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The report contains the results of the Arts and Sciences Assessment that includes all degree-
granting Departments and Programs in the College of Arts and Sciences. After reviewing all 
submitted reports, the committee received 17 reports, while six Department, Programs, or active 
Certificates submitted no reports.  

 

Because there is no uniform approach to assessment across the College of Arts and Sciences, the 
Committee can only make a general statement that most of the learning goals and objectives 
assessed were achieved.  

 

There are some problems with assessment within the COAS. SD 98-22 indicates that all 
programs and certificate programs are required to submit annual reports. Nonetheless there are 
consistently programs and certificate programs that consistently do not submit reports and others 
that inconsistently submit reports. A related problem is that some Departments that house more 
than one degree or program submit reports for one degree or program and not the other(s). 
Furthermore, some assessment plans in the long past may have been approved that require 
infrequent data collection for assessment. For example, History department report indicates that 
History only turns in an assessment report every five years.  Such an infrequent assessment 
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leaves little to no room for some student cohorts to see any improvement in curricular and 
program changes during their academic experience. Indeed, some of the most recently approved 
assessment plans on file for some programs and certificates within the COAS are more than five 
years old and more than ten years old. The COAS Assessment Committee is preparing to request 
such programs and certificates to revisit and update their assessment plans and to submit the 
revised assessment plans to be reviewed and approved by the COAS Assessment Committee and 
then by the University Assessment Council. Another related problem that became apparent is 
that several Departments made modifications to their assessment plans without first seeking 
review and approval of changes to their assessment plans first by the COAS Assessment 
Committee or by the University Assessment Council. In order to correct this problem, some of 
the letters to the Departments highlighted the SD 98-22 process for making changes to 
assessment plans. 

 

The Assessment Committee reviewed the assessment plans on file with the assessment process 
submitted in the assessment reports and found some degree of inconsistency. We expect this 
problem to be resolved as we request assessment plans to be reviewed and submitted for 
approval as explained previously.  

 

With regard to the quality of reports, we see great variation.  One of the most common 
weaknesses noted across assessment reports is the great overlap and too often inappropriate 
reliance on program review related activities to substitute for assessment of student learning. The 
COAS Assessment Committee generally recognizes that there may sometimes be a degree of 
overlap but we submit that assessment of student learning is also independent of program review. 
Some letters to departments and programs indicated that specific assessment of student learning 
is necessary and that reliance on program review activities falls short of the expectations of 
assessment addressed in SD 98-22.  

 

The Assessment reports submitted this year generally show evidence of student learning.  

 

The purpose of student learning assessment is not only to assess learning but to improve student 
learning. What is missing from the vast majority of reports is documentation of improved student 
learning. Evidence of learning is of course the first step and most reports provide evidence of 
student learning. A more advanced approach to assessing student learning is done longitudinally 
and documents changes in student learning over time while documenting curricular and program 
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changes in the timeline. There is little evidence of documentation of improved student learning 
from one year to the next as a result of the assessment process and resulting program and 
curricular changes. 

 

Next we highlight some evidence of improved assessment through curriculum changes and 
assessment techniques in the COAS. 

• Communication closed the loop using feedback from the COAS Assessment Committee.  

• Communication used three different techniques to assess outcomes and show clear 
improvement in assessment. 

• Physics responded directly to COAS Assessment Committee suggestions. 

• Physics clearly identified learning goals. 

• English, MA provided a detailed report on what they followed up on from the prior year. 

• Political Science used an Assessment Map with a learning goals template and aligned the 
IPFW Baccalaureate framework and General Education Area VI with learning outcomes. 

• Philosophy knowledge test has been completed. 

• Psychology department implemented two indirect measures to identify weakness in 
student writing, and the department is making progress to develop a reliable system of 
rating student papers. 

Generally the COAS reports reflect more use of rubrics, and other assessment tools. However 
few reports consider reliability and validity of scales (n=2) while a greater number did indicate 
whether the measures used were direct or indirect measures (n=6). 

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 1).   

The College of Arts and Sciences Departmental Reports are adequately listing learning goals and 
outcomes, identifying, and using measurable outcomes. Overall, the COAS needs improvement 
in all other areas. Based upon the reports, it appears that the generally lower scores this year than 
the