCAP grant are admirable and easily serve as a model for 
other departments and programs.  The refinement of this coding is detailed and includes all major 
aspects of effective assessment measure. Again, as noted last year, it would be beneficial if the 
department incorporates certain benchmarks or desirable standards of achievement for the student 
papers as well as the test and surveys.  These may be understood within the department, but making 
them clear in the assessment report serves to indicate how the department is setting the bar for its 
program as well as how that bar is met. 

Step 4: Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions: Your recommendations based on the results 
seem to be ones you can start to put into place immediately, and the COAS Assessment Committee 
looks forward to reports on your progress.  The first table’s percentages are somewhat confusing, and a 
little more explanation of how to read those percentages (which don’t equate to 100 percent in each 
category) would be helpful.  Might the department also consider how to regard or discuss the student 
papers in the assessment in terms of knowledge pertinent to the field and not only general writing 
ability?  That is, seven of the criteria seem to easily pertain to elements of psychology (e.g. a strong 
thesis is presumably a strong psychology thesis, synthesis is evidence pertains to usage of strong 
evidence from the field), however the discussion of the assessment seems to put the findings in terms of 
general writing skills.  This may also help the delineation of benchmarks, such as what a good thesis for a 
psychology paper looks like. 
 

Overall recommendation: For next year’s report we suggest you include: 

• The benchmark measures the department uses to gauge success in the various aspects 
of the program.  

• Clarity of how the student paper assessment reflects goals specific to work in 
psychology. 

Page 1 of 2 
 

http://new.ipfw.edu/departments/coas/resources/assessment-practices.html


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.  

 

Page 2 of 2 
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Assessment Report for 2012-13 
Bachelor’s Degree in Psychology 

 
Psychology B.A. Program Goals 
 
Upon successful completion of the degree, students will have: 
$ Knowledge of the major theoretical approaches, findings, and historical trends in psychology 
$ Understanding of the major research methods in psychology, including ethical standards, design, 

data analysis, and interpretation 
$ Critical thinking ability and the use of the scientific approach to understanding behavior 
$ Application of concepts, information, and skills learned in psychology courses to their lives and 

work 
$ The ability to communicate effectively in the discourse of the discipline 
$ Understanding of people from a diverse range of backgrounds and varying demographic 

characteristics such as age, race, disability, sexual orientation, class, ethnicity, religion, and 
cognitive abilities 

$ Decision-making ability about future employment or graduate education 
$ The ability to locate and evaluate sources of information 
 
2012-13 Assessment: Student Writing, Part 2 
 
The Psychology Department assessment plan identifies four measures to address program goals: scores 
of graduating students on the Major Field Test in Psychology, ratings of research papers from upper-
level courses, survey responses from current students, and survey responses from alumni. The 
administration and analysis of those assessment measures normally occurs over a three-year period, 
such that a subset of measures is examined each year. 
 
In last year’s assessment report, we described the need for a more reliable instrument to assess student 
writing.  Rubrics that we had used previously tended to produce low levels of agreement between 
different coders of the same papers, which prevented us from obtaining meaningful data that could 
inform department practices on teaching effective communication in the discipline.  We also presented 
the results of a survey of our faculty on aspects of student writing that were perceived to be 
problematic and we described the development of a new coding system to assess student writing. 
 
Using a grant obtained under the Vice Chancellor Assessment Project (VCAP), two members of the 
department Assessment Committee (Vartanian and Lawton) worked with four graduates of our 
program to develop a detailed codebook for use in scoring eight categories related to writing a 
literature review paper for upper-level psychology courses.  At the time of last year’s report, we had 
gone through multiple iterations of the codebook with a limited set of “practice papers.” With each 
round of coding, we made the operational definitions for scoring each category more precise and we 
added examples to illustrate when to use each score.        
 
During the 2012-13 academic year, with funds from the VCAP grant as well as the department, we 
supervised the four coders in the scoring of 40 papers collected for assessment.  This year’s report 
focuses on the results of that effort.  We report here on the interrater reliabilities (levels of agreement 
between coders) for each category in the rubric, the frequencies of scores assigned to papers, and 



 

 

preliminary recommendations for ways to improve student writing. 
 
Interrater Reliabilities for Rubric Categories 
 
Using the methods reported by Stellmack et al. (2009), we calculated the following two types of 
reliability to represent the percent agreement between the three coders for each paper in each of the 
eight rubric categories: 
 

Liberal agreement. Percent of instances in which two of the three coders agreed on a score and 
the third coder assigned a score that was within 1 point of that given by the other two coders. 
Conservative agreement. Percent of instances in which all three coders assigned the same score. 
  

    Table 1 
 Liberal 

Agreement
Conservative 
Agreement 

Strength of Thesis 82% 54% 
Clarity of Literature Review 74% 21% 
Cohesiveness of Literature Review 82% 15% 
Synthesis of Evidence 90% 28% 
Strength of Conclusions 87% 21% 
Presentation of Future Directions or 
Applications 

92% 28% 

Mechanics of Composition 74% 26% 
Scientific Writing Style 82% 38% 
Citations and References 74% 21% 

 
 
Levels of agreement between coders across the eight categories of our rubric, shown in Table 1, were 
similar to those obtained by Stellmack et al. (2009) using their rubric for grading introduction sections 
of APA (American Psychological Association)-style papers.  However, our goal was to improve upon 
the reliabilities of existing rubrics. To that end, we will focus in the future on further refinement of the 
operational definitions of the four categories in which we obtained the highest levels of interrater 
reliability (considering both liberal and conservative definitions): Strength of Thesis, Synthesis of 
Evidence, Presentation of Future Directions or Applications, and Scientific Writing Style.  Although 
the future four-category rubric will be more limited in scope than our initial eight-category rubric, we 
believe that a limited number of categories that can be more clearly understood by coders will not only 
enhance the reliability of the rubric as a whole but also increase its potential to be easily understood 
and used by students to improve their own writing.      
 
Scores Assigned to Student Papers in Rubric Categories 
 
Table 2 shows the percentages of scores (0, 1, 2) in each of the rubric categories for the sample of 40 
student papers collected for assessment between 2009 and 2012.  The score assigned to a paper in a 
given category was the one agreed upon by at least two of the three coders.  In the few cases where 
there was no agreement between any of the three coders, the middlemost score (“1”) was assigned. 
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   Table 2 
 0 = 

Ineffective
1 = 
Developing

2 =  
Effective 

Strength of Thesis 40.0% 37.5% 22.5% 

Clarity of Literature Review 15.0% 47.5% 37.5% 

Cohesiveness of Literature 
Review 7.5% 40.0% 52.5% 

Synthesis of Evidence 32.5% 55.0% 12.5% 

Strength of Conclusions 27.5% 62.5% 10.0% 

Presentation of Future Directions 
or Applications 50.0% 37.5% 12.5% 

Mechanics of Composition 10.0% 37.5% 52.5% 

Scientific Writing Style 12.5% 30.0% 57.5% 

Citations and References 22.5% 45.0% 32.5% 

   
 
 
The distribution of scores suggests that students struggled most with developing a strong thesis, 
synthesizing evidence, deriving strong conclusions, and presenting future directions or applications.  
We note that the development of a strong thesis is closely linked to success with other aspects of the 
paper.  For example, it is difficult to synthesize and integrate evidence or to draw strong conclusions 
without the framework provided by a clear thesis.  We note also that the ability to derive meaningful 
future directions or practical applications from the evidence reviewed requires a good understanding of 
that evidence and represents a sophisticated form of critical thinking.  It is not surprising that students 
were least successful in this category.  Relatively better success was seen in clarity and cohesiveness of 
the literature review, mechanics of composition, and ability to use a scientific style of writing.  That a 
majority of students showed effective scientific writing suggests that the program is doing well at 
training students to think, or at least write, in a factual and evidence-based manner. 
 
Preliminary Recommendations 
 
Based on insights gained as we have continually sought to improve the operational definitions of our 
rubric categories and the findings with our revised rubric to date, we make the following 
recommendations:  
 

 Practice in thesis development should take place early in the major, perhaps in short exercises in 
the newly developed required course in the major, PSY 14000-Critical Foundations in 
Psychology. 

 Staging of papers in upper-level classes might be considered as a way 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. 

 Consider whether derivation of future directions or practical applications of the research 
reviewed is a reasonable goal for student papers and if so, ways to guide students in 
understanding and achieving this goal. 
 



 

 

Reference 
 
Stellmack, M. A., Konheim-Kalkstein, Y. L., Manor, J. E., Massey, A. R., & Schmitz, J. A. P (2009). 

As assessment of reliability and validity of a rubric for grading APA-style introductions. 
Teaching of Psychology, 36, 102-107. doi: 10.1080/00986280902739776 

 
 
Report prepared by: 
Psychology Department Assessment Committee 
(Drouin, Lawton, Vartanian) 
 
Approved by the Psychology Department, October 23, 2013 
 
  
 



 

 

Revision approved September 18, 2013 by Psychology 
Approved October 22, 2008 by Psychology 
Approved by A&S November 2008 
Approved by Assessment Council April 2009 
 
 Department of Psychology 
 Assessment Plan 
 
B. A. Degree 
 
A. Goals 
 
 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 ethical standards, 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 the ability to apply concepts, information, and skills learned in 

psychology courses to their lives and work. 
 5. Students will demonstrate the ability to effectively locate and evaluate sources of 

information. 
 6. Students will demonstrate the ability to express themselves effectively in the discourse of 

the discipline. 
 7. 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. 

 8. Students will demonstrate the ability to make decisions about future employment or 
graduate education. 

 
B. Assessment Instruments 
 
 1. Major Field Test in Psychology (Measures goals 1 & 2) 
 

The Major Field Test (MFT) is a nationally-normed test measuring content knowledge in 
the discipline of psychology (and is available for many other disciplines), 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 will be required to take the Major Field Test in their 

senior year, and to score above a certain minimum score in order to be 
certified to graduate.  

 



 

 

 2. Evaluation of  Papers (Measures goals 3, 5, and 6) 
 

All graduating seniors will be required to submit  research papers from two upper-level 
courses required in the major, PSY 32900-Psychobiology and PSY 41600-Cognitive 
Psychology. 

 
Every three years, a sample of 30 of these papers will be selected randomly from the 
preceding three years’ papers, and will be evaluated by members of the Assessment 
Committee, using rubrics and a scale developed for this purpose. Each paper will be 
independently rated by two members of the assessment committee. The department 
secretary will assign each paper a number and remove student names before the papers 
are given to the members of the committee. 

 
 3. Survey of Majors (May measure any of the goals of the B.A. degree. It will always 

include items to measure goals 4, 7, & 8) 
The department will conduct a survey of a random sample of at least 35% of currently 
enrolled majors every three years and at the time of departmental program review. 
Program review is typically done every seven years. Should the normal three-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 extensive survey will assess students’ evaluation of many aspects of their education, 
and their satisfaction with the program and services (especially advising) provided by the 
department. 

 
This survey will be adjusted and 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 goals 4, 7, & 8. 

 
 4. Survey of Alumni (May measure any of the goals) 
 

 At the time of departmental program review (typically on a 7-year cycle)  the 
department will undertake a survey of alumni. This survey will be constructed to meet 
departmental needs at the time of program review, and may measure any of the goals 
above. Data from this survey may be included in the department’s assessment report at 
the time it is conducted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 

 

C. Table Linking Goals and Assessment Instruments 
 

 Assessment Instruments 

Goals MFT Papers Major 
Survey 

Alumni 
Survey 

1. Knowledge §  * * 

2. Understand Research 
Methods 

§  * * 

3. Critical Thinking  § * * 

4. Apply to Life and Work   § * 

5. Locate Information  § * * 

6. Communicate  § * * 

7. Diversity   § * 

8. Plan Future   § * 
§: Definitely measures goal 
*: May measure goal 
 
D. Evaluation of the Bachelor’s Degree 
The Department Assessment Committee will report on progress annually.  Each of the measures 
above will be reported and analyzed in a three-year cycle, focusing particularly on the 
information gained from the measure about how the program is meeting the goals outlined 
above. 
 

Year One1: Major Field Test as Exit Exam 
Year Two: Paper Assessments 
Year Three: Survey of Current Majors. 
At the time of Departmental Program Review: Surveys of current majors and alumni. 

 
The Department Assessment Committee will use the information to modify the program to better 
meet the goals, if necessary. 
 
Evaluation of the Usefulness of the Assessment Plan 
 
At the time of departmental Program Review, the Department Assessment Committee will 
undertake a review of the usefulness of the Assessment Plan, and will modify the plan at that 
time, if necessary. 

                                                 
1Spring 07; Spring 10; Spring 13 



To: Dr. Peter Iadicola  , Chair of Department of Sociology 

From: COAS Assessment Committee 

Subject: 2012-2013 Assessment Report for Department of Sociology 

Date: December 3, 2013. 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Department of Sociology’s   2012-2013 
assessment report. Our review follows the rubric derived from the “Best Practice” Model for Assessment 
adopted by COAS to guide assessment practice in all COAS departments and programs. The Best 
Practices document and rubric can be found on the COAS Assessment Team Best Practices Page through 
the college Faculty Governance site.  

Step 1 and 2: Identification and Location of Measurable Student Learning Outcomes.  Your report for 
2012-2013 year clearly identified fifteen learning goals for undergraduate program. The report aligns 
each learning objective with the corresponding core course /courses. For each core course you have 
identified measurable   learning outcomes, thus establishing a direct alignment of the measures with the 
program’s student learning objectives.  

 

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process.   Your report clearly identifies three 
components of assessment measures: Exit survey of graduating students, alumni survey, and the course 
assessment of specific courses per the learning outcomes emphasized in the course. The graduating 
students’ responses are clearly aligned with fifteen learning goals. For each core course that is assessed, 
a clear measurable assessment method is provided.  

 
Step 4: Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions.  You have provided the results of student exit 
survey based on four responses. You provided the % of students who wrote a well-organized paper in 
various courses . You also provided the results of pre and posttest analysis to evaluate students’ 
progress  related to the learning objectives. You provided the results of the students’ ability to critically 
evaluate published research and also provided measures for improvement. The table describing the % of 
students performing at a satisfactory level or above in six learning objectives is clear and also includes 
ways of improving the results. You have indicated to reinforce student’s ability to evaluate theoretical 
arguments.    
 

Overall recommendation  For next year’s report we suggest you: 

• Identify the benchmark measures the department will use to evaluate 
the successfulness of the programs.   

• Increase the number of students participants  in the exit survey. 

Please contact us if we can provide any assistance as you move forward with your assessment 
process.  

 

http://new.ipfw.edu/departments/coas/resources/assessment-practices.html


TO:   Dr. Peter Iadicola, Chair of Department of Sociology 
FROM:  COAS Assessment Committee 
SUBJECT:  Revised Assessment Plan 
DATE:  January 15, 2014 
 
Thank you for submitting your revised assessment plan. 

The COAS Assessment Committee reviewed your plan according to the requirements described 
in Senate Document (SD) 98-22. We understand the existence of conflicting directions or forms 
that you may have received in the past about assessment plan development. Nonetheless, the 
committee is committed to following the governing faculty senate document on assessment. 

We would like for you to further revise your plan so that it complies with SD 98-22. 

In order to facilitate the revision of your plan, we have attached a senate document review sheet.  

Remember that all plans must be approved by the COAS Assessment Committee and the 
University Assessment Council prior to implementation.  

Once again, we would like to thank you for your time and efforts to provide an up-to-date and 
compliant assessment plan.  



Sociology Department Assessment 2013 Report 

 

Executive summary 

The sociology assessment plan has three components; exit survey of graduating students, alumni 

survey, and upper level course assessment per the learning objectives emphasized in the course 

(see attached Sociology Department Assessment Plan).  For this cycle in program assessment for 

the undergraduate program a survey of graduating students was conducted during the summer of 

2013 and faculty reported on course level assessment in the upper level required courses in 

sociology for the last academic year.    Overall, students in the survey reported satisfaction with 

program and self – reported that they were able to accomplish all program goals.  Areas for 

needed improvement were identified as sociology club activities, in students’ ability in the 

evaluation of theoretical perspectives in the introductory courses as evidenced by the student’s 

performance in the S260 course, and better advisement and instructor restrictions on the 

enrollment of students who have not complete core course pre-requisites. 

 

Undergraduate Assessment - Report on Student Exit Survey 

 Four of the 8 students who graduated during the 2013 academic year completed an online 

Qualtrics Survey which asked them to report on areas for improvement in the undergraduate 

program (see attached survey).  One student responded that advising could be improved in the 

department.  There were no other responses indicating areas for improvement.  As to the overall 

strength of the program, students listed the following comments; “good teachers for the most 

part,” “faculty involvement in student learning,” and “it introduces a variety of topics,” Students 

Comment [D1]: Here I would briefly review the 
assessment plan with the learning objectives.  Sort 
of an introductory paragraph to the kind of 
information you are about to present. 
 
You could introduce the sections that follow…..that 
would be helpful. 
 
Also, some people include an index…..this makes it 
really helpful for the committee.  And it makes for a 
slick report. 
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were also asked if there should be more writing assignments in sociology courses.   One student 

responded, “I think the amount of writing assignments was appropriate and another responded 

“Probably more, depending on the professor and course.”  

 As to the survey question “was something not covered in the core courses (writing, 

theory, methods, stats, capstone) that you would have liked to cover,” one student responded no 

and another stated that they were disappointed with the theory class that they had, “He focused 

more on the actual theorists and their lives rather than their theories.  It was very disappointing 

since I enjoy theory and a big waste of my money.” 

 Graduating students were also asked to rate various features of the sociology program.  

The table 1 below lists the question and student responses.  There was a mixed response from 

students as to the frequency of course offerings.  The department schedules all required classes 

every year and provides a range of electives, at least 10 each year.  This provides students with 

the ability to complete the program within four years.  The one area that students rated poorly is 

the sociology club activities and advising.  The department recognizes the importance of student 

club activities and is currently giving more attention to supporting the growth of the club.  Also, 

during the last year the department instituted a new advising system that requires faculty to 

conduct at least 3 advising sessions with their students prior to graduation.    

  On the course level assessment, there was a concern regarding student’s abilities to 

conduct a theoretical analysis in the capstone course.  However, it was recognized that this 

problem could be a result of student’s taking the class before they have completed the theory 

class in particular, but in general all other required courses before enrolling in the capstone 

course.  The department hopes to address this problem through restrictions on a students’ ability 
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to enroll in the course prior to the completion of core course work, and through better 

advisement.   

Table 1:  Responses to the item on the student exit survey, “Please rate the following 
features of the sociology program.” 

# Question 1 (poor 
quality) 

2 3 4 5 
(excellent 
quality) 

Total 
Responses 

Mean 

1 
Advising 

within the 
department 

1 0 0 1 2 4 3.75 

2 
Frequency 
of course 
offerings 

0 1 2 1 0 4 3.00 

3 
Diversity of 

course 
offerings 

0 0 2 2 0 4 3.50 

4 Availability 
of faculty 0 0 1 2 1 4 4.00 

5 
Sociology 

club 
activities 

1 2 1 0 0 4 2.00 

 

 Graduating students were also asked to report the degree to which they had met the 

learning objectives for the sociology major.    Table 2 on the next page summarizes the student’s 

ratings on their ability to accomplish the learning objective for the program.  Overall, all students 

reported that they had met the learning outcomes for the program.   The areas where they rated 

their skills most highly were in their ability to identify and explain the three major theoretical 

paradigms, demonstrate the use of quantitative and qualitative methodologies in the field of 

sociology, critically evaluate different research methodologies in sociological research, engage in 

theoretical analysis, correctly select the appropriate statistical technique when analyzing data, 

understand the ethical standards as related to the use of human subjects in research, write and 

present a research paper, and demonstrate an understanding of the American Sociological  
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Table 2: Graduating Students response to the item; “Please rate your ability to accomplish 
the following tasks.  The scale for each item ranges from 1 (unable to accomplish the task) 
to 5 (fully able to accomplish the task).” 

# Question 1 Unable to 
accomplish 

task 

2 3 4 5 Fully able 
to 

accomplish 
task 

Total 
Responses 

Mean 

1 

Identify, define 
and explain the 

three major 
theoretical 

perspectives in 
sociology 

0 0 0 2 2 4 3.50 

2 
Engage in 

theoretical 
analyses 

0 0 1 0 3 4 3.50 

3 
Theoretically 

interpret social 
issues 

0 0 1 1 2 4 3.25 

4 

Demonstrate the 
use of 

quantitative 
methodologies in 

the field of 
sociology 

0 0 0 0 4 4 4.00 

5 

Demonstrate the 
use of qualitative 
methodologies in 

the field of 
sociology 

0 0 0 0 4 4 4.00 

6 

Critically 
evaluate 
different 
research 

methodologies in 
sociological 

research 

0 0 0 1 3 4 3.75 

7 Interpret social 
science data 0 0 0 1 3 4 3.75 

8 

Correctly select 
the appropriate 

statistical 
technique when 
analyzing data 

0 0 0 2 2 4 3.50 

9 Use a statistical 
software package 0 0 1 2 1 4 3.00 

10 Critically 0 0 0 0 4 4 4.00 

Comment [D2]: Again, I’d want a title on this 
table so the committee members can easily 
understand what the table was used for. 
 
These are more closely aligned with the learning 
objectives, so you should make that connection very 
clear in the narrative, highlighting exactly how these 
align. Also, it would not be hard to align these with 
the baccalaureate framework….something that 
would place this report ahead of several other 
department/programs. 
 
This is something that would be great to do in the 
assessment plan for the undergraduate program 
too. 
 
You might want to save this table in landscape, then 
as pdf and include it as supporting document or in 
an appendix.  As is, it is hard to see on the 
computer. 
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evaluate 
theoretical 
arguments 

11 
Develop 

evidence based 
arguments 

0 0 0 0 4 4 4.00 

12 

Critically 
evaluate 

published 
research 

0 0 0 0 4 4 4.00 

13 
Successfully 

write a research 
paper 

0 0 0 0 4 4 4.00 

14 
Successfully 

present a 
research report 

0 0 0 1 3 4 3.75 

15 

Understand the 
ethical standards 
as related to the 

use of human 
subjects in 
research 

0 0 0 0 4 4 4.00 

16 

Demonstrate an 
understanding of 
the ASA Code of 

Ethics 

0 0 0 2 2 4 3.50 

 

Association Code of Ethics.   The one area that received the lowest scores from the students was 

the use a statistical software package, although the majority of responses noted that they were 

able to use a statistical software package.   

 

Program Assessment as Evaluated by Performance in Core Courses 

 

This was the first year that the department assessed the program by analyzing student 

performance in the achievement of program learning objectives that were to be “emphasized” in 
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the five upper level required courses..  Table 3 lists each of the program learning objectives for 

each of the required courses. 

 

 
Table 3: Undergraduate Learning Objectives and Course Responsibilities 

 
  

S161 
 
S260 

 
S340 

 
S351 

 
S352 

 
S494/S470 

Identify Theoretical Perspectives I  E   R 
Engage in Theoretical 
Analyses 

I  E   R 

Theoretically Interpret Social Issues I  E   R 
Demonstrate Use of Quant / Qual 
Methodologies 

    E  

Evaluate Different Research Methods I    E R 
Interpret Results of Data Gathering    E I  
Demonstrate Use of Statistical 
Techniques 

   E   

Demonstrate use of Statistical 
Software 

   E I  

Critically Evaluate Theoretical 
Arguments 

I R E   R 

Develop Evidence Based Arguments I E    R 
Critically Evaluate Published Research  I E E E R 
Write a Research Paper  E R   R 
Develop Oral Research Report      E 
Demonstrate Mastery of Ethical 
Standards Related to Human 
Research Subjects 

    E R 

Demonstrate Understandings of ASA 
Professional Ethical Standards 

    I E 

 

I = Introduced 

E = Emphasized 

R = Reinforced 

 

6 
 



 Unfortunately, one faculty member went on leave and then resigned from the university 

prior to the completion of the Fall semester and the required course assigned, Sociology 352, 

Methods of Social Research, was not assessed.  The four other core upper level courses were 

assessed by the individual faculty using a variety of instruments.  The department has no 

standard instruments that are used for each of the required courses.  The individual instructor 

determines the best way to assess student performance relative to the emphasized objectives.   

Below is a summarization of the instructor’s assessment of student performance as it relates to 

the program learning objectives. 

 

Program assessment for S260, spring, 2013 

 This course emphasized two goals, the writing of a research paper and development of 

evidence-based arguments.  These goals were assessed through the writing of a research paper 

which constituted 50% of the course grade.  The professor reported that all but one student wrote 

a well-organized course paper based upon the evaluation of published sociological research.  He 

also note that all but one did a good job of assessing the literature to identify support or lack 

thereof for their research question.   

 This course is also expected to reinforce student’s ability to evaluate theoretical 

arguments.  The professor noted that unfortunately most students were very weak in this regard.  

He noted that “given their introduction to theoretical perspectives occurs in the S161, clearly the 

quality of coverage of the 3 main perspectives is highly variable (I polled students in this course 

in this regard).  Further, even the best informed had only a very shallow understanding of the 3 

main theoretical perspectives.”   
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Program Assessment for S351 Social Statistics for spring 2013  
  
 S351 Social statistics is another core course for the Sociology undergraduate program. 

The course learning objectives are stated below and the key indicates the level of mastery of the 

learning objective. The professor for this course used a simple pre and post-test analysis of 

students’ knowledge and skill related to the learning objectives emphasized for the course.  From 

the results the professor concluded “that while the complete class failed every learning objective 

on the pretest, the post-test demonstrated that over 80% of students achieved learning objectives 

1 (Objective 1: Interpret Results of Data Gathering),  2 (Demonstrate Use of Statistical 

Techniques), and 3 (Demonstrate use of Statistical Software ) with at least with a performance of 

75% or better.”  

 Objective 4 (Critically Evaluate Published Research), was assessed by requiring students 

to collect scholarly journal articles using each statistical technique taught in the course from 

which they had to write summaries and critiques in their journals for the course.  The professor 

reported that “while 80% of students completed the task with 75% or better on average, 20% of 

students were not able to submit the required work with the required proficiency. So, while the 

learning objective was met, still 20% of students did not achieve the objective.”  The professor 

noted that she may try to offer more help in how to do library searches using statistical 

techniques as the key words to help get them at a higher performance level. She will also check 

with students to see why they do not complete the work noting that it may be due to lack of time 

on their part. 

 

Program Assessment for S340 Social Theory for Fall 2012  
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The table below summarizes the students’ performance in each of the learning objectives that are 

emphasized in the S340 course.  In all cases, the professor reports that a minimum, 75% of 

students  completed the learning objectives assigned for the course.   

 

Learning 
Objective Method of Measurement 

% of 
Students 

Performing 
at a 

Satisfactory 
Level or 
Above 

n=33 

Recommendations 

Identify 
Theoretical 
Perspectives 

Weekly homework 
assignments on each theorist 

Group Presentation on a 
Classical theorist 

Paper on Classical Theorists  
(7-8 pages) 

Paper on Contemporary 
Theory (10-12 pages) 

82% 

100% 

91% 

91% 

 

Engage in 
Theoretical 
Analyses 

Weekly homework 
assignments on each theorist 

Required discussion board 
postings and responses 

Group Presentation on a 
Classical theorist’s projected 
analysis of a contemporary 
problem 

Paper comparing Classical 
Theorists’ view of a 
contemporary social issue  
(7-8 pages) 

Paper on Contemporary 

82% 

76% 

100% 

 
91% 

 

91% 

Explain the significance of 
the electronic discussion 
board at greater length; 
intervene more actively to 
ensure all students engage 
with it. 
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Theory used to interpret 
contemporary social 
situations (10-12 pages) 

Theoretically 
Interpret Social 
Issues 

Required discussion board 
postings and responses 

 

Group Presentation on a 
Classical theorist’s projected 
analysis of a contemporary 
problem 

Paper comparing Classical 
Theorists’ view of a 
contemporary social issue  
(7-8 pages) 

Paper on Contemporary 
Theory used to interpret 
contemporary social 
situations (10-12 pages) 

76% 

 

100% 

 

91% 

91% 

(see above) 

Critically 
Evaluate 
Theoretical 
Arguments 

Required discussion board 
postings and responses 

Paper comparing Classical 
Theorists’ view of a 
contemporary social issue  
(7-8 pages) 

76% 

91% 

(see above) 

Critically 
Evaluate 
Published 
Research 

Weekly homework 
assignments on each theorist 

Paper comparing Classical 
Theorists’ view of a 
contemporary social issue  
(7-8 pages) 

Paper on Contemporary 
Theory used to interpret 
contemporary social 
situations (10-12 pages) 

82% 

91% 

91% 

If the published research is 
that about and by social 
theorists, then this objective 
is appropriate. Otherwise, my 
experience is that in an 
undergraduate social theory 
course effort is better spent 
learning the theories and 
evaluating how they can be 
applied to contemporary 
issues than looking at theory 
in published research, which 
is more appropriate to a 
graduate course. 
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Write a 
Research 
Paper 

Paper comparing Classical 
Theorists’ view of a 
contemporary social issue  
(7-8 pages) 

Paper on Contemporary 
Theory used to interpret 
contemporary social 
situations (10-12 pages) 

91% 

 

91% 

While this objective is only 
Reinforced in this class, I’m 
not sure it is appropriate to 
an introductory theory class, 
where a traditional research 
paper is much less effective 
than an analytical essay in 
getting students to think 
theoretically. 

 

Program Assessment of S470 Senior Seminar, Fall, 2012 

 For the capstone course, S470, the only program goal that is emphasized in this course is 

students’ understanding of the American Sociological Association’s ethical guidelines.  The 

professor reported that this course spends a week of class time reviewing the guidelines and 

utilizes a take-home assignment to assess their understandings and application of the guidelines.  

He reported that “all students demonstrated adequate comprehension and adequate application by 

successfully completing the majority of the assignment.” 

 The Senior Seminar also reinforces program goals in a variety of areas including mastery 

of theoretical perspectives, research methodologies and the development of evidence-based 

arguments.  These goals are primarily assessed through a course paper and an oral presentation 

of that paper.  The ability to write such a paper and make an oral presentation are also reinforced 

through these assessment techniques.  The professor reported that “all students successfully 

completed a well-organized and written paper and successfully presented the paper orally.   He 

also noted that all students also successfully demonstrated an ability to construct evidence-based 

arguments and evaluate research methodologies in relation to these arguments.   
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 The ability to evaluate theoretical perspectives was only met by approximately half of the 

students.  He noted that this problem appears to stem from the fact that many were taking the 

required sociological theory course concurrently with the seminar.  Clearly the timing of when 

students take these 2 courses needs examined and potentially altered without having to add time 

to their completion schedule. 

 

Conclusions 

 Overall, by student self-report in the exit survey and the assessment of the learning 

objectives in the required upper level courses, with the exception of the S352 course which was 

not assessed, the program learning objectives are being achieved by at least 75% of the students.  

The areas where there appears to be a need for improvement is in the evaluation of theoretical 

perspectives in the introductory courses as evidenced by the student’s performance in the S260  

course which is a gateway course along with the introductory sociology course for the program.   

There was also a weakness in students ability to conduct theoretical analysis in the capstone 

course.  Although, this was identified as more of problem of student preparation before they took 

this course.  This problem will be addressed by making sure that students are prepared for the 

course prior to their enrollment.  Advisors will make sure to advise students to take all other core 

courses prior to enrolling in the S470 course.  Furthermore, all instructors who teach the 

capstone course will be required to only allow those students who have completed the other core 

required courses to be enrolled in the course.  Exceptions will be allowed for only those students 

who performance throughout the program suggests that they have the foundation skills to 

successfully complete the learning objectives of the course.   

12 
 



 The other area that needs improvement is student club activities.  For this current 

academic year, the department has emphasized the importance of the student club in integrating 

students into the department and providing students with more opportunities to participate in 

activities that promote engagement with the sociology.  So far this year’s the club has been 

active and there is a higher level of student participation than the last two years.  We are hopeful 

that this will continue.   
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Undergraduate and Graduate Plan for Program Assessment  

Department of Sociology 

 

The following assessment plan supersede the previous plan passed by the department faculty for the 
undergraduate program and will also constitute the assessment plan for the graduate program. 

1.  Program assessment will include course level assessment for all core courses within both 
graduate and undergraduate programs.  The faculty who are responsible to teach specific core 
courses with the exception of the S161 – Principles of sociology course will meet and develop an 
assessment instrument that will measure the level of success that students have achieved in 
meeting the leaning objectives that have been defined in the curriculum map for the course. 

a.  The method of assessment may include student responses to objective questions, 
short answer, essay or written report or term paper that is included as part of the 
course requirements.   

b. If written work is to be used as the basis for the assessment the faculty who are 
teaching the course will propose a grading rubric for assessing the student work and 
will meet to determine agreement on the definition of terms and the scale for the 
administration of the rubric.   

c. All faculty who teach the core courses will be required to administer the 
instruments within their courses and within 30 days after the completion of the 
semester that the course was taught to issue a brief report to the chair that will 
include a description of the level of success of students in meeting the learning 
objectives for the course.   

2.  Survey of graduating seniors/graduate students - Students in their final semester of study at 
IPFW will be surveyed to self-report the degree to which they have achieved the learning 
objectives for the program.   They will also be asked about areas of improvement in the program 
including advising, teaching methodologies, and course offerings.   The survey instrument will be 
sent electronically and by regular mail. 

3.  Survey of alumni.  - A survey of graduates of both programs will be conducted on the third 
anniversary of their graduation.  The survey instrument will be sent electronically and by regular 
mail to measure student satisfaction with the program and their self-report of skills and 
knowledge areas that have been important to their future education and employment.     

4.  The annual assessment report will include information on the assessment of both 
undergraduate and graduate programs and based on the information make recommendations 
for program improvement and/or improvement in the instruments of assessment. 

5. The annual assessment report will be sent to faculty prior to submission to the COAS 
Assessment Committee for comment and suggested changes.   

 

 



TO:   Dr. Janet Badia, Director of Women’s Studies Program 
FROM:    COAS Assessment Committee 
SUBJECT:  2012-2013 Assessment Report for the WOST 
DATE:    January 15, 2014 
 

 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Women’s Studies (WOST) Program 
2012-2013 Assessment Report.  Our comments below follow the rubric derived from the “Best 
Practices” Model for Assessment adopted by COAS to guide assessment practices in all COAS 
departments.  The Best Practices document and rubric can be found on the COAS Assessment Team Best 
Practices web page through the college Faculty Governance website. 

Steps 1 and 2:  Identification and Location of Measurable Student Learning Outcomes.  Your 2013 report 
includes a clear assessment plan that includes learning outcomes and goals. Also included are the 
rubrics with which students are evaluated. Each rubric is well detailed and explained within the report. 
For next year’s report, any new assessment methods should be clearly explained. 

Step 3:  Identification of Assessment Measures and Process.  The COAS finds that your report contains 
sufficient proof of reliable assessment methods. Each portfolio is reviewed blindly by two evaluators. 
Additionally, a few more assessment methods are under development and/or require a larger response 
in order to gather data. The processes of the assessment methods mentioned are clear and well-
explained. Our suggestion for next year’s report is to continue working on gathering more data. 

Step 4:  Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions.  Of the assessment methods mentioned in your 
report, all are accompanied by analysis of result. It is noted that your department is adding courses as a 
result of your findings. Next year’s report should include any additional results as well as more in-depth 
conclusions based on collected data. 

Overall Recommendations: Your assessment report meets most of the standards set by the “Best 
Practices” model.  For the coming year’s assessment, the COAS Assessment Committee recommends the 
following, most of which the WOST program has already identified and taken steps to address: 

• Additional assessment methods 
• Identify which assessment methods are direct vs. which are indirect 
• Adding conclusions based on data collected to date 

The WOST program is to be commended for such consistent, clear, and thorough efforts to address 
program assessment.  Your program’s efforts and report are exemplary among COAS assessment 
reports.  Thank you for assessment work and reports that show the best that can come from 
assessment.   
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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.  
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TO:   Dr. Janet Badia, Women’s Studies Director 
FROM:  COAS Assessment Committee 
SUBJECT:  Revised Assessment Plan 
DATE:  January 15, 2014 
 
Thank you for submitting your revised assessment plan. 

The COAS Assessment Committee reviewed your plan according to the requirements described 
in Senate Document (SD) 98-22. We understand the existence of conflicting directions or forms 
that you may have received in the past about assessment plan development. Nonetheless, the 
committee is committed to following the governing faculty senate document on assessment. 

We would like for you to further revise your plan so that it complies with SD 98-22. 

In order to facilitate the revision of your plan, we have attached a senate document review sheet.  

Remember that all plans must be approved by the COAS Assessment Committee and the 
University Assessment Council prior to implementation.  

Once again, we would like to thank you for your time and efforts to provide an up-to-date and 
compliant assessment plan.  



Assessment Report for AY 2012-2013 
Women’s Studies Program 

 

Assessment practices in WOST are outlined in our Academic Program Assessment Plan, which is 
attached to this report. As this document explains, our assessment plan integrates instructor and course 
review with an evaluation of student learning. To measure student learning, we conduct an interim and 
exit assessment. We also conduct a graduate/alumni survey.  

This year, we finished the process of revising our approaches to assessment. With the help of a VCAA 
Assessment Project Grant, we developed new learning outcomes for our major, minor, and certificate; 
we designed new rubrics for assessing the outcomes, and we piloted the rubrics and subsequently 
revised them. We completed our first round of assessment using the new outcomes and rubrics in 
December 2013. The new outcomes and rubrics are attached.  

 

I. Assessment Activities 

ASSESSMENT OF THE WOST BACHELOR OF ARTS PROGRAM 

Interim Assessment Activities:  

We have a new plan in place for interim assessment, which includes the evaluation of final student 
projects collected from WOST W304: Feminist Theories. The course is taught on a three-semester 
rotation, with a new section to be taught spring 2014. Our assessment of projects from this class will 
take place fall 2014. 

Exit Assessment Activities: 

Last year, we collected portfolios from all of the students from WOST W400, and we assessed them 
using our new rubrics. We had one senior who graduated in May but she was unavailable for an exit 
interview in May 2013; she lives locally, however, and has promised to participate in the exit interviews 
we will conduct in May 2014 with our newest round of graduates.  

Other Assessment Activities: 
 
Post-Graduation Survey: We also conduct an alumni survey consisting of questions that address WOST 
goals and invite feedback regarding how satisfied graduates are with their WOST degrees in light of their 
current employment, professional advancement, and/or postgraduate studies. This survey is usually 
conducted every four years and was on our schedule for completion this past year, but because we have 
been so focused on revising our other assessment activities, we’ve not been able to administer this 
survey this year. We will plan to send it out it during the coming year. 
 
Assessment of the WOST Minor and Associate of Arts: No students completed the WOST A.A. last year, 
so no assessment was completed. We did award minors last year but no exit assessment of the minor 
took place last year.  

 



II. Findings 
 

As mentioned above, this December we completed assessment of portfolios from four of the five 
students enrolled in WOST W400 (one student received an incomplete so her portfolio will be reviewed 
at a later date).  

Each portfolio was scored blindly by two evaluators using a detailed rubric. Three of the four portfolios 
received satisfactory or higher scores, while one received an unsatisfactory score. We are currently in 
the process of examining the results. However, because the sample is so small (we only have scores 
using the new rubric from this year), it will be difficult to extrapolate much from these results. Over the 
next couple years as we have a larger collection of scores, we will be able to identify more trends. In the 
meantime, we are compiling specific data into a spreadsheet to determine which learning outcomes our 
students do well at and which they struggle to meet and we add to this spreadsheet each year to build a 
more substantial data set.  
 
We also plan to adjust our assessment process a bit. This fall, for example, it became apparent that not 
everyone who assesses the portfolios feels confident in their abilities to judge particular outcomes. This 
is to be expected in some ways since our group of assessors is drawn from our WOST Affiliated Faculty, 
some of whom have less knowledge outside their own disciplines than others. In the future, though, we 
will try to mitigate some of these problems by more thoroughly “norming” each scorer through practice 
scoring and discussion of the rubric prior to assessment day.  
 

III. Conclusions 

The past two years have marked progress in how we complete assessment, as we have dramatically 
overhauled our approaches to both interim and exit assessment and put our new plan into action. There 
is still some fine-tuning to be done, but we are on the right track. 

IV. Actions to Be Taken 

In terms of curriculum revision, the WOST Program Committee will continue to look at curriculum gaps 
that are suggested by the data we collect, though we recognize that our hands are somewhat tied by the 
limited faculty resources of the program. In past years, for example, our assessment results have 
pointed to a need for a feminist research methods class, but as long as the WOST Program has just one 
full-time faculty member, we are unlikely to be able to require an additional class for the major.  

V. Improvements to Assessment Process 

As I’ve already noted above, we have identified places where we could strengthen our assessment 
process through norming. We also need to try to keep up with the work of assessment, which continues 
to grow with the addition of new general education courses and a new, more robust plan for assessing 
our major. However, while the workload increases, our resources in terms of faculty remain the same, 
so it keeping up has become a challenge.  

 

Submitted by Janet Badia, WOST Program Director 
Jan. 15, 2014  
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Academic Program Assessment Plan 
Women’s Studies  

 
 
1. Identification 

Women’s Studies at IPFW offers a Bachelor of Arts degree, Minor field, Certificate in 
Women’s Studies, and an Associates Degree for both Indiana University and Purdue 
University. The plan was developed in 2007 by the WOST Committee; Dr. Linda Fox, director 
emerita; and Dr. Jill Nussel, then interim director. Over the past five years, under Dr. Janet 
Badia, current Director of Women’s Studies, the plan has undergone further revision. Badia 
is the primary contact for this assessment. Revisions to the plan reflect not only changes to 
the assessment process itself but also the new committee structure in Women’s Studies and 
new policies regarding instructor evaluation, all put in place since 2009 
 

2. Mission, goals, and student learning outcomes 
Women’s Studies adopted a revised statement and goals on 26 September 2007. In 2012 
and 2013, the program further developed new learning outcomes/goals for its major, minor, 
and certificate. All degree and certificate programs follow the same mission with only slight 
modification in the learning goals. The assessment of students’ academic achievement will 
remain a component of Women’s Studies mission to students and majors as it has been 
since its inception in 1975.   
 
A.  Women’s Studies Mission Statement: 

The Women’s Studies Program coordinates the offering of Women’s Studies courses in a 
range of disciplines and provides a structured course of study leading to the Bachelor of 
Arts, Associates Degree, and Certificate in Women’s Studies, AA, or Certificate in 
Women’s Studies as well as an undergraduate minor in Women’s Studies. 

 
B.  Learning Goals for the Women’s Studies B.A. 

 
Knowledge 
 
Students graduating with a B.A. in Women’s Studies should be able to 
demonstrate knowledge about the following: 
 
1. The major concepts of feminist critical analysis, including gender, race, class, 

sexuality, nationality, ability, and age, and the complexities of their 
intersections 
 

2. How gender is socially and historically constructed, how it relates to systems 
of power, privilege, and oppression, and how it impacts women’s lives 

 
3. A broad range of feminist theories with an appreciation for their cultural 

and historical contexts  
 

4. The history and importance of feminist thought and activism in the U.S. and 
around the globe 
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5. The diversity of women’s experiences, roles, and contributions to society 
and culture 

 
6. How gender impacts the production of knowledge and how feminist 

approaches to learning and research have transformed traditional 
disciplines and other canons of knowledge  

 
7. The history and status of women’s studies as an academic field of study and 

the key principles that distinguish it from traditional disciplines, including its 
interdisciplinarity, its commitment to feminist approaches to teaching and 
learning, and its development of feminist research methods 

 
Skills 
 
Students graduating with a B.A. in Women’s Studies should be able to 
demonstrate that they have developed the following skills: 

 
8. Ability to demonstrate effective reading, speaking, writing, and critical 

thinking skills through the work they complete in women’s studies courses  
 

9. Ability to apply feminist perspectives to a range of issues and engage critical 
debates or areas of contention within feminism 

 
10. Ability to apply feminist perspectives across disciplines 

 
11. Ability to incorporate feminist theories and scholarship in research methods 

and problem-solving  
 

12. Ability to transform knowledge into engagement and articulate effective 
strategies for change 

 
C.  Learning Goals for Women’s Studies Certificate 

 
Knowledge:  
 
Students graduating with a certificate in women’s studies should be able to 
demonstrate knowledge about the following: 
 
1. The major concepts of feminist critical analysis, including gender, race, class, 

sexuality, nationality, ability, and age, and the complexities of their 
intersections 

 
2. How gender is socially and historically constructed, how it relates to systems 

of power, privilege, and oppression, and how it impacts women’s lives 
 

3. The history and importance of feminist thought and activism in the U.S. and 
around the globe 
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4. The diversity of women’s experiences, roles, and contributions to society 
and culture 

 
Skills: 
 
Students graduating with a certificate in women’s studies should also be able to 
demonstrate that they have developed the following skills: 
 
5. Ability to demonstrate effective reading, speaking, writing, and critical 

thinking skills through the work they complete in women’s studies courses  
 

6. Ability to apply feminist perspectives to a range of issues and engage critical 
debates or areas of contention within feminism 

 
7. Ability to apply feminist perspectives across disciplines 

 
 

D. Learning Goals for Women’s Studies A.A. and Women’s Studies minor 
 

Knowledge:  
 
Students graduating with an A.A. or minor in women’s studies should be able to 
demonstrate knowledge about the following: 
 
1. The major concepts of feminist critical analysis, including gender, race, class, 

sexuality, nationality, ability, and age, and the complexities of their 
intersections 

 
2. How gender is socially and historically constructed, how it relates to systems 

of power, privilege, and oppression, and how it impacts women’s lives 
 

3. The history and importance of feminist thought and activism in the U.S. and 
around the globe 

 
Skills:  
 
Students graduating with an A.A. or minor in women’s studies should also be 
able to demonstrate that they have developed the following skills: 
 
4. Ability to demonstrate effective reading, speaking, writing, and critical 

thinking skills through the work they complete in women’s studies courses  
 

5. Ability to apply feminist perspectives to a range of issues  
 

6. Ability to apply feminist perspectives across disciplines 
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3. Curriculum 
The Women's Studies Program offers systematic attention to gender and women's 
experience in all aspects of life. Our curriculum is committed to the scholarly understanding 
of difference and diversity through interdisciplinary courses that meet the baccalaureate 
framework and lead to the bachelor of arts degree or certificate. Courses address the 
intersection of gender with factors such as race, ethnicity, class, sexuality, and nationality in 
U.S. and global contexts. The Women’s Studies Program has both fixed and fluid boundaries. 
Our program is comprised of two kinds of courses: the women’s studies-generated courses 
that provide the core curriculum and a broad range of special topic electives and 
department-generated courses that provide feminist perspectives within specific disciplines. 
Our curriculum map illustrates the relationship between our core courses and learning 
outcomes, which we will feel forms the backbone of our curriculum, with department 
generated courses providing additional support.  
 
The core curriculum provides the required courses for the major, minor, and certificate: 
Introduction to Women’s Studies, the introductory course; International Perspectives on 
Women, the class that addresses feminism from outside the United States and also meets 
the IPFW requirement for non-western tradition; Feminist Theories, a survey of advanced 
feminist theoretical writings; and Topics in Women’s Studies, the capstone course taken by 
majors in their final semester. To provide coherence in the interdisciplinary major, each 
student must select a thematic focus which she or he will pursue in at least 3 courses taken 
toward the major. 

 
Most of these core courses generated by the Women’s Studies Program are interdisciplinary 
and informed by current feminist thinking and scholarship. Nationally and internationally, 
the vibrant field of Women’s Studies continues to develop, as evidenced by the growing 
numbers of master and doctoral degree programs at Indiana University and the graduate 
minor at Purdue University. One of the key characteristics of feminist scholarship is its 
interdisciplinary focus; our WOST-prefixed courses are vital in that they provide this 
multifaceted and cross-disciplinary inquiry into women’s experiences. The Women’s Studies 
core courses are thematically organized and bring a number of scholarly approaches to 
particular issues. The WOST-prefixed courses contribute an interdisciplinary approach to 
women’s experiences while our cross-listed courses include gender as a category of analysis 
within a particular discipline.  
 
The assessment of student academic achievement will parallel and complement the 
program review procedures currently in place. All new courses are evaluated by the 
Women’s Studies Committee to ensure their adherence to the assessment plan and the 
baccalaureate framework. Since many WOST-prefixed courses are taught by limited term 
lecturers, these courses are further evaluated by the director and members of the WOST 
Program Committee. New instructors, including those teaching cross-listed and online 
courses, undergo peer evaluation based on the instructor’s self evaluation, syllabus, student 
evaluations, and peer observations. 

 
4. Assessment Methods 

Women’s Studies is not assessed by accreditation beyond the North Central Association of 
Colleges and Schools, Commission on Institutions of Higher Education. However, we remain 
constantly vigilant through our curriculum, instructor, and student assessment striving to 
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meet the highest standards of academic success.  Students take an active role in the 
assessment process in three ways. In addition to meeting the requirements of the course 
that has been developed to meet the departmental and IPFW goals, students also submit a 
detailed course evaluation at the end of each semester. The WOST Committee continues to 
look at a more comprehensive strategy for gathering student assessments in online courses. 
Thirdly, majors participate in interim and exit assessment, and every four years participate 
in an alumni survey.   
 
A. Interim assessment. In 2010, the WOST Program Committee decided to revise our 

approach to interim assessment. Historically, interim assessment was done through the 
review of portfolios submitted by students with at least 9 credit of WOST coursework. 
This system proved impractical since there was no good and efficient mechanism for 
identifying interim students, assisting them with portfolios, and compelling them to 
complete one. Following the model developed for exit assessment, we decided to tether 
the student work being assessed to a specific class: WOST W304, which is a required 
class for all WOST majors. For each section of W304, instructors will gather the final 
projects written by students and the WOST Program Committee will review these to 
assess how well students are making progress towards goals 2 and 4 of the Goals for the 
B.A. in Women’s Studies listed above.  

 
B. Exit Assessment.  

Portfolio: In 2009, we began the process of integrating the exit portfolio into our 
required capstone course. As part of WOST W400 (the capstone requirement for our 
majors and certificate students during their junior/senior years) students were given 
assignments that led up to the completion of the portfolio at the end, including 
revision and reflection assignments. As part of this reflective work, students are 
asked to reflect on program goals and learning outcomes and position the work 
included in their portfolios in relation to those goals. (Previously, students simply 
compiled previous work with little examination of how the work was tied to learning 
goals or what they could gain from looking at their body of work). The portfolios are 
read and scored blindly by the WOST Program Committee.  
 
Interviews: We conduct exit interviews with all graduating majors, asking them 
through face-to-face interviews a wide-range of questions about their experiences 
in the program, including questions about which program objectives were most 
important to them and which assignments and courses were most influential in her 
education. We maintain a written transcript of these interviews, and the WOST 
Program Committee reflects on the student interviews along with the portfolio 
results. 

 
C.  Survey of program alumni.  The survey questions address the WOST goals and invite 

input on the extent to which program graduates are satisfied with their WOST major 
relative to their employment, professional advancement, and/or postgraduate study. 
The survey was last conducted in 2004 and was designed to be repeated every four 
years. 
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D.  Other assessments: Students completing a Certificate present the Exit Assessment and 
participate in the Alumni Survey. Students earning a minor in Women’s Studies are 
encouraged to participate in the Alumni Survey. 

 
5. Assessment Results 

 
Women’s Studies curricular issues are overseen by the WOST Program Committee, which 
draws on the strengths of an interdisciplinary core of faculty. Currently, members are 
appointed by the WOST Executive Committee, and the committee is comprised of five 
tenured or tenure-track faculty members from the WOST Affiliated Faculty, two current 
limited term lecturers, and a WOST major. The Director of WOST chairs the committee. 
Portfolio assessments and interviews are completed by the WOST Program Committee as 
part of its committee charge.  

 
The Women’s Studies Program, as part of the recommendations proposed in the recent 
program review, continues its efforts to revamp and strengthen assessment measures. The 
course matrix/curriculum map allows instructors and reviewers to see which courses 
specifically address each goal of the program. For the interim and exit portfolio, we recently 
developed a rubric that allows quantifiable data to be collected, and we plan to follow a 
feedback loop from the WOST Program Committee and the Director to the instructors who 
teach required and elective courses regarding issues arising in interim and exit assessment.  
 
Results of peer evaluations and student evaluations are given to the instructor as they are 
completed.   
 
 
 

 



WOST Curriculum Map: DRAFT 
 
OUTCOMES Introduced in . . . Emphasized in . . . Reinforced in . . . 
The history and importance 
of feminist thought and 
activism in the U.S. and 
around the globe 
 

WOST W210 WOST W301 WOST W304 
WOST W400 

A broad range of feminist 
theories with an appreciation 
for their cultural and 
historical contexts  
 

WOST W210 
WOST W301 

WOST W304 WOST W400 

How gender is socially and 
historically constructed, how 
it relates to systems of 
power, privilege, and 
oppression, and how it 
impacts women’s lives 

WOST W210 WOST W304 WOST W301 
WOST W400 
OTHER 

The major concepts of 
feminist critical analysis, 
including gender, race, class, 
sexuality, nationality, ability, 
and age, and the complexities 
of their intersections 
 

WOST W210 WOST W301 
WOST W304 

WOST W400 
OTHER 

Women’s studies as an 
academic field of study and 
the key principles that 
distinguish it from traditional 
disciplines, including its 
interdisciplinarity, its 
commitment to feminist 
approaches to teaching and 
learning, and its development 
of feminist research methods 
 

WOST W210 WOST W400  

How gender impacts the 
production of knowledge and 
how feminist approaches to 
learning and research have 
transformed traditional 
disciplines and other canons 
of knowledge  
 

WOST W210 WOST W304 WOST W400 
OTHER 

Ability to apply feminist 
perspectives to a range of 
issues and engage critical 

WOST W210 WOST W304 WOST W301 
WOST W400 



debates or areas of 
contention within feminism 
 
Ability to incorporate 
feminist theories and 
scholarship in research 
methods and problem-solving  
 

WOST W210 WOST W304 WOST W301  
WOST W400 

Ability to demonstrate 
effective reading, speaking, 
writing, and critical thinking 
skills through the work they 
complete in women’s studies 
courses  
 

WOST W210 WOST W304 
WOST W301 
 

WOST W400 

Ability to apply feminist 
perspectives across 
disciplines 
 

WOST W210 OTHER  

Ability to transform 
knowledge into engagement 
and articulate effective 
strategies for change 
 

WOST W210 WOST W304 WOST W301 
WOST W400 
WOST W481 
OTHER 

 
 
 
WOST W210: Introduction to Women’s Studies 
WOST W301: International Perspectives on Women 
WOST W304: Feminist Theories 
WOST W400: Topics in Women’s Studies (capstone) 
WOST W481: Practicum 
OTHER: all other WOST pre-fixed and cross-referenced classes 
 



Portfolio Number: 
Reviewer Name: 
Date:  
 

Learning Goals  A competent portfolio shows student 
can: 

 A highly successful portfolio shows 
student can: 

Knowledge     
LG 1: The history 
and importance 
of feminist 
thought and 
activism in the 
U.S. and around 
the globe 
 
___Competent 
___Successful 
___Unsatisfactory 
 

 o Identify and discuss a range of issues 
relevant to gender and women’s 
status in society with particular 
attention to their historical and 
socio-cultural-national context 

o Identify and discuss the role of 
advocacy within feminism 

 

 o Do everything required in a 
competent portfolio plus one or 
more of the following: 

o Recognize and explain how feminists 
have addressed the issue of gender 
inequality over time 

o Identify and discuss the connections 
between feminist theories and 
feminist practices 
 

LG 2: A broad 
range of feminist 
theories with an 
appreciation for 
their cultural and 
historical 
contexts  
 
___Competent 
___Successful 
___Unsatisfactory 
 

 o Cite and explain concepts 
appropriate to a theory 

o Describe and define different 
theories 

o Recognize the relationship of a 
theory to its cultural and historical 
context 
 

 

 o Do everything required in a 
competent portfolio plus two or 
more of the following: 

o Distinguish between different 
theories 

o Explain a theory’s history and 
development over time 

o Explain a theory’s relationship to its 
cultural and historical context 

 

LG 3: How gender 
is socially and 
historically 
constructed, how 
it relates to 
systems of 
power, privilege, 
and oppression, 
and how it 
impacts women’s 
lives 
 
___Competent 
___Successful 
___Unsatisfactory 
 

 o Recognize gender as a social 
construction that has been and 
continues to be subject to change  

o Recognize how systems of power, 
privilege, and oppression are 
maintained and/or challenged by 
particular constructions of gender 

o Identify and explain how women’s 
material lives are shaped, positively 
or negatively, by gender 

 

 o Do everything required in a 
competent portfolio plus: 

o Explain how systems of power, 
privilege, and oppression are 
maintained and/or challenged by 
particular constructions of gender 

 



LG 4: The major 
concepts of 
feminist critical 
analysis, including 
gender, race, 
class, sexuality, 
nationality, 
ability, and age, 
and the 
complexities of 
their 
intersections 
 
___Competent 
___Successful 
___Unsatisfactory 
 

 o Identify and explain key categories 
of identity, such as gender, race, 
class, etc. 

o Recognize the intersections 
between gender and other 
categories of identity 

 o Do everything required in a 
competent portfolio plus one or 
more of the following: 

o Explain the intersections between 
gender and other categories of 
identity 

o And/or discuss an issue using an 
intersectional approach 

LG 5: Women’s 
studies as an 
academic field of 
study and the key 
principles that 
distinguish it 
from traditional 
disciplines, 
including its 
interdisciplinarity, 
its commitment 
to feminist 
approaches to 
teaching and 
learning, and its 
development of 
feminist research 
methods 
 
___Competent 
___Successful 
___Unsatisfactory 
 

 o Recognize and discuss the feminist 
pedagogy at the center of a 
women’s studies education, 
including their own learning 
experiences as women’s studies 
students 

o Identify and define 
interdisciplinarity as a distinguishing 
feature of a women’s studies 
education, including their own 
coursework 

o Identify and define feminist research 
methods 

 

 o Do everything required in a 
competent portfolio plus two or 
more of the following: 

o Recognize and discuss the history or 
current state of women’s studies 

o Explain why feminist pedagogy is at 
the center of a women’s studies 
education, including their own 
learning experiences as women’s 
studies students 

o Explain why interdisciplinarity is a 
distinguishing feature of a women’s 
studies education, including their 
own coursework 

o Recognize and discuss the ways 
feminist research methods have 
shaped women’s studies as a field 
and discuss why 

 

LG 6: How gender 
impacts the 
production of 
knowledge and 
how feminist 
approaches to 
learning and 
research have 

 o Recognize and offer examples of 
how gender impacts knowledge-
production 

o Recognize and offer examples of 
feminism’s impact on knowledge 
production in education and/or the 
world at large 

 

 o Do everything required in a 
competent portfolio plus one or 
more of the following: 

o Explain how/why gender impacts 
knowledge-production 

o Explain how/why feminism has 
impacted knowledge production in 
education and/or the world at large 



transformed 
traditional 
disciplines and 
other canons of 
knowledge  
 
___Competent 
___Successful 
___Unsatisfactory 

 

Skills     
LG 7: Ability to 
apply feminist 
perspectives to a 
range of issues 
and engage 
critical debates or 
areas of 
contention within 
feminism 
 
___Competent 
___Successful 
___Unsatisfactory 
 

 o Use the principles and concepts of 
feminism to analyze an issue 

o Use the principles and concepts of 
feminism to articulate and reflect 
upon their own experiences  

o Recognize tensions, contradictions, 
or disagreements within feminism 

 
 

 o Do everything required in a 
competent portfolio plus: 

o Explain tensions, contradictions, or 
disagreements within feminism and 
their significance 

 

LG 8: Ability to 
incorporate 
feminist theories 
and scholarship in 
research methods 
and problem-
solving  
 
___Competent 
___Successful 
___Unsatisfactory 
 

 o Formulate research questions from 
a feminist perspective  

o Construct arguments from a 
feminist perspective 

o Gather and present evidence from 
primary or secondary research that 
advances a feminist perspective on 
an issue 

o Integrate a feminist theory into their 
own analysis 

 

 o Do everything required in a 
competent portfolio plus one or 
more of the following: 

o Synthesize evidence from both 
primary and secondary research 
that advances a feminist perspective 
on an issue 

o Synthesize multiple feminist 
theories into their own analysis 

 

LG 9: Ability to 
demonstrate 
effective reading, 
speaking, writing, 
and critical 
thinking skills 
through the work 
they complete in 
women’s studies 
courses  
 
___Competent 

 o Elucidate key points, theories, 
methodologies, and conclusions in 
others’ texts, including course 
materials, scholarship, etc.   

o Produce formal papers that meet 
the minimal expectations of college-
level writing (see writing rubric) 

o Explain issues, identify and evaluate 
evidence, assumptions, and 
conclusions, offer logical 
interpretations, and summarize and 
synthesize information 

 o Do everything required in a 
competent portfolio but with an 
unusual level of sophistication 



___Successful 
___Unsatisfactory 

o Show evidence of oral presentation 
o [TBD: Articulate ideas through exit 

interview] 
 

LG 10: Ability to 
apply feminist 
perspectives 
across disciplines 
 
___Competent 
___Successful 
___Unsatisfactory 
 

 o Integrate feminist perspectives in 
multiple disciplines 

 

 o Do everything required in a 
competent portfolio plus: 

o Examine an issue from an 
interdisciplinary perspective 

 

LG 11: Ability to 
transform 
knowledge into 
engagement and 
articulate 
effective 
strategies for 
change 
 
___Competent 
___Successful 
___Unsatisfactory 
 

 o Gather and present evidence for 
why change is needed 

o Identify effective solutions to 
problems  
 

 o Do everything required in a 
competent portfolio plus one or 
more of the following: 

o Propose effective ways of bringing 
solutions to fruition 

o Participate in and reflect upon work 
designed to effect change 

 

Totals 
 
Number of LGs scored competent:  
Number of LGs scored successful:          
Number of LGs scored unsatisfactory:     
 
 
Final Overall Assessment: (circle one) 
 
SATISFACTORY portfolio= receives a “competent” score in at least 8 out of the 11 learning goal areas.  
 
EXCELLENT portfolio: receives a “highly successful” score in at least 6 of the 11 learning goal areas, with 
competence in the remaining areas. 
 
UNSATISFACTORY portfolio: receives “competent” score in less than 8 of the learning goal areas.  
 
 

 

 



Essay Number: 

Reviewer Name: 

Date:  

 
 

Learning Goals  A competent essay shows student can:  A highly successful essay shows student 
can: 

Knowledge     
LG 1: The major 
concepts of 
feminist critical 
analysis, including 
gender, race, 
class, sexuality, 
nationality, 
ability, and age, 
and the 
complexities of 
their 
intersections 
 
___Competent 
___Successful 
___Unsatisfactory 
 

 o Identify and explain key categories 
of identity, such as gender, race, 
class, etc. 

o Recognize the intersections 
between gender and other 
categories of identity 

 o Do everything required in a 
competent portfolio plus one or 
more of the following: 

o Explain/analyze the intersections 
between gender and other 
categories of identity 

o And/or discuss an issue using an 
intersectional approach 

LG 3: A broad 
range of feminist 
theories with an 
appreciation for 
their cultural and 
historical 
contexts  
 
___Competent 
___Successful 
___Unsatisfactory 
 

 o Cite and explain concepts 
appropriate to a theory 

o Describe or define different theories 
o Recognize the relationship of a 

theory to its cultural and historical 
context 
 

 

 o Do everything required in a 
competent portfolio plus two or 
more of the following: 

o Distinguish between differences 
among multiple theories 

o Explain/analyze a theory’s history 
and development over time 

o Explain/analyze a theory’s 
relationship to its cultural and 
historical context 

 

Skills     
LG 8: Ability to 
demonstrate 
effective reading, 
speaking, writing, 
and critical 
thinking skills 
through the work 

 o Elucidate key points, theories, 
methodologies, and conclusions in 
others’ texts, including course 
materials, scholarship, etc.   

o Produce formal papers that meet 
the minimal expectations of college-
level writing (see writing rubric) 

 o Do everything required in a 
competent portfolio but with an 
unusual level of sophistication 



they complete in 
women’s studies 
courses  
 
___Competent 
___Successful 
___Unsatisfactory 

o Explain issues, identify and evaluate 
evidence, assumptions, and 
conclusions, offer logical 
interpretations, and summarize and 
synthesize information 

o Show evidence of oral presentation 
o [TBD: Articulate ideas through exit 

interview] 
o  

LG 9: Ability to 
apply feminist 
perspectives to a 
range of issues 
and engage 
critical debates or 
areas of 
contention within 
feminism 
 
___Competent 
___Successful 
___Unsatisfactory 
 

 o Use the principles and concepts of 
feminism to analyze an issue 

o Use the principles and concepts of 
feminism to articulate and reflect 
upon their own experiences  

o Recognize tensions, contradictions, 
or disagreements within feminism 

 
 

 o Do everything required in a 
competent portfolio plus: 

o Explain/analyze tensions, 
contradictions, or disagreements 
within feminism and their 
significance 

 

LG 11: Ability to 
incorporate 
feminist theories 
and scholarship in 
research methods 
and problem-
solving  
 
___Competent 
___Successful 
___Unsatisfactory 
 

 o Formulate research questions from 
a feminist perspective  

o Construct arguments from a 
feminist perspective 

o Gather and present evidence from 
primary or secondary research that 
advances a feminist perspective on 
an issue 

o Integrate a feminist theory into their 
own analysis 

 

 o Do everything required in a 
competent portfolio plus one or 
more of the following: 

o Synthesize evidence from both 
primary and secondary research 
that advances a feminist perspective 
on an issue 

o Synthesize multiple feminist 
theories into their own analysis 

 

LG 12: Ability to 
transform 
knowledge into 
engagement and 
articulate 
effective 
strategies for 
change 
 
___Competent 
___Successful 
___Unsatisfactory 
 

 o Gather and present evidence for 
why change is needed 

o Identify effective solutions to 
problems  
 

 o Do everything required in a 
competent portfolio plus one or 
more of the following: 

o Propose effective ways of bringing 
solutions to fruition 

o Participate in and reflect upon work 
designed to effect change 

 



Totals 
 
Number of LGs scored competent:  
Number of LGs scored successful:          
Number of LGs scored unsatisfactory:     
 
 
Final Overall Assessment: (circle one) 
 
SATISFACTORY essay= receives a “competent” score in at least 8 out of the 11 learning goal areas.  
 
EXCELLENT essay: receives a “highly successful” score in at least 6 of the 11 learning goal areas, with 
competence in the remaining areas. 
 
UNSATISFACTORY essay: receives “competent” score in less than 8 of the learning goal areas.  
 
 

 

 



Rubric for Assessing Ability to Write Effectively in Women’s Studies Courses 
 
Major 
Components  

Highly Successful Good Competent Poor Unsatisfactory 

Thesis or 
controlling idea 
 

• Does all that a “B” essay 
does and . . .  

• Shows unusual or unique 
insight into the topic 

• Illuminates the complexity 
of the subject 

 
 

• Not only relevant to the 
assignment but also shows 
insight into the topic 

• Explains something about 
the topic that is worth 
explaining 

• Clearly expressed or implied 
early in the essay 

 

• Relevant to the assignment 
but somewhat simple, 
general, commonplace, or 
not well-articulated 

 

• Relevant to the assignment 
but very general or obtuse 

• Not relevant to the 
assignment 

• Indiscernible 

Development • Essay uses evidence from 
primary and secondary 
sources appropriately and 
convincingly 

• Secondary sources advance 
the writer’s argument well 

• Primary and secondary 
material is introduced and 
contextualized appropriately 
and gracefully 

• And essay offers insightful 
and well-developed 
interpretive explanations of 
the evidence 

• Essay integrates a feminist 
analysis appropriately and 
convincingly  

 

• Essay uses evidence from 
primary and secondary 
sources appropriately and 
convincingly  

• Essay offers competent 
interpretive explanations of 
primary and secondary 
sources 

• Secondary sources advance 
the writer’s argument 
sufficiently 

• Primary and secondary 
material is introduced and 
contextualized but 
awkwardly 

• Essay integrates a feminist 
analysis appropriately but 
with minor lapses  

• Points lack sufficient 
development either because 
of a lack of primary and 
secondary sources or a lack 
of treatment of the sources 

• Essay is overly dependent 
on summary or too many 
quotations from sources 

• Secondary sources are 
present but they don’t 
advance the writer’s 
argument helpfully 

• Quotes are used but not 
properly introduced, 
contextualized, or 
interpreted 

• Interpretive explanations 
are simplistic or overlook 
obvious information 

• Feminist analysis is present 
but its concepts are misused 
or misunderstood. 

• Points are not convincing 
because of a significant lack 
of primary and secondary 
sources  or a lack of 
treatment of the sources 

• Essay is almost entirely 
dependent on summary or 
too many quotations 

• Secondary sources are 
present but irrelevant 

• Quotes are used but not 
properly introduced, 
contextualized, or 
interpreted 

• Essay offers little to no 
interpretation 

• Analysis is antithetical to 
feminist principles 

• Points are profoundly 
undeveloped 

• Essay contains erroneous or 
inaccurate information 

• Essay fails to incorporate 
any relevant primary or 
secondary sources 

• Secondary sources are used 
inappropriately 

• Sources are used without 
proper documentation style 
 

Essay 
Organization 
 

• The order of paragraphs is 
logical and progressive and 
moves the reader forward 

• Transitions are reader-
friendly, showing the logical 
development of the writer’s 
ideas and the complex 
connections between them 

• The order of paragraphs 
makes logical sense 

• Transitions are functional 
but abrupt or mechanical 

• The order of paragraphs is 
somewhat arbitrary 

• Essay lacks explicit 
transitions between ideas 
and fails to show the logical 
sequence of the ideas but 
the overall point of the 
essay is still discernable 

• Paragraphs appear out of 
sequence  

• The lack of transition 
between ideas is confusing 
and impedes meaning 

• Essay has no apparent 
organization  



 
Major 
Components 
continued 

Highly Successful Good Competent Poor Unsatisfactory 

Paragraphs 
 

• Paragraphs are unified by 
one idea, sufficiently 
developed, and have a clear 
purpose 

• And the relationships 
between the sentences 
within each paragraph are 
made clear 

• Paragraphs are unified by 
one idea, sufficiently 
developed, and have a clear 
purpose 

• But the relationships 
between the sentences 
within each paragraph are 
not always made clear  

 

• Some paragraphs are not 
developed 

• Some paragraphs are 
fractured by unrelated ideas 
or lack a clear point and 
purpose 

• Essay is composed 
predominantly of poorly 
constructed paragraphs 

• Paragraph indentation is 
arbitrary or missing 
altogether 

Introduction 
 

• Creates an appropriate 
context for the essay and 
works creatively to engage 
the reader  

 

• Creates an appropriate 
context for the essay but 
lacks a hook that draws 
reader’s attention 

• Appropriate to the subject 
but too general or 
undeveloped 

• Fails to provide appropriate 
and sufficient context for 
essay 

• Misleading or confusing 

• Appears to be missing 

Conclusion 
 

• Illuminates the significance 
of the subject and 
memorably closes the essay 

• Sufficiently developed and 
does more than simply 
repeat the gist of the intro 

 

• Undeveloped 
• Merely repeats the gist of 

the intro 
 

• Fails to fit the essay  • Appears to be missing 

Prose Style • Precise and sophisticated 
word choice 

• Varies and shows a range of 
sentence structures that 
create fluency and 
readability 

• Conventions of scholarly 
writing are implemented 
consistently, accurately, and 
gracefully 

• Word choice is appropriate 
to audience and purpose 

• Clear and sufficient range of 
sentence structure 

• Conventions of scholarly 
writing are implemented 
consistently 

 

• Occasional poor word 
choices suggest an 
inattention to precise 
diction 

• Sentences show little or no 
variation in structure and 
result in choppiness 

• Sentences dominated by 
wordiness, awkward word 
order, or passive structures 

• Conventions of scholarly 
writing are applied 
inconsistently 

 

• Erroneous or inappropriate 
word choice 

• Sentences are awkward or 
structurally over-simplistic 
or confusing 

• Conventions of scholarly 
writing are ignored 

• Erroneous word choice and 
awkward sentence 
structures completely and 
pervasively impede meaning 

 

Documentation 
Style 

• Documentation style for 
citations and bibliography is 
accurate 

 

• Documentation style for 
citations and bibliography is 
mostly accurate 

• Documentation style for 
citations and bibliography 
needs attention 

• Documentation style for 
citations and bibliography is 
almost completely ignored 

• Documentation style for 
citations and bibliography is 
ignored 

Grammar and 
Mechanics 
 

• Virtually no errors in 
grammar, punctuation, and 
spelling 

• No serious errors in 
grammar, punctuation, and 
spelling 

• Errors in grammar, 
punctuation, and spelling 
recur throughout the essay 

• The recurrence of errors in 
grammar, punctuation, and 
spelling seriously interfere 
with communication 

 

• Essay is riddled with errors 
in grammar, punctuation, 
and spelling  

 



To:  Wanda Johnson, Office of Assessment 

From:  Donna Holland, COAS Assessment Committee Chair 

RE:  COAS 2013 2014 Assessment Report Addendum 

Date:  05/13/2014 

 

Attached is an addendum to the COAS 2013 2014 Assessment Committee Report that includes 

documents either received or responded to following the Committee’s January 15, 2014 report.  I have 

promised the Anthropology and English departments to highlight that they reported that they did 

submit their reports prior to the COAS Assessment Committee deadline.  I want the record reflect their 

timely submission. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
During 2012-2013 academic year, the Department of Anthropology continued our 
conversations on how best to integrate portfolios our program’s assessment plan. 
Although we continued collecting assessment data, some of which is reported here, much 
of our efforts were put on hold because of our scramble to develop new and revised 
General Education courses and assessment plans as well as the sabbaticals of the 
program’s two senior faculty members (Richard Sutter and Lawrence Kuznar). We have 
also been considering how to restructure our program’s mission statement, goals, and 
curriculum given the official closure of the IPFW-Archaeological Survey (IPFW-AS) in 
January 2013, which figured prominently in our program’s mission. Because of the 
closure of the IPFW-AS, the anthropology faculty have reached broad agreement to 
incorporate “high impact” learning strategies across the curriculum and we will be 
assessing the effectiveness of those changes in future assessment reports. 
 
With the data we currently have available, it is evident from both the direct and indirect 
measures we report here that we are achieving all of our program’s learning objectives.  
Our interim measures indicate that our students gain a familiarity with different cultures 
(Objective 1), learning how to understand them holistically (Objective 3), and developing 
writing skills (Objective 4) in our core curriculum. Direct assessment methods for our 
capstone course in order to address some of our learning objectives: our internal exit 
measure demonstrates that anthropology seniors continue to be highly satisfied with our 
program and course content, feel they have gained all the skills and learning objectives 
spelled out in our assessment plan, and are satisfied with the job we are doing with 
advising.  Finally, one our external exit measures – graduate and professional school 
admissions – continues to demonstrate a high rate of admission to graduate programs 
(41.7% of graduating seniors). 
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ANTHROPOLOGY PROGRAM MISSION 
The purpose of the department's program for anthropology majors is to assist them in 
acquiring a comprehensive and integrated knowledge base within the discipline and the 
skills to apply this knowledge in their professional lives or post-graduate education.  
 
GOALS 

1. Acquire knowledge of core areas within the discipline: theory, methods, 
ethnography, archaeology, linguistics, and bio-anthropology.  

2. Acquire knowledge of a broad sub-area within the discipline.  

3. Develop the skills to analyze and apply this knowledge. 

LEARNING OBJECTIVES 
The specific skills students should acquire in our program include the following learning 
objectives: 
 

1. Achieve familiarity with different cultures in at least two regions of the world 
2. Know the major anthropological approaches to understanding the human 

condition 
3. Be able to explain societies in a holistic manner 
4. Achieve competency in writing 
5. Demonstrate critical thinking 
6. Acquire quantitative skills for analysis 
7. Demonstrate a willingness to engage learning and scholarship as a life-long 

endeavor 
 
These skills address Strategic Goal 1 of the IPFW Strategic Plan, Provide Innovative, 
Relevant and Rigorous Academic Programs. 
 
Our goals also substantially overlap with the IPFW Baccalaureate Framework as follows: 

Baccalaureate Goal (BG1) Acquisition of Knowledge 
Baccalaureate Goal (BG2) Application of Knowledge 
Baccalaureate Goal (BG3) Professional and Personal Values 
Baccalaureate Goal (BG4) Sense of Community 
Baccalaureate Goal (BG5) Critical Thinking and Problem Solving 
Baccalaureate Goal (BG6) Communication 
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ANTHROPOLOGY ASSESSMENT MEASURES 
 
Internal Interim Assessment 
 

1. Student Ability to Perform in Group A and B Courses. Description: As an 
interim measure of our success in transmitting anthropology basics in our core 
courses, student performance in upper level Group A and Group B courses are 
monitored (students typically take these courses after taking the core). These 
grades serve only as an indirect measure, or barometer, of our achievement of 
learning objectives. Systematic patterns of deficiency may indicate areas where 
we are not adequately addressing learning objectives in our introductory courses. 
The faculty will report the numbers of students who receive D’s or below in these 
courses to the chair.  At the end of the academic year, the faculty will review 
systematic deficiencies, if any, in the transmission of anthropology basics from 
the core introductory courses, and recommend changes if necessary.  

 
During the 2012-2013 academic year, 84.75% (up from 81% during 2011-2012) 
of our students in Group A courses received grades of “C” or higher, while 84% 
(82/1up from 83% during 2011-2012) of our students in Group B courses received 
grades of “C” or higher.  Through faculty discussions, it was clear that in each 
case the majority (80%) of the students who performed poorly (below “C”) 
simply stopped coming to class mid-way through the semester, and did not reflect 
on any lack of preparation in the anthropology curriculum. Therefore, our ability 
to meet Learning Objectives 2-4 (familiarity with other cultures, holistic 
understanding, and writing) does not seem to be deficient. Further, our discussion 
of student assessment (in class discussions, essay exams questions that emphasize 
critical thinking skills) within each faculty’s Group A and Group B courses 
indirectly indicates that we are also achieving our Learning Objective 5 
(Demonstrate Critical Thinking). 

 
2. Course Offerings. Every academic year, the frequency with which our courses 

are taught (and therefore the frequency with which we are addressing our learning 
objectives) will be examined in the curriculum map. This allows us to identify 
inadequacies or imbalances in our ability to meet curricular needs. If a course was 
taught, the number of sections offered is placed in bold next to each “X” that 
marks a learning objective.  

 
  



Anthropology Assessment 2012 - 2013  4 

Anthropology Program Curriculum Map 
 
 Anthropology 

Assessment 
Goals 

      

Baccalaureate 
Framework Goals 

BG1 BG1 BG2 BG6 BG5  BG3 

Anthropology 
Learning Objectives 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Anthropology Core 
Courses 

       

ANTH E105  25 X 25 X 25 X   25 X 
ANTH B200  5 X 5 X 5 X  5 X 5 X 
ANTH P200  4 X 4 X 4 X   4 X 
ANTH L200  2 X 2 X 2 X    
Group A 
Ethnographic 
Survey Courses 

       

ANTH E310 1 X  1 X 1 X    
ANTH E330 1 X  1 X 1 X    
ANTH E335        
ANTH E350 2 X  2 X 2 X    
ANTH E356 1 X  1 X 1 X    
ANTH E398        
SOC S410 1 X  1 X 1 X    
Group B 
Anthropology Topics 

       

ANTH E313        
ANTH E375        
ANTH E406 1 X 1 X  1 X    
ANTH E445 1 X 1 X  1 X 1 X  1 X 
ANTH E455 1 X 1 X  1 X 1 X  1 X 
ANTH P360        
ANTH P361        
ANTH P370  1 X  1 X 1 X  1 X 
ANTH P400        
ANTH P405        
ANTH B405        
ANTH B426 1 X  1 X 1 X 1 X 1 X 1 X 
Capstone Course        
ANTH H445 1 X 1 X 1 X 1 X 1 X  1 X 
 

Our faculty taught a broad array of courses that allowed us to meet our learning 
objectives in the Group A and B sections for the academic year 2012-2013. After 
previously identifying a deficiency in the number and variety of Group A 
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ethnographic area courses, we continued to add new Group A courses to our 
curriculum last year. 

 
Internal Exit 
 

3. Capstone. Anthropology H445:  History and Theory of Anthropology has always 
been our capstone course. It is intended for graduating seniors. The course is a 
survey the major theories of anthropology of the past 150 years. Students read 
primary works and variously take written exams and write essays on these major 
works.  Student performance is evaluated based on their performance on two 
exams, written essays and contributions to class discussion. In addition, a great 
deal of time is spent discussing the nature of graduate work and professional 
scholarship in the course (i.e., research design, ethics). ANTH H445 effectively 
ties together all of our learning objectives. A student’s grade is an effective gauge 
of the extent to which we have been successful in transmitting the breadth of 
anthropology to our students. If there emerges a pattern of low grades on specific 
elements (i.e., exams on knowledge, or poor performance on specific written 
assignments), then the faculty will address how our curriculum may not be 
adequately covering specific learning objectives. 

 
Currently, four written assignments are used to assess students’ familiarity with 
different cultures (Objective 1), an understanding of anthropological theory 
(Objective 2), an ability to explain culture holistically (Objective 3), and ability to 
write well (Objective 4). All written assignments also assess our students’ critical 
thinking skills. Our expectation is that 85% or more of our graduating majors 
should be able to perform satisfactorily (70% or higher) on each of the written 
assignments. 
 
All but two of 20 students enrolled in H445 during Spring 2011 received “A”s (7) 
“B”s (9), or “C”s (2), in the course: one of the two lower performing students 
never turned in a single assignment, while the other stopped coming to class half 
way through the semester. Based upon the written assignments, 90% of the H445 
students demonstrated an ability to think critically (Learning Objective 5), 
demonstrated a familiarity with at least two different cultures (Learning Objective 
1), demonstrated an acceptable understanding of anthropological theory (Learning 
Objective 2), and an ability to explain culture holistically (Objective 3) and an 
ability to write well (Objective 4). 

 
4. Survey of Graduating Majors. This past Spring 2013 semester we conducted 

our formal questionnaire of graduating seniors within the context of the ANTH 
H445 capstone course. The questionnaire consists of 20 statements that ask our 
seniors to evaluate our program’s goals, learning objectives, advising, overall 
quality of instruction, and numerous other items on a 1 to 5 scale with “1” 
equaling a strong disagreement with the statement and a “5” representing a strong 
agreement with the statement. Seven additional items ask more the seniors to 
provide qualitative information and feedback (i.e., how can the program be 
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strengthened? Are there courses that should be added, etc.)? Surveys were handed 
out to all students during the last class meeting of H445. Of the 18 students 
present on that day, 17 students turned in their questionnaires (94.4% return rate). 

 
Our graduating seniors rated all items on our program’s questionnaire favorably 
(>4.0 on all items), thereby indicating that they are highly satisfied with their 
familiarity they received from our program’s courses on different cultures 
(Learning Objective 1 = 4.47), their understanding they gained from our 
curriculum of major anthropological approaches to understanding the human 
condition (Learning Objective 2 = 4.94), their ability to explain societies in a 
holistic manner (Learning Objective 3 = 4.88), the writing skills they achieved 
within our courses (Learning Objective 4 = 4.82), their critical thinking skills 
(Learning Objective 5 = 4.82), the quantitative skills gained from our program 
(Learning Objective 6 = 4.06), and their willingness to engage in learning and 
scholarship as a lifelong endeavor (Learning Objective 7 = 50% of respondents 
intend on going on to graduate school). 

 
External Exit 
 

5. Graduate School Admissions. Our internal exit consists of polling our year’s 
graduates and noting how many have gone on to graduate school. We officially 
had 12 students who graduated during the 2012-13 academic year. Among those 
students, five were accepted to graduate programs (41.7%). However, there were 
three additional former majors who were subsequently accepted into graduate 
programs (Jack Schnellenberger – MA in Anthropological Science at IUPUI, 
Matthew Neu – an MS program in archaeology in Budapest, Emily Wright – MA 
in Social Work at USC). 

 
6. Alumni Survey. During the 2012-2013 academic year, we did not conduct 

follow-up surveys of alumni. However, in accordance with our revised assessment 
plan we have developed and will be conducting a follow-up survey of alumni 
during the 2013-2014 academic year as part of our ongoing program review. 

 
7. Evaluation of achievement conducted by external visitors. There was no 

evaluation of achievement conducted by external visitors during the 2013-2014 
academic year. However, in accordance with our revised assessment plan we are 
anticipating an evaluation of achievement conducted by external visitors 
following the submission of our ongoing program review self-study. 

 
Curricular/Assessment Changes 
 
High Impact Learning Methods 

Although most of our courses already involve many of the proven high impact 
learning methods, we have felt the need – in part, due to the closure of the IPFW-
AS – to implement high impact learning methods across our entire curriculum 
(term papers, experiential learning, oral presentations, research experiences, etc.). 
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We will be assessing the effectiveness of these changes to our curriculum in the 
future. 

 
Methods training and quantitative skills 

In addition to the previous suggestions by our current Community Advisory 
Board members, our review of the program’s stated goals and learning objectives 
previously identified two areas of deficiency in our curriculum. Namely, the 
faculty agreed that our majors were not receiving any methods training in cultural 
anthropology and that our students were struggling or received relatively little in 
the way of quantitative skills necessary to adequately perform anthropological 
methods. Additionally, a number of our graduating seniors reporting having 
received relatively low scores on the GRE’s quantitative section, and we 
recognize that the only places in our curriculum where students gain and 
subsequently use quantitative skills are in ANTH B200 Introduction to Biological 
Anthropology, ANTH B405 Fieldwork in Bioanthropology, and ANTH B426 
Human Osteology. Additionally, among our seniors who were accepted into 
graduate programs, none were accepted to their programs of “first choice” – they 
suggested – because of their low scores on the quantitative section of the GRE. 
 
As a direct result of the aforementioned deficiencies we decided to make a 
number of changes to our program. First, we have added an additional degree 
requirement for anthropology majors to complete a social science statistics (POLS 
Y395, PSY 201, SOC 351) or any STAT in addition to STAT 125. We will be 
assessing the effectiveness of this as new majors who are required to adhere to the 
degree change filter through our program. 
 
Further, two of our cultural anthropology faculty have developed ethnographic 
methods courses that were during Summer 2012 and Spring 2013. Additionally, a 
new foreign archaeological field school was developed for Peru. We have now 
have methods courses developed for three of the traditional four anthropological 
subdisciplines, and we intend on adding a requirement that majors must have 
methods training in at least one of the three subdisciplines where methods training 
is offered as part of their Group B degree program requirements. Therefore, this 
additional degree requirement will not add additional credits to achieve. 

 
Portfolios 

As part of our ongoing assessment discussions, the Anthropology faculty are now 
convinced that portfolios represent a valuable means of both assessing our 
students as well as providing them with a more conscious awareness of the skill 
sets they are acquiring as part of their anthropological degree. We are currently in 
the process of considering how to implement our a portfolio requirement for our 
majors. 

 
Additional Indirect Measures 
 
Persistence Efficiency 



Anthropology Assessment 2012 - 2013  8 

IPFW’s Institutional Research has begun reporting data regarding the number of 
new and transfer majors into a program each year as well as the number of official 
graduates. At present, these data are available for academic years 2009 - 2013. 
During that five year period, the Department of Anthropology exhibited a 88.57% 
efficiency in the number of new and transfer majors relative to the number of 
graduates. By any measure, this is an excellent indicator of our program’s ability 
to successfully marshal our students through our program 

 

	  
2013	   2012	   2011	   2010	   2009	   Totals	  

New	   9	   14	   12	   23	   12	   70	  
Graduated	   12	   17	   11	   12	   10	   62	  
Efficiency	   133.33%	   121.43%	   91.67%	   52.17%	   83.33%	   88.57%	  
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TO:   Dr. Lawrence A. Kuznar, Acting Chair, Department of Anthropology 

FROM:    COAS Assessment Committee 

SUBJECT:  2012-2013 Assessment Report for the Department of Anthropology 

DATE:    January 27, 2014 

 

 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Department of Anthropology 2012-

2013 Assessment Report.  Our comments below follow the rubric derived from the “Best Practices” 

Model for Assessment adopted by COAS to guide assessment practices in all COAS departments.  The 

Best Practices document and rubric can be found on the COAS Assessment Team Best Practices web 

page through the college Faculty Governance website. 

Steps 1 and 2:  Identification and Location of Measurable Student Learning Outcomes. Similar to 

previous years, your report clearly identifies the learning goals for majors.  Program success is measured 

in many ways, all of which are explained in the report. The report also refers to its curriculum map.  

Step 3:  Identification of Assessment Measures and Process.  All assessments are explained well, but the 

COAS encourages you to include copies of any rubrics used in assessment in next year’s report. Your 

report mentions both internal and external assessment methods, but could be aided with inclusions of 

specific questions from assessments, such as attachments of survey questions. 

Step 4:  Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions.  Your 2012-2013 report lists data collected to 

date. The COAS would like to applaud your department’s inclusion of such detailed data.  

Overall Recommendations.  As said of last year’s report, your assessment report was very clearly 

organized.  The executive summary added to the overall understanding of your current student learning 

outcomes. For the coming year’s assessment, the COAS Assessment Committee recommends the 

following: 

 Include rubrics 

The Department of Anthropology is to be commended for such consistent, clear, and thorough efforts to 

address program assessment.  Thank you for assessment work and reports that show the best that can 

come from assessment.  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.  

 

 

http://new.ipfw.edu/departments/coas/resources/assessment-practices.html
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TO:  Robert Gillespie, Department of Biology Assessment Committee Chair 

FROM:  COAS Assessment Committee 

SUBJECT: 2012-2013 Assessment Report for Biology  

DATE:  March 26, 2014 

 

 

 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Department of Biology 2012-2013 

Assessment Report.  Our comments below follow the rubric derived from the “Best Practices” Model for 

Assessment adopted by COAS to guide assessment practices in all COAS departments.  The Best 

Practices document and rubric can be found on the COAS Assessment Team Best Practices web page 

through the college Faculty Governance website. 

 

Please remember that the any changes to your assessment plan must first be approved by the COAS 

Assessment Committee and then by the IPFW Assessment Council according to SD 98-22. We are 

pleased to see progress from the Biology Department in the area of assessment. We anticipate receiving 

your revised assessment plan during this semester as you indicated in your assessment report. Please let 

Donna Holland know if you are interested in a checklist for assessment plans. It may help facilitate your 

assessment plan revision. 

 

Steps 1 and 2:  Identification and Location of Measurable Student Learning Outcomes. Your report 

clearly identifies the learning goals for majors.   

 

Step 3:  Identification of Assessment Measures and Process.  All assessments are explained well. Your 

report mentions both internal and external assessment methods. 

 

Step 4:  Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions.  Your 2012-2013 report lists data collected to 

date. The COAS would like to applaud your department’s inclusion of longitudinal data and analysis 

revealing that students achieved learning goals consistently in your program.  Your program review 

should further address how assessment can be improved and changes made since last assessment and 

feedback from the COAS Assessment Committee. We also recommend that you discuss in more detail 

the sub-areas in your rubrics and possible methods of improving those areas. 

 

Overall Recommendations:  For the coming year’s assessment, the COAS Assessment Committee 

recommends the following: 

• An executive summary that highlights the successes of the program and the learning goals 

met by students. 

• You could consider adding an alumni survey to your assessment methods.  The alumni 

survey is a good mechanism for assessing life-long learning and may provide feedback about 

skills needed in the workforce. 
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• You could assess all six learning goals listed in Appendix A and include a summary of your 

results in your annual assessment report. 

• Your assessment should include specific criteria for the benchmarks used for assessment 

and provide support for your selection of the benchmark. 

 

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. 
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Assessment Report 2012-2013 

Department of Biology 

March 5, 2014 

 

During the academic year, 2012-2013 the Department of Biology developed program learning 

goals (see Appendix A) that are aligned with the IPFW Baccalaureate Framework.  Using those 

learning goals and recommendations in the “Best Practices” Model for Assessment, prepared by 

the College of Arts and Sciences Outcome Assessment Team (2011), the department began 

preparing a Draft Assessment Plan that will replace the existing plan.  We expect the new plan to 

be fully implemented by end of spring semester, 2015. 

 

Also, included in this report are the results of assessments for three learning goals during 2012-

2013.  The pertinent goals are: 

 

 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. 

 Students will demonstrate the ability to design studies to test biological hypotheses using 

laboratory, field, or computational methods that meet professional ethical standards. 

 Students will demonstrate the ability to communicate the results of scientific research 

verbally and in writing 

 

Student papers and oral presentations, completed in BIOL 491, Senior Seminar, were evaluated 

by department faculty.  Results of these evaluations are summarized and compared with those 

from previous years to assess achievement of learning goals.  Additionally, the enrollment of 

undergraduate students in independent research credits and numbers of students who co-authored 

publications and presentations were tabulated.  Results of these evaluations are summarized and 

compared with those from previous years to assess achievement of learning goals. 

 

Assessment of Presentations and Papers in Senior Seminar 2012-2013 

 

All biology majors are required to complete BIOL 491, Senior Seminar.  Each student presents a 

thirty minute oral seminar and writes a written report on a topic in biology.  The student may 

either report on a research project completed through BIOL 295 or 595 or present a literature 

review on a topic of interest.  Students in BIOL 491 select a faculty member as a mentor for the 

presentation and report.  All faculty attending the seminar complete an oral-presentation 

evaluation form. Two faculty are assigned to evaluate the written report.  Evaluation scores are 

averaged over the entire student group in BIOL 491 and the results are presented below. 
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The Oral Presentation 

 

For the oral presentation, there are ten separate statements which pertain to the quality of the 

report; these statements, in turn, are grouped into three categories.   Each faculty member present 

for the oral presentation was given a form.  For each statement, the faculty assessor selected from 

five options:  excellent (5); very good (4); good (3); fair (2); poor (1).  The ten statements, their 

associated categories, and average scores for the 2012-2013 academic year are given in the table 

below.  The number of student presenters was 37 in 2012-2013.  The mean score for the Overall 

Evaluation in 2012-2013 was 4.02. 

 

 

Average Scores for the Oral Presentation in BIOL 491 During 2012-2013 

 Mean Score 

Seminar Content  

   organization & synthesis of ideas 4.03 

   clarity & consistency of logic 3.95 

   support of conclusions by data 3.67 

   knowledge of subject matter 4.00 

   breadth & depth of subject  3.63 

   handling questions & discussion  4.12 

Presentation  

   sequence & organization of topics 4.14 

   addressing audience well 4.00 

   clarity 4.17 

Overall Evaluation 4.02 

 

 

 

The Written Report 

 

Two faculty members read and evaluate each written report.  One faculty member was the 

student’s mentor for BIOL 491, and the other faculty member was selected by our Assessment 

Committee.  An evaluation form is completed by each faculty member who read a report.  This 

form has eight statements to which the assessor assigned a number 1 through 5:  excellent (5); 

very good (4); good (3); fair (2); poor (1).  The number of student papers evaluated in 2012-2013 

was 37 (see below).  The mean score for the Overall Evaluation in 2012-2013 was 3.94. 
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Average Scores for the Written Report in BIOL 491 During 2012-2013 

 Mean Score 

Scientific Merit and Content  

   organization & synthesis of ideas 3.95 

   clarity & consistency of logic 3.88 

   support of conclusions by data 3.86 

   knowledge of subject matter 3.94 

   breadth & depth of subject  3.82 

Organization  

   sequence & organization of topics 4.02 

   clarity & language 4.00 

Overall Evaluation 3.94 

 

 

Analysis and Response 

 

Our Assessment Committee has determined that a minimum overall score of 3.0 is necessary for 

meeting the learning goals.  The average overall scores for the oral presentation and written 

report in 2012-2013 were within the range of scores for the past 10 years (Table 1).  Because 

mean scores were greater than 3.0, the committee concluded that these results show evidence for 

achievement of learning goals in 2012-1013.  

 

Table 1.  Range of mean scores for all questions and mean scores for overall evaluation for 

oral presentations and written reports of students in BIOL 491. N= number so students. 

 Oral Presentation Written Report 

Assessment Year N Range 

Overall 

Score 

Avg. N Range 

Overall Score 

Avg. 

2003-2004 28 3.9-4.3 4.1 28 3.6-3.8 3.9 

2004-2005 41 3.8-4.2 4.0 40 3.7-4.1 3.9 

2005-2006 35 3.9-4.2 4.2 35 3.7-4.1 4.0 

2006-2007 33 3.9-4.1 4.1 33 3.6-3.8 3.7 

2007-2008 38 3.8-4.1 4.1 39 3.3-3.7 3.5 

2008-2009 39 3.5-4.0 3.7 40 3.7-3.9 3.8 

2009-2010 52 3.8-4.2 4.0 52 3.8-4.0 3.9 

2010-2011 35 3.6-4.0 3.8 37 3.6-3.8 3.8 

2011-2012 45 3.4-3.8 3.7 46 3.5-3.8 3.8 

2012-2013 37 3.6-4.2 4.0 37 3.8-4.0 3.9 
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Assessment of Engagement in Student Research 2012-2013 

 

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 only counted once.  The numbers of coauthored 

publications and presentations at conferences and meetings by undergraduates are extracted from 

annual activity reports by faculty.  Over the past five years, the number of students enrolled in 

research credits ranged from 18-32.  During 2012-2013, 17 students were enrolled in either 

BIOL 295 or BIOL 595 projects (Table 2). Over the previous five years, the number of student 

presentations ranged from 5-13.  During 2012-2013, 8 presentations were made by 

undergraduates.  Over the past five years, the number of co-authorships on publications has 

ranged from 2 to 7.  During 2013, two students were coauthors on published articles. 

 

Analysis and Response 

 

The number of students enrolled in BIOL 295/595 during 2012-2013 was less than that of the 

previous five years (Table 2).  It is likely that a combination of a recent turnover in faculty and 

sabbatical leaves in fall 2013 contributed to this low number.  We expect these numbers to 

increase during 2013-2014.  The number of coauthored publication and presentations given by 

students was within the range of previous years.  Although there are no specific criteria for this 

assessment, the committee concluded that the number of students engaged in research shows 

evidence for meeting the learning goals listed above. 

 

Table 2.  Enrollment in BIOL 295/595 and number of presentations at conferences by 

undergraduate students. 

Enrollment in BIOL 295/595 Number of Presentations from Research1 

2003-2004 27 2003-2004  4 

2004-2005 17 2004-2005 10 

2005-2006 31 2005-2006  4 

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 
1From 2003-2008, the number of presentations were totaled from responses by faculty and reported for the 

academic year.  Beginning in 2009, the number of presentations were extracted from annual activity reports and 

were reported for the calendar year. 
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APPENDIX A 

Proposed Program Learning Goals for the B.S. Biology 

 

Numbers in parentheses indicate the relationship of to the IPFW Baccalaureate Framework.  

 

Learning Goals 

 Students will acquire: 

1. knowledge of core principles of evolution, organismal diversity, ecology, biological 

structure, biological function, molecular biology, and genetics. (1, 2) 

2. knowledge of the core principles of calculus, statistics, physics and chemistry through 

their use in understanding biological concepts (1, 2) 

3. 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 (1, 2, 5) 

4. the ability to design studies to test biological hypotheses using laboratory, field, or 

computational methods that meet professional ethical standards (2, 3, 5) 

5. the ability to communicate the results of scientific research verbally and in writing (6) 

6. an awareness of the relevance of biological knowledge to human health and welfare in 

local, national and international communities (2, 4) 

 

IPFW 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- seeking 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.  
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TO:  Dr. Hardin Aasand, Chair, English and Linguistics Department 

FROM:  COAS Assessment Committee 

SUBJECT: 2012-20132 Assessment Report for Graduate Studies 

DATE:  April 9, 2014 

 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the 2012-2013 Assessment Report from 

the Graduate Studies Committee in the Department of English and Linguistics. Our comments below 

follow a rubric derived from the “Best Practices” Model for Assessment adopted by COAS to guide 

assessment practices in all COAS departments and programs which can be found on the COAS 

Assessment Team Best Practices web page under Faculty Governance. 

 

Steps 1-2: Identification and Location of Measurable Student Learning Outcomes. The report clearly 

identifies learning outcomes for the MA and MAT.    

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process. The report also identifies a review of 

submitted essays and selected questions from graduate surveys, as highlighted in the review last year. It 

would be helpful if the report identified what percentage of the essays is used in the evaluation process.  

The report notes that 12 are used, but not out of how many essays were obtained. The response rate for 

the online MA exit survey and current graduate students’ survey was noted in the report.  However, 

with such small numbers of students participating perhaps the program could offer incentives for 

completing the survey to increase the number of respondents.  

Step 4: Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions. The Graduate committee report did present 

results.  It is clear, based upon the report that students demonstrated average or above average quality 

in their work. The report appropriately identified four items to pursue in the coming year.  If 

implemented, these changes could improve assessment of student learning and student outcomes. 

Overall Recommendations:  

For next year’s report we suggest you include: 

 More data from surveys and higher rate of student survey participation. 

 More clearly highlight the benchmarks used to draw conclusions about student learning success. 

 More explanation about the number of essays received and what percentage you are using in 

your assessment process. 

 If possible, include comparisons to other universities’ assessment practices/results. 

 Clarification on the status of revisions to your assessment plan. 

 

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.  

 

http://new.ipfw.edu/dotAsset/c6b217e8-025b-4baa-b743-eb895a1ca6a8.pdf
http://new.ipfw.edu/dotAsset/c6b217e8-025b-4baa-b743-eb895a1ca6a8.pdf
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TO:  Dr. Hardin Aasand, Chair, English and Linguistics Department 

FROM:  COAS Assessment Committee 

SUBJECT: 2012-2013 Assessment Report for Undergraduate Studies 

DATE:  April 9, 2014 

 

 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the 2012-2013 Assessment Report from 

the Undergraduate Studies and Assessment Committee. Our comments below follow a rubric derived 

from the “Best Practices” Model for Assessment adopted by COAS to guide assessment practices in all 

COAS departments and programs.  The Best Practices document and rubric can be found on the COAS 

Assessment Team Best Practices web page through the Faculty Governance website. 

 

Steps 1-2: Identification and Location of Measurable Student Learning Outcomes. The report clearly 

identifies learning outcomes.  It is unclear why the outcomes are selected and why only some of the 

outcomes are assessed annually.   

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process. The report describes the measures and 

describes the assessment process. It also includes a description of how the measures were 

implemented, the rubrics used, and the benchmarks for competence. It is unclear and unspecified why 

the current and recently graduated survey has not been completed for the past two years.   

Step 4: Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions. The committee did draw conclusions about 

student learning outcomes based on its assessment measures, and noted limitations.  We applaud your 

finding that “slightly less than half of the students not only met the benchmark but did very well or 

exceptionally well according to the assessment criteria.” The results provided are well above the 

benchmarks but are not representative of the totality of outcomes to be assessed. Other conclusions 

concerned the need for further work on the evaluation rubric and the desire for consistent multiple 

measures of student and department success, i.e. a complete departmental assessment plan.    

Overall Recommendations: We applaud your ongoing development of rubrics.   

For next year’s report we suggest you include: 

 More data on the current and recently graduating senior surveys. 

 More assessment derived from papers from upper-level courses.  

 The exit interviews with graduating seniors, as your report notes. 

 Revisions to rubrics which are easier for all faculty members to use in the evaluation process. 

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.  

http://new.ipfw.edu/dotAsset/c6b217e8-025b-4baa-b743-eb895a1ca6a8.pdf
http://new.ipfw.edu/dotAsset/c6b217e8-025b-4baa-b743-eb895a1ca6a8.pdf


DEPARTMENT OF ENGLISH AND LINGUISTICS 
 
Annual Report on Assessment of Student Academic 

Achievement during 2012-2013 
 
Assessment is conducted in accordance with guidelines printed in the department’s 
Enchiridion. The results of program assessments are summarized below by degree 
program. Additionally, the department collects syllabi from all sections of all courses, 
and a review of those documents indicates that goals are clearly stated for all courses, as 
are grading schemes. A review of course handouts, including assignments and 
explanatory materials, turned in along with annual reports and reappointment portfolios, 
indicates that such material is clear, detailed, and professionally prepared. 
 
The primary challenge facing the department as we go forward is how to manage the 
complexities of assessment now that SD-12-14 is being implemented. The department 
must now conduct annual assessments of 17 General Education courses, as well as 
assessments of our undergraduate majors, our graduate degrees, and our certificate 
programs. While the department has tentative assessment plans in place for all of this 
work, conducting such assessments with serious attention to principles such as reliability 
and validity is becoming more and more difficult given the increasing demands for 
faculty service, and the continuing decline in the numbers of our full-time faculty.  
 
Given this situation, most of our attention this year was on the development of our 
assessment plans for General Education. These plans are available for review at 
http://vibe.ipfw.edu. 



Department of English and Linguistics 
Undergraduate Studies Committee Assessment Report 
2012-13 
 

I. Committee Composition and Charges 
 
This year’s committee consists of three members from writing, one member 
from literature, and one member from linguistics.  The major’s program for 
assessment in the current three-year cycle (alternating linguistics, literature, 
and writing) is linguistics.   
 
The Acting Chair gave the committee extensive charges for this year’s work.  
This includes developing assessment plans and gathering representative 
syllabi for 10 courses according to the new General Education requirements, 
deciding if any other courses should be designated general education 
courses, discussing whether or not to develop a general education 
departmental outcome, determining what L202 and L371 should look like 
now that L371 has replaced L202 in the English Core, and deciding if L202 
should remain as the advanced writing requirement for English majors. 
 

II. Assessment Plan Development for General Education Courses 
 
To meet a September deadline, the committee first created assessment plans 
for seven courses of the ten, the ones currently being taught.  Each member 
took responsibility for one or two of the courses, contacting appropriate 
faculty members for a suggestion for the order in which the general 
education outcomes listed for each course would be assessed.   The 
committee members also located a syllabus for each course to be submitted 
to the General Education Committee. 
 
The Committee developed assessment plans for ENG L101, L102, L202, L250, 
LING L103, CLAS C205, and CMLT C217 (ENG L251, Film K101, LING L360 were not 

being taught and will be addressed next year).  Each plan makes clear in a graph 
which outcome will be assessed each year over the next five years, with one 
or two outcomes assessed in a given year.  The committee devised tentative 
appropriate methods of assessment for each course and appropriate 
standards to ensure reliability and validity, both subject to change based on 
input from instructors who teach the course in a given year.  The committee 



also used the AACU Value Rubrics to devise standards of measurement 
appropriate for the outcome and course.  One of the assessment plans is 
provided as Appendix A. 
 

III. Assessment of Program Context and Methods 
 
As linguistics was identified as the area for our assessment of major 
programs in our department Assessment Committee’s report (2011-2012), 
thirteen essays were collected and examined from ENG G 205, one of the 
linguistic courses. Although there were other linguistics courses taught in 
2012, there were no additional sets of paper available from other linguistics 
courses for this purpose with the exception of LING L103, which is a GE 
course.   
 
ENG G 205 “Introduction to English language” is a course focused on 
“reasoning about English syntax and semantics” (IPFW Undergraduate 
bulletin, 2008-2009). The students enrolled in this course included both 
students who had a fairly solid background in linguistics as well as others 
who had little knowledge in this area. There were English majors as well as 
Education majors.  
 
The set of papers used was collected in fall 2012, and the assignment was to 
provide a grammatical sketch of the English language particularly with 
respect to syntactic and semantic features of the English language as well as 
the differences in different modalities of language use such as speaking, 
writing and netspeak, using the linguistic knowledge students had learned in 
the course.  
 
The committee used two of the three criteria in its assessment: (1) “The 
paper/project shows competent knowledge of linguistics,” and (3) “The 
paper/project is rhetorically sound, reflecting the clear and sustained 
thought necessary for independent linguistic writing.”  The committee found 
it difficult to assess the second criteria, “The paper/project shows 
competence in interpreting and comprehending linguistic texts” in this 
context, as Criterion 2 seems to be entailed in Criterion 1, or overlap with 
Criterion 1, making it difficult to constitute a distinctive criterion on its own.   
 



There were a total of 13 papers; each committee member scored these 13 
papers independently. The committee also met to norm two papers prior to 
individuals’ independent scoring to address inter rater reliability. 
 

IV. Assessment Results 
 
The committee scored 13 assignments on two of three assessment criteria: 
“The paper/project shows competent knowledge of linguistics” and “The 
paper/project is rhetorically sound, reflecting the clear and sustained 
thought necessary for independent research and writing.” The committee 
determined that the assignment did not require students to demonstrate 
criterion 2, “The paper/project shows competence in interpreting and 
comprehending linguistic texts,” and thus did not score projects on this 
criterion.  Projects were scored on a 1-to-5 scale ranging from 1 = strongly 
disagree to 5 = strongly agree with the criterion. (Because 5 is the highest 
score, the graphs should not go to 6; this is a quirk of Excel for which we 
apologize.) 
 
Figures 1 and 2 provide the mean scores for each paper for each of the two 
criteria assessed and indicate overall mean scores of 3.87 for “competent 
knowledge of linguistics” (Fig. 1) and 3.90 for “rhetorically sound” projects 
(Fig. 2). 
 

 



Figure 1. Mean score for each of the 13 projects on criterion “The 
paper/project shows competent knowledge of linguistics,” plus average of 
these mean scores across all projects. 

 
Figure 2. Mean score for each of the 13 projects on criterion “The 
paper/project is rhetorically sound, reflecting the clear and sustained 
thought necessary for independent research and writing,” plus average of 
these mean scores across all projects. 
 

 
Figure 3. Mean score averages for each of the papers, for the linguistic 
knowledge criterion, the rhetorically sound criterion, and an average total 
per paper (averages rounded up). 
 



Figures 4 and 5 indicate the raw scores from four scorers for each paper on 
the two criteria assessed, with Figure 4 showing scores for the “competent 
knowledge of linguistics” criterion and Figure 5 for the “rhetorically sound” 
criterion. 
 

 
Figure 4. Raw scores by scorer for 13 projects on criterion “The paper/project 
shows competent knowledge of linguistics.” 
 

 
Figure 5. Raw scores by scorer for 13 projects on criterion “The paper/project 
is rhetorically sound, reflecting the clear and sustained thought necessary for 
independent research and writing.” 
 



Figures 4 and 5 above show the general agreement of the four scorers 
regarding individual projects.  Figure 6 aims to provide additional evidence of 
interrater reliability by providing the overall mean scores for each criterion 
provided by each scorer. 
  

 
Figure 6. Mean scores for each of the assessed criteria by scorer. 
 

V. Assessment Analysis 
 
As shown in the graphs, the average scores for both criteria of linguistic 
knowledge and rhetorical skills was 3.9, with a score of 3 being the 
benchmark for competence in the major. The results indicate that out of the 
13 assignments, 11 (approximately 85%) were considered competent or 
better in linguistic knowledge while 2 assignments were deemed below 
competent. Likewise, out of the 13 assignments, 11 were considered 
competent or better in rhetorical soundness, while 2 assignments were 
deemed below competent.   
 
Looking at average mean scores specifically for all papers (Figure 3), six (6) of 
the 13 papers scored at or above a 4.5 for linguistic knowledge, indicating 
exceptional work for that criterion.  Five (5) of the 13 papers scored at or 
above a 4.5 for being rhetorically sound, indicating exceptional work in that 
criterion as well.  Six (6) of the papers averaged a total score of 4 or above.  
Hence, slightly less than half of the students not only met the benchmark but 
did very well or exceptionally well according to the assessment criteria.  



 
VI. Conclusions and Recommendations 

 
Limitations: 
 
This year’s charge to develop assessment plans for general education courses 
and this year’s assessment of majors in linguistics have exposed some 
significant limitations but have also allowed for productive discussion on 
improvement.   
 
The first limitation is that we only had papers from one 200-level course and 
no papers from a 400-level course as has been typical practice.  Thus, we are 
able to draw conclusions based only on work done at a second-year level 
with no gauge of ability in the senior year, which would presumably show 
improvement.  A related limitation is the fact that we have only 13 papers 
from the 200-level course.  More papers would definitely provide a better 
pool from which to draw conclusions about the abilities of our majors in 
linguistics. 
 
The committee also discussed the limitations of the current rubric of three 
criteria.  The most obvious limitation is that the first and second criteria work 
best with a level of disciplinary familiarity if not expertise of the committee 
members evaluating the papers.  However, this year’s members addressed 
that limitation by having the one committee member in linguistics choose 
two papers from the total that represented different levels of success, one 
lower and one higher.  The committee then “normed” the two essays, placed 
on Google Docs for comparison marks and comments, and drew conclusions 
about what constitutes a 1 through 5 mark, deciding that 3 best 
approximates a letter grade of C in competency.  This seemed to work 
sufficiently. The norming of two sample papers should be a standard practice 
of the committee members before scoring the set(s).  
 
Another rubric limitation is that the criteria do not lend themselves well to 
certain types of writing in certain areas of the department.  For example, if 
the work of writing majors in a creative writing course is being assessed, 
criterion one and two—and to some extent criterion three—do not apply to 
short stories or poetry.  We saw the problem of rubric application in this 
year’s assessment because criterion two was not required of the assignment 



being assessed.  We had to omit one of three criterion, thus limiting our 
areas for evaluation and a fuller assessment picture of the student work. 
 
This year’s assessment report is also different from years previous in that we 
did not have any graduating senior survey results.  These were apparently 
not distributed.  This is an important way for us to get overall feedback on 
the majors and should be done as a standard procedure for graduating 
seniors. 
 
Finally, the committee has discussed how the assessment of general 
education courses will complicate the assessment work done by the 
department regularly.  The work of this committee has predominantly been 
to assess the majors, not the general education courses.  The additional 
charges given to the committee this year in addition to arranging for general 
education courses assessment that is scheduled to begin this year will likely 
prove excessively challenging to accomplish. 
 
Suggestions: 
 
The committee is discussing a proposal to the department to set up a 
separate committee to be in charge of GE courses for assessment since GE 
assessment involves a fairly large number of courses, and it is a new process 
and requirement on our campus due to changes in IN state’s policies on GE 
curriculum and courses.  Whether the assessment is taken up by a new 
committee or remains with the Undergraduate Studies Committee, the only 
feasible way we see of conducting yearly assessment of multiple courses and 
a variety of outcomes is to place responsibility for that assessment with 
individual instructors teaching the courses.  The determined committee 
would then compile those reports to give to the department Chair. 
 
Regarding surveys, the Undergraduate Studies Committee needs to request 
surveys be distributed by the department office to all students graduating 
each semester.  It seems reasonable that the committee chair sees that these 
surveys are distributed and compiles those collected once any identifying 
information has been removed.  Also, it would be a good practice to add 
another assessment measure to the evaluation of two sets of (200-level and 
400-level) papers and the surveys.  The committee should conduct exit 
interviews with graduating seniors willing to participate.  Committee 



members would create a list of questions to ask that would lead to the best 
feedback about student learning.   
 
Regarding assessment of materials from the two levels of courses, the 
committee has been discussing changing the rubric criteria to something 
easier to evaluate for all faculty members given their disciplinary areas of 
expertise as well as criteria that better accommodate different types of 
materials being assessed.  The committee should have those criteria 
determined by the end of the spring 2014 semester.  The committee, well in 
advance of the next year’s area of assessment, should also make direct 
requests of instructors teaching courses at the two levels of the assessment 
area (next will be literature) to retain their appropriate materials, de-identify 
them, and place them on the O:Drive for the committee.  If two or more 
sections of the same course appropriate for assessment are being taught, the 
committee should try to collect papers from each for better representation 
of work across sections. 
 



 

Department of English and Linguistics 
Graduate Studies Committee Assessment Report 
2012-13 
 
 

 
 

Graduate Program 
 
Graduate Studies Committee (Roberts, Hume, Bassett) 
Department of English and Linguistics 
 
Assessment 2012–13 
 
Introduction: 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 (British Literature 
before 1700; British Literature after 1700; American Literature; English 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 method of assessment for the MA and MAT include both the evaluation of submitted essays 
and the summation of graduate student surveys.  A set of essays from all core courses and 700-
level seminars for each semester were collected.  The surveys discussed below include both 
students in the program as well as those exiting. 

Assessment of Sample Graduate Essays 
Each year, the committee reviews sample graduate essays using a three-question rubric 
based on our graduate program 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 new policy of taking sets of essays from all 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. 
 
Results of the Assessment of Sample Graduate Essays  
For the 2012-2013 academic year, essays were collected from seven graduate courses, as 
dictated by the department’s policy of collecting essays from all core and seminar 
courses.  These courses were: B605 Critical Theory, B780 Edgar Allen Poe, C517 
Professional Scholarship of Writing, B501 Professional Scholarship of Literature, B780 
Southern Women Writers, B780 East-West Influences, and C780 History of Rhetoric and 
Resistance.  Papers from courses taught by members of the Graduate Studies Committee 
were not selected for assessment.  Twelve papers were then randomly selected for 
evaluation and scoring based on the department’s assessment rubric for graduate student 
essays.  These papers were drawn from: C517, B780 Southern Women Writers, and 
C780.  The committee evaluated each essay and assigned scores based on the rubric. 
Essay Q1 Q2 Q3 
A 4.33 4.66 4.33 
B 3.66 4.00 4.00 
C 3.00 3.00 2.66 
D 3.66 3.66 4.00 
E 4.66 4.33 4.00 
F 4.00 4.00 3.66 
G 3.66 3.33 3.66 
H 4.00 4.33 4.00 
I 4.00 3.33 3.66 
J 3.66 3.00 3.66 
K 4.33 3.66 4.00 
L 4.00 4.00 4.00 
    
Overall Average  3.91 3.78 3.80 
 
MA 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 emailed to 12 graduating graduate 
students.  We received a total of 3 responses, for a response rate of 25%. 
 



Numeric Responses 
For all responses, 5 indicates strongly agree and 1 indicates strongly disagree. NR 
indicates no response. 
Question two refers to knowledge acquired in the program: 
“Based on a 5 point scale, indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with the 
following statements:  
2.1 Program requirements provide or provided you the opportunity to gain a satisfactory 
knowledge of the area. 
 
2.2 You have or are acquiring an adequate basis for further study in the area, either 
independently or as an advanced graduate student. 
 
2.3 The program provides or has provided you with subject-area knowledge adequate for 
teaching.” 
 

 5 4 3    2 1 NR Average (n=3) 

2.1 1 2     4.3 

2.2 1 2     4.3 

2.3 2 1     4.6 

  
Question five refers to the availability of courses:  
“Please rate the following statement: The courses you need or needed have been offered 
regularly.” 
 

 5 4 3    2 1 NR Average (n=3) 

5  3     4 

 
Question seven refers to the diversity of scholarly approaches to the student’s area of 
study: 
“You should be able to demonstrate an understanding and appreciation of the diverse 
scholarly approaches: 
 
7.1 The MA degree requirements afforded you the opportunity to develop an 
understanding of major issues and approaches in your areas of study. 
7.2 The specific courses you took addressed the major issues and approaches in your 
areas of study. 
7.3 Your teachers encouraged you to challenge and critique the various theoretical 
approaches you studied. 
7.4 Your seminar(s) demanded that you confront current major issues and approaches 
relating to the topic or writer(s) studied.” 

 5 4 3    2 1 NR Average (n=3) 



7.1 1 2     4.3 

7.2 1 2     4.3 

7.3 2  1    4.3 

7.4 1 2     4.3 

 
Question ten asked students to rate the writing and research skills: “You should be able to 
write professional papers which demonstrate critical and analytical thinking and other 
skills necessary for independent research and writing.  Indicate your responses below 
each statement: 
10.1 You are or were taught or encouraged to develop the research skills needed for 
graduate-level work in English. 
10.2 You were or are challenged to use these skills in your courses. 
10.3 You were or are taught or encouraged to develop the writing skills needed for 
graduate-level work in English. 
10.4 You were or are challenged to use these skills in your courses. 
10.5 Your seminar(s) required or require original and independent research as well as a 
mastery of the previous scholarship on the topic. 

 5 4 3    2 1 NR Average (n=3) 

10.1 3      5 

10.2 1 2     4.3 

10.3 1 2     4.3 

10.4 2 1     4.6 

10.5 2 1     4.6 

 
Question eleven asked for responses to some general questions:  
11.1 The program allowed or allows you to pursue your intellectual and creative interests 
in English. 
11.2 The graduate advisor keeps or kept you informed of your progress toward the degree 
and assisted or assists you in completing requirements in a timely manner. 
11.3 The graduate advisor was or is available and accessible to you when needed. 

 5 4 3    2 1 NR Average (n=3) 

11.1 2 1     4.6 

11.2 1 1 1    4 

11.3  3     3 

 



 
Written Responses 
3.  Are there aspects of your program that you are mastering or have mastered most 
successfully? 
I have been taught the value of keeping what I have learned in perspective--both 
historically and how it relates to modern times.  This view not only makes the material 
easier to learn, but is a catalyst for continuing to study related material on my own, for 
my own teaching purposes. 
NR 

NR 

 
6.  The courses you need or needed have been offered regularly.  If they were not, what 
problems did you encounter? 
I would have liked to have seen more 700-level seminars in my own concentration 
(British Lit before 1700).  All that was offered were American Literature seminars.  
Classes that were offered in my concentration--Milton, Spenser, Chaucer--did not have 
the 700-level status. 
Although the classes were made available on a regular basis, the timing of the classes 
(evening classes only for core courses) was difficult to fit to my schedule. If the core 
courses could be offered either online or in an additional afternoon/morning course, this 
would have been a boon. 
NR 

 
8.  Which scholarly approaches to literature, language and linguistics, or 
rhetoric/composition/writing has the MA program enabled you to understand best? 
The variety of scholarly approaches were covered very adequately in the core class 
relating to theory, and professors in other Lit-based classes were well-versed in all of 
these approaches.  I found archetypal criticism most helpful since that intrigued me most, 
and my professors encouraged my interest. 
My courses spent a great deal of time explaining the mores of teaching writing. My one 
seminar on writing explored several theories for why students write/read the way they do. 
NR 

 
9.  Which scholarly approaches, not covered or covered inadequately, would you have 
liked to study or study in greater depth? 
How to get published as a writer. 

NR 

NR 

 



12.  In your view, what aspect of the MA/MAT program contributed or is contributing 
the most to your fulfilling your educational goals?  Explain. 
The core classes of the MA program exposed me to pursuits of study which had not 
occurred to me, but were related to my field. 
NR 

NR 

 
13.  In your view, what aspect of the MA/MAT program contributed or is contributing 
the least to your fulfilling your educational goals?  Explain and suggest remedies. 
NR 

NR 

NR 

 
 
 
Survey of Current Graduate Students 
Surveys were emailed to 33 students currently enrolled, or taking courses as temporary 
students, in the MA or MAT program and 13 surveys were returned, for a response rate 
of 39.4%.  
What is your area of concentration?  

English Literature before 
1700 

0 

English Literature after 1700 4 

American Literature 2 

Writing Studies 7 

Language and Linguistics 0 

 

For each of the following statements, 5 indicates strongly agree and 1 indicates 
strongly disagree. NR indicates no response: 
 5 4 3    2 1 NR Average 

(n=13) 
Program requirements provide you the 
opportunity to gain a satisfactory knowledge of 
your area of concentration. 

7 4 2    4.39 

The MA degree requirements afford you the 
opportunity to develop an understanding of 

9 2 1 1   4.46 



major issues and approaches in your areas of 
study. 

You are taught or encouraged to develop the 
research skills needed for graduate-level work 
in English. 

7 4 2    4.39 

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

8 2 2 1   4.31 

The graduate advisor keeps you informed of 
your progress toward the degree and assists 
you in completing requirements in a timely 
manner. 

8 4 1    4.54 

 
 
What are your plans upon finishing your degree?  (Students were to select all 
that applied) 
 
pursuing a doctorate in English or Linguistics 8 

pursuing a law degree 0 

pursuing a degree in library and information sciences 0 

pursuing another degree:  0 

working as a writer; as a researcher; as a journalist 5 

working in publishing/editing/copywriting 4 

working as an elementary or secondary school teacher 0 

working as an instructor at a community college or 
university 

10 

working as a teacher abroad 2 

working as a librarian/archivist 0 

working in public relations, advertising, or marketing 2 

working in academic administration, arts 
administration, or business management 

2 

working in government or public service 0 



working for a nonprofit organization 0 

other:  0 

 
 
Please use the back of this sheet to provide any written comments or to make any 
suggestions for improving the program. (7 of 13 students responded to this request.) 
 
I have enjoyed all of my professors in the MA in English program at IPFW.  My 
writing, research, and teaching skills have noticeably improved in the three I have 
been working on this degree.  Thank you! 
Because this is my first actual grad school semester, I do not have any suggestions.  I 
will let you know if I come up with anything throughout the semester. 
I feel there is a lot of emphasis on concentrations other than writing studies, which is 
frustrating as IPFW does not have an MFA program.  I have yet to be able to take a 
writing studies class in 4 semesters of class. 
The graduate program for the English MA has improved within the last three years.  1) 
Individual contact via emails and meetings improved with faculty change in admin 
head of the program in past year.  2) The mandatory group concept for individuals 
under 18 hours now in place is a great concept!  This would have assisted me in the 
past! 
There is no formal instruction to prepare students for the demands of graduate-level 
writing, such as the production of conference pieces, articles, etc.  Most of this is 
learned through a process of imitating the works of published scholars. 
 

It would be ideal to have a seminar (780) for each concentration offered each semester; 
more realistically, it would be nice to have three or more 780 seminars offered each 
semester, each for a different concentration. 



 
Conclusions and Recommendations 
Our committee concludes that, based on the survey and essay scores of this limited 
sample, our students demonstrate average or above-average quality in their work and in 
their own assessment of our program. Students’ concerns continue to focus on the 
availability and attention of the graduate advisor, and on seminar diversity and core 
course scheduling.  Through a more proactive advising policy and the implementation of 
a series of workshops on subjects such as program orientation, career options, conference 
proposal writing, and doctoral program applications, as well as an end of the year 
reception for graduating graduate students, the graduate studies director and the faculty 
have begun to address concerns with advising and to foster a greater sense of graduate 
student community. 
 
The last assessment report suggested that online courses could provide a greater diversity 
for graduate students while also addressing issues of scheduling.  The department has 
begun to offer some online courses for graduate students, including the linguistics core 
course LING L505, but we have encountered some obstacles, including technical 
problems, a reluctance among some students to take online courses, and uncertain 
funding to develop and teach these courses.  The committee recognizes the potential 
appeal of such courses, and feels that the department should continue to explore online 
opportunities for graduate students. However, a cautious reevaluation of the present 
effectiveness and feasibility of online courses should be undertaken, and student concerns 
about the availability of instructors and the reliability of the technology should be 
addressed before additional online classes are offered. 
 
The 2011-2012 assessment report called on the director and the department to reevaluate 
and redesign the requirements for the M.A. degree and recommended that the number of 
required professional studies core courses be reduced, the number of required 
concentration courses be increased, and the area concentrations be reevaluated.  These 
recommendations have been addressed in the redesigned M.A. requirements unanimously 
approved by the department on April 22, 2013 and set to take effect beginning with the 
fall semester of 2014.  The general goals of these revisions are to increase the flexibility 
of our program to meet the changing needs of our students, to enable our students to 
complete the degree more easily within a two-year timeframe, and to bring our M.A. 
program more in line with peer institutions.  These revised requirements entail no 
additional courses and no change in the number of required credits. 

• The core has been reduced from four to two required courses. The new core requirement 
tailors the professional scholarship core course to the student’s area of concentration, 
while maintaining one common core course (B605 Critical Theory) in order to provide an 
introduction to graduate studies in English, to maintain a sense of cohesion in the 
program, and to give the department a way to assess students’ progress. 

• The areas of concentration have been reduced from five to three (Literature, 
Writing Studies, Language & Linguistics) and the minimum required number of 
concentration courses has been increased from four to five.  This will broaden the 
selection of courses for literature students.  It will also enable them to pursue 



interests across the former, more limited areas.  An additional concentration 
course will increase the relevancy of students’ course work to their chosen area of 
specialization. 

 
• The required number of elective courses has been increased from four to five.  

The required number of seminars has been increased from two to three, while 
maintaining the option for students to take seminars as either concentration or 
elective courses.  Students may take one professional scholarship course outside 
of their area of concentration and apply it toward the seminar requirement.  An 
additional seminar will strengthen the research aspects of the degree, an important 
consideration for the growing number of M.A. students who report that they plan 
to pursue additional graduate work at the M.F.A. or Ph.D. level.  Allowing 
students to count one professional scholarship course outside their area of 
concentration toward the seminar requirement gives students additional graduate-
only courses from which to choose, and helps to increase the flexibility of the 
program. 

 
• The current option to write a thesis is maintained.  Students may substitute a 

thesis for one of the three required seminars.  Allowing students to substitute a 
master’s thesis for one of the three required seminars will encourage a more 
targeted section of our graduate students, those who plan to pursue a doctorate, to 
write a thesis.  The nature of the thesis as an intensive research project, developed 
over two semesters `in consultation with and guided by a faculty member, makes 
it at least the equivalent of the research and writing a student would experience in 
a seminar.  Thesis procedures and guiding documents have also been updated and 
revised. 

 
• These modifications maintain the department’s current 36 credit hour M.A. 

degree. 
 
The 2011-2012 assessment report also recommended that we find ways to expand student 
opportunities for research and professional development, including encouraging 
participation in conferences.  The graduate studies director has begun informing graduate 
students about graduate student conference opportunities and urging students to submit 
proposals and attend local conferences.  In April, the department’s graduate student 
colloquium was revived: four graduate students presented papers, two of which had also 
been presented at professional conferences.   
 
This report has the following recommendations for the program to pursue in the coming 
year: 
 
1. Reevaluate the effectiveness and feasibility of online courses (as explained above). 
2. Recruitment & “publication” of grad student achievements: One measure of the 

program’s success during the past year is the number of degrees granted. Sixteen of 
our graduate students earned the M.A. degree in 2012-2013.  Nevertheless, this has 
caused a dip in our current graduate enrollment.  The department needs to find ways 



to recruit new graduate students, starting with our own English and Linguistics 
majors, and in so doing, to publicize the achievements of our current students and 
alumni. 

3. Continue to explore ways to promote our students’ professional development by 
informing them about opportunities to participate in the profession: conferences and 
academic journals, teaching opportunities and workshops, professional and graduate 
student organizations, mentor relationships and professional networks, career 
resources, and service opportunities on campus.  The director and the faculty actively 
need to encourage students to seek out such opportunities. 

4. Explore ways to make the graduate student colloquium a better avenue for 
professional development, perhaps by making it more competitive, soliciting 
submissions, and offering each participant an honorarium of $50 or $100.  The 
colloquium, for example, could be directly linked to the 700-level seminars, and 
faculty members could recommend papers or at least recommend to individual 
students that they submit a paper for consideration.  Students who present at 
conferences could also be encouraged to submit their papers.  Selections of papers 
could then be made by the department chair and the graduate program director, by the 
Graduate Studies committee, by an ad hoc committee, or by the Scholarship and 
Awards committee.  

 

Appendix A 
 

Indiana University-Purdue University Fort Wayne 
General Education Assessment Plan 

 
Course:  ENG L202:  Literary Interpretation 
 
Catalog Description:  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.   

 
Commentary: Currently taught every semester by professors, but may also be taught 

by continuing lecturers or limited term lecturers. 
 
Assessment Schedule 

Learning Outcome Academic 
Year 

6.5 Create, interpret, or reinterpret artistic and/or humanistic works 
through performance or criticism.  
6.3 Analyze and evaluate texts, objects, events, or ideas in their cultural, 
intellectual or historical contexts. 

2013-2014 

  



6.1 Recognize and describe humanistic, historical, or artistic works or 
problems and patterns of human experience.  
6.4 Analyze the concepts and principles of various types of humanistic 
or artistic expression. 

2014-2015 

  
6.2 Apply disciplinary methodologies, epistemologies, and traditions of 
the humanities and the arts, including the ability to distinguish primary 
and secondary sources.  
1.5 Develop, assert and support a focused thesis with appropriate 
reasoning and adequate evidence.  
1.7 Demonstrate proficiency in reading, evaluating, analyzing, and using 
material collected from electronic sources. 

2015-2016 

  
6.6 Develop arguments about forms of human agency or expression 
grounded in rational analysis and in an understanding of and respect for 
spatial, temporal, and cultural contexts. 
6.7 Analyze diverse narratives and evidence in order to explore the 
complexity of human experience across space and time. 

2016-2017 

  
 
Method of Assessment:  Evaluation of a sample of student artifacts from the course—

which may include essays or other written assignments, tests, 
or presentations—that represent analytical or interpretive 
work with literature.  Artifact type selected for its 
appropriateness for the learning outcomes being assessed. 

 
Standard of Measurement:  A rubric for each outcome being assessed developed from 

instructor-generated criteria specific to literary interpretation 
as well as the following AACU value rubrics:  Creative 
Thinking, Critical Thinking, Information Literacy, Inquiry 
and Analysis, Reading, and Written Communication.  

 
Standards to ensure Reliability and Validity:  Use of a statistically significant sample 

size relative to the number of L202 sections offered that year 
and the number of students enrolled.  Use of multiple raters as 
appropriate and possible.  Department Undergraduate Studies 
and Assessment Committee determines if scores gathered from 
different instructors and/or sections merit additional review. 

 
 
 



 

 

GERONTOLOGY CERTIFICATE 
Annual Assessment Report 

Academic Year 2012-2013  

 
Introduction 

The Gerontology Certificate is an 18-credit, multidisciplinary certificate that can be earned in 

combination with a degree or as a stand-alone program of study. Over 80 IPFW students have 

completed the certificate since the summer of 1995. The program’s most recent assessment plan 

(i.e., 2010-2011) lists the following as the student learning outcomes for the program: 

 
1. Students will demonstrate knowledge of gerontology including but not limited to biological, social, and psychological 

issues that impact on older adults and those who work with and care for them. 

 

2. Students will demonstrate knowledge of the basic study of aging in several disciplines, complementary areas such as 

nutrition and medical ethics, and applications dealing with health and social issues involving older adults. 

 

3. Students will demonstrate the ability to apply gerontological knowledge, through a practicum experience in which the 

student works with, or on behalf of, older adults in a campus, community, or agency setting that serves this population. 

 

The 2010-2011 plan identifies the use of an indirect measure—a survey of students or “exit 

questionnaire” —as the method for collecting data to discern whether students have achieved 

those learning objectives. This survey is to be administered each year to students who have been 

certified for graduation by the College of Arts and Sciences.   

 

The plan names the program Director as the individual responsible for conducting the assessment 

of the Certificate. The Gerontology Program has experienced some turnover in leadership over 

the past few years, with the current Director assuming the role in July 2013. The change in 

program leadership delayed the creation and filing of the present report. 

 

Assessment for 2012-2013 

A total of 13 female students completed the Gerontology certificate during the 2012-2013 

academic year. Those students were asked to complete an online, anonymous survey consisting 

of 17 items—a mix of Likert-type and open-ended items. A total of 11 students responded to the 

survey, making for a response rate of 85%. The survey and respondents’ verbatim answers are 

provided in Appendix A; general patterns are presented below. 

 

The first six items on the survey ask participants why they pursued the certificate, and how it 

pertains to their current employment and future educational plans. All 10 of the respondents who 

answered this question indicated that they had chosen to undertake the Gerontology certificate 

because they believed it would be an asset to them in their anticipated careers, and/or 

complemented their baccalaureate programs of study. Sixty-four percent of the sample indicated 

that they were not presently employed—only 3 students indicated that they were. Because the 

item “Did the Gerontology certificate play any role in obtaining your job?” is not directed only 

to those who indicate they are employed, interpretation is somewhat muddled. However, it is 

potentially interesting to note that of the 8 students who answered this item about whether the 

certificate played any role in obtaining their jobs, nearly 40% said “maybe.” It is possible that 

students believe the certificate does possess career-relevant value, if it not yet demonstrated in 

the form of securing an actual position of employment. This speculation can be seen as 
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concordant with the fact that 6 of 10 respondents indicated that their education vis-à-vis the 

certificate assisted them in their current and/or any previous job (i.e., 2 responses each for 

“definitely yes,” “probably yes,” and “maybe,” respectively).  Fifty-five percent of the sample 

indicated they were currently pursuing further education or planning to in the near future, and 

55% said that the Gerontology certificate played some role in their decision to do so (although 

again, the design of the survey does not ensure that responses to the second question are logically 

connected to responses to the first). 

 

Two clear patterns emerged from the responses to the two survey items specifically asking 

students about their satisfaction or lack thereof with the education provided by the Gerontology 

certificate: Students are satisfied (45% “extremely,” 45% “somewhat,” 9% “neutral”)—they 

valued the education and found it relatively easy to incorporate the program into their bachelor’s 

degree programs—and they would like to see a greater variety of courses offered. The desire for 

more classes was emphasized by the responses to the general question asking for suggestions or 

recommendations.  

 

The following table presents the responses to the items which asked students to rate the quality 

of various aspects of their education in Gerontology: 

 

Table 1. Percent Responses, Means, and Standard Deviations (SD) for Ratings of Aspects of 

Education in Gerontology Certificate Program (GERN) 

Aspect of GERN 

Education 

“Excellent” 

= “1” 

“Very Good” 

= “2” 

“Good” 

= “3” 

“Fair” 

= “4” 

“Poor” 

= “5” 

Mean 

Rating 
(SD) 

Biological processes of aging 27% 55% 9% 9% 0% 2.00  
(.89) 

Psychological processes of aging 36% 45% 18% 0% 0% 1.82  
(.75) 

Social issues affecting older adults 27% 18% 36% 18% 0% 2.45 
(1.13) 

Cross cultural issues 18% 18% 27% 36% 0% 2.82 
(1.17) 

Working with older adults 45% 27% 9% 18% 0% 2.00 
(1.18) 

GERN practicum 36% 64% 0% 0% 0% 1.64 
(.50) 

 

As depicted in the table, students perceive various aspects of their education in Gerontology to 

be of high quality, particularly their GERN practicum experience, and their basic education in 

the biological and psychological processes of aging. Ratings of perceived quality were somewhat 

lower for social and cross cultural issues affecting older adults, but no aspect of the GERN 

education was rated as being “poor” in quality. 

 

Findings and Conclusions 
Data from the survey completed by 11 program completers in 2012-13 suggest that students are 

satisfied with the education they receive through the Gerontology program. It appears that the 

common reason for pursuing the program is the belief that it will offer students an advantage in 

their careers, and students appear to leave the program feeling they have been well-prepared to 

work with older adults. A common suggestion or recommendation offered is to expand the range 
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of course offerings for the program. Very few negative comments were made, although one 

respondent did express frustration/disappointment with respect to difficulties in obtaining gainful 

employment. It’s unclear whether that disappointment/dissatisfaction was viewed as resulting 

from the Gerontology program or her B.A. program or both.  

 

Although these findings are based on a small absolute number of students, the findings do appear 

to be consistent with those reported for the program previously. The available data suggest the 

GERN certificate program is useful and valued, and delivers a broad-based, high-quality 

education in gerontology. Respondents indicate the Certificate is playing a role in their career 

pursuit and/or performance, and also in the pursuit of further education. 

 

Responses and Actions for Continuous Improvement 
The data reported herein paint a positive picture of students’ experiences in the program. That 

said, the program’s assessment plan is quite outdated, and is in need of revision. Surveying 

students provides potentially important data regarding their perceptions and experiences and 

ought to be continued as part of program assessment, but the assessment plan ought to be 

developed further to also include direct measures of student learning (e.g., more concrete, 

systematic, objective, and perhaps even standardized tests of gerontological knowledge). A plan 

of assessment that includes a developmental or longitudinal approach and is more sensitive to the 

exact nature of a student’s trajectory through the program (e.g., when they declare, their 

baccalaureate program, which GERN courses they take) could yield more useful data for 

consideration and program development. Additionally, the program goals and student learning 

outcomes might be revisited to ensure that they are still relevant (e.g., given the emphasis in the 

data reported here on the connection between the program and students’ career aspirations, 

perhaps one learning outcome ought to be focused on career development/decision-making). 

Assessment strategies and measures should then be maximally aligned with those outcomes. 

 

Accordingly, one of the top priorities for the 2013-14 academic year will be to draft a new, 

improved assessment plan. The Director will seek input from the GERN Steering Committee and 

will investigate other institutions’ programs and methods, and will work to develop a more 

sophisticated, up-to-date assessment plan. 

 

 

Report prepared by: 

 

Lesa Rae Vartanian, Ph.D. 

Director, Gerontology Program  

Associate Professor, Department of Psychology 

Approved  by the Gerontology Steering Committee February 19, 2014 
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TO:   Dr. Lesa Vartanian 
FROM:   COAS Assessment Committee 
SUBJECT:  2012-2013 Assessment Report for Gerontology Certificate 
DATE:   May 13, 2014 

 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Gerontology certificate 

program’s 2012-2013 assessment report. Our review follows the rubric derived from the “Best 

Practice” Model for Assessment adopted by COAS to guide assessment practice in all COAS 

departments and programs. The Best Practices document and rubric can be found on the COAS 

Assessment Team Best Practices Page through the college Faculty Governance site. 

Step 1 and 2: Identification and Location of Measurable Student Learning Outcomes.  The report 

identifies three learning outcomes used by the program.  Two of these involve demonstration of 

knowledge, and one involves demonstration of the ability to apply knowledge in a practicum.  

With the exception of the demonstration in practicum, the location of these outcomes is unclear 

without a curriculum map for the courses.  The latter could help indicate in which courses the 

students will encounter biological, social, and psychological issues (Outcome 1).  Outcome 2 

seems more challenging to locate in the curriculum.  All three outcomes appear to be 

measurable, however. 

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process.  The report includes the only 

measure, an exit survey filled out online, and anonymously, by 11 of the 13 graduating seniors.  

The report also discusses the three types of questions:  ones based on employment or future 

education plans, two that deal with satisfaction, and the remaining specific to the types of issues 

(as indicated by the learning outcomes).  A process for compiling the results and interpreting 

them is not given.  If it is not already a practice, validity for the survey could be better if more 

than one person interprets the results (e.g. at least three members of the Steering Committee, 

with the Director).  Also, it is very important to state benchmarks.  It is unclear if the program 

considers anything above “poor” successful or whether it considers responses in the “excellent” 

and “very good” categories the measure of success. 

Step 4: Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions.  The report presents survey responses to 

the specific aspects/issues portion in a clear table, which is very helpful as an overview.  The 

report discusses these and other responses to the survey in candid terms, acknowledging 

strengths as well as criticisms cited by survey respondents.  The idea to incorporate something 

into the outcomes that deals specifically with career development shows a thoughtful 

responsiveness to the survey results (whether or not that change is made).  It is interesting, 

however, that while no majority of responses is, as noted, in the “poor” range, the  cross 

cultural issues is the one area where the clear majority of responses was “fair” rather than 

“excellent” (1 aspect), “very good” (3 aspects), or “good” (1 aspect).  A good question to pursue 

might be why the evaluations fall for cross cultural issues and implement a change to try to 

improve that area of the program. 

http://new.ipfw.edu/departments/coas/resources/assessment-practices.html
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The frank considerations of the limitations of just a survey and of needed changes to the plan 

and to the program are commendable.  Consider using projects or papers from two courses as 

another assessment measure, provided you have a clear rubric for their evaluation by multiple 

raters.  Establishing priorities for the most needed changes and implementing ones that can 

reasonably be changed for the next academic year will make the significant changes more 

manageable. 

Overall recommendations: The Assessment Committee offers the following as a possible priority 

list, not including programmatic changes best left to the Director and Steering Committee: 

 Locate the learning outcomes in specific courses or educational experiences, which will 

also help identify other possible assessment measures. 

 Incorporate at least one direct assessment measure and its evaluation method(s) into 

the plan. 

 Clarify benchmarks/desired achievements for the survey and any additional assessment 

measures added. 

 Use multiple raters for assessment to improve validity and interpretation of results. 

The committee asks the program 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.  



GERONTOLOGY CERTIFICATE PROGRAM ASSESSMENT 

REPORT 

Academic Year 2012-2013 

APPENDIX A – EXIT QUESTIONNAIRE AND RESPONSES 
 

1.  Why did you choose to complete a Gerontology 

certificate? 
Text Response 
I had extra electives to use up and thought it would be beneficial for my career as I look for 
employment. 
I chose to complete the Gerontology certificate because of my major. I am a CSD major and 
would like to  one day work in a nursing home or hospital with the elderly. 
To better understand the aging process from a mental and physical standpoint, which would 
enable me to work well in the gerontology  field. 
I am a human services major wanting to work with the elderly and I saw that this certificate 
would be of a benefit in working in this field. 
I have always enjoyed working with the elderly population. 
To enhance my chosen major and because of my desire to work in a nursing home. 
To better my chances of working in the field of gerontology in the social aspect. 
I am earning a degree in Communication Sciences and Disorders, which may lead to a job 
with the geriatric population. I wished to know more information about geriatrics and what job 
opportunities are available to work with this group. 
I was a CNA right outside of high school and loved working with older adults.  When I found 
out IPFW offered a Gerontology certificate I signed up.  I am a CSD major and plan on 
working with older adults as an SLP. 
This is the field I am wanting to work in after graduation and I thought this would be beneficial 
for me to have once I have graduated. 

 

Statistic Value 
Total Responses 10 

 

2.  Are you currently employed, and if so, what is your job 

title? 
Text Response 
Cheerleading Coach, Server, Teaching Assistant 
I am not currently employed. 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
Yes. I am an office coordinator at Massage Therapy Clinic on Jefferson Blvd, Fort Wayne. 
Great Lakes Area Regional Coordinator for SFLA 
No 

 



Statistic Value 
Total Responses 10 

 

3.  Did the Gerontology certificate play any role in obtaining 

your job? 
# Answer   

 

Response % 
1 Definitely yes   

 

0 0% 
2 Probably yes   

 

0 0% 
3 Maybe   

 

3 38% 
4 Probably not   

 

1 13% 
5 Definitely not   

 

4 50% 

 Total  8 100% 

 

Statistic Value 
Min Value 3 
Max Value 5 
Mean 4.13 
Variance 0.98 
Standard Deviation 0.99 
Total Responses 8 

 

4.  Did the education you received in your Gerontology 

courses assist you in the performance of your current 

job?  Any previous job? 
# Answer   

 

Response % 
1 Definitely yes   

 

2 20% 
2 Probably yes   

 

2 20% 
3 Maybe   

 

2 20% 
4 Probably not   

 

1 10% 
5 Definitely not   

 

3 30% 

 Total  10 100% 

 

Statistic Value 
Min Value 1 
Max Value 5 
Mean 3.10 
Variance 2.54 
Standard Deviation 1.60 
Total Responses 10 

 



5.  Are you currently pursuing further education?  If so, in 

what? 
Text Response 
Finishing my B.S. in Communication Disorders (May 2013) then planning to get my Master's 
in Speech Language Pathology 
Yes, I am pursuing a Masters degree in Speech Lanugage Pathology 
No 
No 
No 
Masters in Interdisciplinary Gerontology 
Yes, Master's degree in Speech-language Pathology 
Not currently 
Not yet. I plan on going back to school for my Master's degree in the next few years though. 
Yes, in Speech Language Pathology 
No,  not right now 

 

Statistic Value 
Total Responses 11 

 

6.    Did the Gerontology certificate play any role in your 

decision to pursue further education, or in your acceptance 

into an educational program? 
# Answer   

 

Response % 
1 Definitely yes   

 

1 10% 
2 Probably yes   

 

1 10% 
3 Maybe   

 

4 40% 
4 Probably not   

 

2 20% 
5 Definitely not   

 

2 20% 

 Total  10 100% 

 

Statistic Value 
Min Value 1 
Max Value 5 
Mean 3.30 
Variance 1.57 
Standard Deviation 1.25 
Total Responses 10 

 



7.   Were you satisfied with your educational experiences in 

Gerontology at IPFW?       
# Answer   

 

Response % 

1 
Extremely 
satisfied 

  
 

5 45% 

2 
Somewhat 
satisfied 

  
 

5 45% 

3 Neutral   
 

1 9% 

4 
Somewhat 
dissatisfied 

  
 

0 0% 

5 
Extremely 
dissatisfied 

  
 

0 0% 

 Total  11 100% 

 

Statistic Value 
Min Value 1 
Max Value 3 
Mean 1.64 
Variance 0.45 
Standard Deviation 0.67 
Total Responses 11 

 

8.  Why were you satisfied or dissatisfied? 
Text Response 
I wish there were more classes available that would count towards the certificate. Also, I 
would have liked some online classes as an option. 
I was satisfied with the courses that I took but would recomment a greater variety to choose 
from. 
I learned so very much and am very grateful for that. However, the education seems of little 
importance, when the elderly are treated as numbers, and not human beings. 
Not many class options. 
The amount of edcuation I have gained in the field of gerontology 
Thought the classes I took were wonderful, but would like to see a greater variety of classes 
to choose from. 
Although I am extremely satisfied with the learning experiences at IPFW, most every 
employer questioned me concerning what exactly the gerontology certificate represents.  In 
addition, the pay scale is usually very low for most jobs in this field. A person would make 
more money working in a factory.   Instead of adding jobs at nursing homes, these type 
places seem to be downsizing.  My current age of 54 is not very helpful, either. 
I was not satisfied with my Intro to Gerontology course. However, I enjoyed all my other 
classes for the certificate and I enjoyed my speech therapy practicum. 
I was satisfied with the program because I didn't have to take many additional courses 
because they all applied to my bachelor's degree. 
I felt I was well educated on different gerontological issues that have prepared me to work in 
a gerontological setting once graduated. 

 



Statistic Value 
Total Responses 10 

 

9.  Rate your education in the gerontology certificate in the 

area of basic biological processes of aging 
# Answer   

 

Response % 
1 Excellent   

 

3 27% 
2 Very Good   

 

6 55% 
3 Good   

 

1 9% 
4 Fair   

 

1 9% 
5 Poor   

 

0 0% 

 Total  11 100% 

 

Statistic Value 
Min Value 1 
Max Value 4 
Mean 2.00 
Variance 0.80 
Standard Deviation 0.89 
Total Responses 11 

 

10.  Rate your education in the gerontology certificate in the 

area of basic psychological processes of aging 
# Answer   

 

Response % 
1 Excellent   

 

4 36% 
2 Very Good   

 

5 45% 
3 Good   

 

2 18% 
4 Fair   

 

0 0% 
5 Poor   

 

0 0% 

 Total  11 100% 

 

Statistic Value 
Min Value 1 
Max Value 3 
Mean 1.82 
Variance 0.56 
Standard Deviation 0.75 
Total Responses 11 

 



11.  Rate your education in the gerontology certificate in the 

area of social issues affecting older adults 
# Answer   

 

Response % 
1 Excellent   

 

3 27% 
2 Very Good   

 

2 18% 
3 Good   

 

4 36% 
4 Fair   

 

2 18% 
5 Poor   

 

0 0% 

 Total  11 100% 

 

Statistic Value 
Min Value 1 
Max Value 4 
Mean 2.45 
Variance 1.27 
Standard Deviation 1.13 
Total Responses 11 

 

12.  Rate your education in the gerontology certificate in the 

area of cross cultural issues 
# Answer   

 

Response % 
1 Excellent   

 

2 18% 
2 Very Good   

 

2 18% 
3 Good   

 

3 27% 
4 Fair   

 

4 36% 
5 Poor   

 

0 0% 

 Total  11 100% 

 

Statistic Value 
Min Value 1 
Max Value 4 
Mean 2.82 
Variance 1.36 
Standard Deviation 1.17 
Total Responses 11 

 

13.  Rate your education in the gerontology certificate in the 

area of working with older adults 
# Answer   

 

Response % 
1 Excellent   

 

5 45% 
2 Very Good   

 

3 27% 
3 Good   

 

1 9% 
4 Fair   

 

2 18% 
5 Poor   

 

0 0% 

 Total  11 100% 

 



Statistic Value 
Min Value 1 
Max Value 4 
Mean 2.00 
Variance 1.40 
Standard Deviation 1.18 
Total Responses 11 

 

14.  Rate your education in the gerontology certificate in your 

practicum 
# Answer   

 

Response % 
1 Excellent   

 

4 36% 
2 Very Good   

 

7 64% 
3 Good   

 

0 0% 
4 Fair   

 

0 0% 
5 Poor   

 

0 0% 

 Total  11 100% 

 

Statistic Value 
Min Value 1 
Max Value 2 
Mean 1.64 
Variance 0.25 
Standard Deviation 0.50 
Total Responses 11 

 

15.  For any areas above which you rated poor, please 

indicate why you rated that area the way you did. 
Text Response 
N/A 
After performing the practicum, the director of the nursing home gave me an excellent letter 
of recommendation. Yet, most nursing home officials kept inquiring as to what it is I "exactly 
do?"  Last summer I became a CNA and performed another free 80-day clinical, only to once 
again receive no job offer.  All in all, I worked approximately 3 months (practicum + clinical) 
and did not earn one dime.  A few weeks ago I received a job offer which paid what I was 
making when I stocked groceries 6 years ago, and the facility does not offer health insurance 
to spouses.   So, yes I am dissillusioned with the amount of hard work I put into receiving a 
BA, only to have nothing to show for it. 
N/A 

 

Statistic Value 
Total Responses 3 

 



16.  Do you have any suggestions or recommendations for 

the IPFW Gerontology Program? 
Text Response 
Offer more classes. 
Only to expand the amount of classes offered 
The school should have some kind of student placement program.   In addition, students 
should be advised right from the start that the pay for having a gerontology certificate is very 
low. 
If the school would help place students into the practicum site, with an understanding that the 
student is either employable, or not.  If not, why not?  My recommendation (evaluation) letter 
from the nursing home in which I conducted my practicum gave me an excellent rating in 
every way. Still, no job offer. 
Make the Intro class more interesting and interactive. 
No suggestions, I thought it was a great program. 

 

Statistic Value 
Total Responses 6 

 

17.  Do you have any other comments? 
Text Response 
None. 
Students would do well to learn differents methods of caring for elderly--such as the Northern 
European Model--and try to influence the current nursing home model here in the United 
States toward those methods. 
Thank you for the educational experience. 
No. 
No 

 

Statistic Value 
Total Responses 5 

 



Assessment Report for __2012-13_    __certificate___ in __International Studies___ 
(academic year)      (degree or certificate)        (name of program) 

 
I.  Describe the assessment activities completed during the previous year and described in the 
assessment plan for each program sponsored by the unit. 
 

I took over as Director of International Studies in August 2012. Upon assuming the position, I 
discovered that no data collection or assessment of any kind has been done in International 
Studies since Academic Year 2008-2009. 
 
In January 2013, INTL was scheduled to begin its Program Review. As part of this review, I 
hoped to completely rework the assessment strategies and activities, and begin assessment upon 
completion of the review. The major rationale behind this is that many aspects of the INTL 
mission were not reflected in the existing assessment strategy: a revision of the mission statement 
and program goals is required before success in meeting those goals can be measured. A 
wholesale reworking of INTL was in order. 
 
Unfortunately, due to the budget crisis, not only had my course release been eliminated, but my 
actual position as a CL was in danger of being cut. I was advised by Dean Blakemore to suspend 
the INTL Program Review until such time as my position was secure: compounding this was the 
imposition of the new General Education model. Much of my time as INTL director was spent in 
developing Gen Ed classes, assessment strategies and rubrics not only for INTL classes, but also 
for ILCS I350 and PACS P200. As a result, the INTL Program Review was postponed until Fall 
13, resulting in an incomplete assessment plan, and no assessment activity being undertaken.  
 
Despite these setbacks, I did take important steps in revising the INTL assessment model. While 
further revision will be necessary as the Program Review progresses, as a stopgap measure I 
proposed the changes to existing assessment strategies outlined below. These measures were 
unanimously approved by the department. 
 
In addition, I began the collection of assessment data by requiring all INTL I200 
instructors/students to provide electronic copies of course papers to me for later assessment. The 
mandatory collection of electronic documents not only is more efficient in terms of saving 
physical space, but it also allows for a more representative set of data to be arrived at due to a 
larger/more complete sample: previous assessment efforts had been hampered because, for 
example, only 4 of 28 INTL students apparently submitted papers for assessment in AY 2008-9. 
 

Proposal: Revisions to INTL General Assessment Procedures 
 
INTL’s current general assessment procedures are not in accord with the COAS Assessment Team’s “Best 
Practices” Model for Assessment (approved by COAS Council 25 April 2011: see 
http://new.ipfw.edu/dotAsset/c6b217e8-025b-4baa-b743-eb895a1ca6a8.pdf). The following revisions/additions to 
the INTL assessment procedures are proposed: 
 

1. Rather than the Director of International Studies being the sole adjudicator of material to be assessed, a 
committee of at least one other person shall assess the material as per the “Best Practices” document. A 
third reader will be required for adjudication of markedly disparate assessment scores. 

2. As per the “Best Practices” document, an assessment rubric needs to be developed and utilized in 
assessment. 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. In addition, present assessment practices do not connect back to program goals, 
specifying only the assessment of two artifacts: the first “from one area-specific 300- or 400-level course 
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that is approved for International Studies credit,” with “The second paper/project will be selected by the 
student and should be based on an issue or issues related to a specific geographical area.” 

3. INTL I200 will be used as one of the courses to generate assessment data. As the only specifically 
required course in the INTL certificate, it provides an ideal opportunity to provide a benchmark, one that 
will provide statistically reliable numbers. 

4. All INTL I200 instructors will be asked to provide electronic copies of designated assessment materials to 
the INTL director.  

5. A mechanism will be developed to collect data 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). One possibility is 
the development of an INTL capstone course in place of one of the other 3 credit requirements. 
 
 

 
 
II. For each program, describe findings from the assessment activities as appropriate. 
 

No data was assessed. However, I began the creation of a “back-fill” of assessment data by the 
mandatory submission of electronic copies of class papers to INTL instructors in INTL I200. An 
important mechanism that remains to be developed is to generate a reliable method of collecting 
data for upper-division INTL courses taught by instructors in other departments. One potential 
way to address this may be via the creation of a capstone class in which data may be collected—
however, this is an issue that will need further consideration as part of the Program Review. 

 
 
III. For each program, describe conclusions about the achievement of program goals based on the 
findings as appropriate. 
 

Unable to be determined given absence of any data. The current goals as listed in the latest 
assessment document are as follows: 

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

2. understand the impact of individual decisions on the world and world events on the 
individual 

3. demonstrate the ability to think critically about major international issues. 
 
As outlined in Section I above, program goals were not adequately assessed by previous 
assessment models. For my initial changes to assessment policy, I proposed the approach below 
to my department: this was approved. 
 
As per the “Best Practices” document, an assessment rubric needs to be developed and utilized in 
assessment. 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. In addition, present assessment practices do not connect back to program 
goals, specifying only the assessment of two artifacts: the first “from one area-specific 300- or 400-level 
course that is approved for International Studies credit,” with “The second paper/project will be selected 
by the student and should be based on an issue or issues related to a specific geographical area.” 
 

 
 
IV. For each program, describe actions that will be taken to improve the program based upon these 
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conclusions as appropriate. 

As the new Director of International Studies, I have already identified a number of issues that 
need to be addressed in order to improve both the assessment process (or lack thereof) as well as 
the certificate program. A number of weaknesses in the previous (unimplemented) assessment 
process immediately evinced themselves as I studied the assessment report from Academic Year 
2008-9.  
 
A major weakness of the past assessment model in International Studies was the lack of real 
connection between the currently stated program goals and the assessment methods outlined. 
While I have attempted to address in stop-gap fashion some of the inadequacies, in my view, the 
program’s current goals continue to evince serious weaknesses, not least in that the first and 
second goals would be difficult to assess in a measurable way. For instance, how does one assess 
whether or not a student “appreciates” the “history and culture of other nations?” Even more 
difficult to measure is the second current goal, to “understand the impact of individual decisions 
on the world and world events on the individual.” Perhaps it is lack of imagination on my part, 
but I cannot conjure a rubric that would assess that goal.  
 
In any event, there appear to be no assessment rubrics of any sort in International Studies, let 
alone ones that delineate the manner in which one could measure if an individual paper/project 
demonstrated the expectations of the program in satisfactory fashion. With no stated assessment 
criteria or assessment rubrics, I am unsure how the AY 2008-9’s report arrived at the conclusion 
that 

We find that both students’ papers addressed satisfactorily goals 1 and 3 of the 
International Studies program: “to demonstrate an appreciation of the histories and 
cultures of other nations and the various means used to promote and maintain normal 
relations among them” and “to demonstrate the ability to think critically about major 
international issues” and showed some understanding of: “the impact of individual 
decisions on the world and world events on the individual” (goal 2).  

The report does not reference any criteria delineating what makes the papers satisfactory or 
unsatisfactory: without explicit frameworks for assessment such as rubrics, the consistency and 
reliability of the assessment is suspect. 
 
Further work needs to be done in developing INTL assessment strategies. While in my proposal 
above I ended the problematic past practice of allowing a single individual to assess INTL, 
rubrics still need to be developed that will aid the proposed committees in their assessment, 
especially in terms of promoting consistent scoring practices. Furthermore, as far as I am aware, 
there is no curriculum map / course matrix to determine which classes among the International 
Studies course offerings could specifically (and measurably) address the three program goals in 
any depth. While there are specific course requirements for the certificate, these do not seem to 
have been specifically placed within the matrix of the program goals. For instance, one of the 
central requirements is that students take an INTL class whose focus is explicitly non-Western: 
however, nowhere in the program goals is delineated the desire to demonstrate critical knowledge 
of non-Western culture, history, etc. If it is a requirement of the certificate, it should have a place 
in the goals and should be assessed in a measurable way. 
 
Clearly, a major revision of the International Studies certificate program’s goals and assessment 
strategies remains in order. Without reliable data, no real improvements can be made to the 
program. My next task as INTL director will be engage in the Program Review with an eye to 
revising the program goals to better reflect what the International Studies certificate actually 
values. Once this has been accomplished, I will work to develop assessment rubrics and 
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curriculum maps in order to measure more effectively what is being taught and where/how it is 
taught. A more coherent method of gathering assessment data from upper-division classes must 
also be developed, whether through the implementation of a formal portfolio system or some 
other formal requirement that ensures that statistically reliable data is forthcoming. Having done 
all of these tasks at the University of South Florida, I recognize all too well the labor-intensive 
undertaking ahead of me, one made all the more daunting by the fact that the course release for 
the INTL director remains in danger of being permanently eliminated by the current round of 
budget cuts. 

 
 
V. For each program, describe actions that were taken to improve the program and/or assessment 
process based on last year’s assessment report. 
 

I proposed the changes below, which were unanimously approved by the department. 
 

Proposal: Revisions to INTL General Assessment Procedures 
 
INTL’s current general assessment procedures are not in accord with the COAS Assessment Team’s “Best 
Practices” Model for Assessment (approved by COAS Council 25 April 2011: see 
http://new.ipfw.edu/dotAsset/c6b217e8-025b-4baa-b743-eb895a1ca6a8.pdf). The following revisions/additions to 
the INTL assessment procedures are proposed: 
 

1. Rather than the Director of International Studies being the sole adjudicator of material to be assessed, a 
committee of at least one other person shall assess the material as per the “Best Practices” document. A 
third reader will be required for adjudication of markedly disparate assessment scores. 

2. As per the “Best Practices” document, an assessment rubric needs to be developed and utilized in 
assessment. 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. In addition, present assessment practices do not connect back to program goals, 
specifying only the assessment of two artifacts: the first “from one area-specific 300- or 400-level course 
that is approved for International Studies credit,” with “The second paper/project will be selected by the 
student and should be based on an issue or issues related to a specific geographical area.” 

3. INTL I200 will be used as one of the courses to generate assessment data. As the only specifically 
required course in the INTL certificate, it provides an ideal opportunity to provide a benchmark, one that 
will provide statistically reliable numbers. 

4. All INTL I200 instructors will be asked to provide electronic copies of designated assessment materials to 
the INTL director.  

5. A mechanism will be developed to collect data 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). One possibility is 
the development of an INTL capstone course in place of one of the other 3 credit requirements. 
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To:   Dr. Lachlan Whalan, Director of International Studies 
From:   COAS Assessment Committee 
Subject:  2012-2013 Assessment Report for International Studies Certificate 
Date:   February 23, 2014 

 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the International Studies Program’s  2012-
2013 assessment report. Our review follows the rubric derived from the “Best Practice” Model for 
Assessment adopted by COAS to guide assessment practice in all COAS departments and programs. The 
Best Practices document and rubric can be found on the COAS Assessment Team Best Practices Page 
through the college Faculty Governance site.  

Step 1 and 2: Identification and Location of Measurable Student Learning Outcomes: The current 
program goals are listed, and the report clearly states the intention to revisit their effectiveness.  The 
report emphasizes the importance of having goals that both fit the program and are measurable when 
the goals are revisited and correctly notices problems with two of the current goals.  The plan for 
revising the goals and developing a curriculum map for courses that meet the outcomes is a laudable 
one as is developing goals and reliable measurements at the same time.   

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process: The report submitted understandably does 
not have assessment data from recent years given the changes in directorship and other factors noted 
by the director in the report.  Nonetheless, the report clarifies the established practice of using student 
papers from two different courses and proposes changes to that process.  The identification of one 
common course, I200, is a good selection, as is the decision to collect all student work electronically for 
a larger pool of data.  Another insightful choice is the need for more than one evaluator of the student 
papers for better inter-rater reliability.  In fact, three could be a good basic number with disagreements 
going to a fourth reader.  The development of a capstone course is also a good idea.   

More immediate, however, would be initiating new assessment measures in the existing courses and 
with the existing students.  The report correctly acknowledges the difficulty of making student 
submissions voluntary and the difficulty of collecting data from instructors in other departments.  
Consider other materials that could be collected from courses besides papers.  These could include test 
results as well as other short assignments, student reflection pieces, surveys (which could be distributed 
across all International Studies courses), and pre- and post-tests.  An overall cumulative survey could 
also be given to International Studies Certificate students prior to receiving their certificate.  All of these 
measures have been used successfully as multiple measures, some direct and some indirect, for 
assessment in other departments and programs.  Make sure to establish clear benchmarks for the items 
you choose to use for assessment (such as a C for papers or a certain numerical designation for surveys). 

Step 4: Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions: Your efforts to revise and essentially establish an 
assessment plan for the International Studies Certificate are more than commendable, especially given 
the limitations and other demands with which you are currently working.  Understandably, 
implementation of the desired assessment measures will take time.  While more than one measure 
leads to better results with which to continue program development, establishing one that is reliable 
and truly measures a learning goal and outcome is most important initially.  With an effective rubric that 
guides what elements should be present in student papers and a clear benchmark for those results, the 
evaluation of student papers from at least two different courses is a good start. 
 

http://new.ipfw.edu/departments/coas/resources/assessment-practices.html
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Overall recommendation: For next year’s assessment report we suggest you include: 

 New or revised program goals that are measurable.  

 A rationale for the types of papers collected and examined. 

 The rubric(s) used to evaluate the papers and the process of assessing them. 

 A clear benchmark of what results are considered successful for meeting program 
outcomes. 

The committee asks the department to respond directly to the bulleted recommendations listed above, 
in next year’s report.  We look forward to seeing the progress you will make, and please contact us if we 
can provide any assistance as you move forward with your assessment process.  
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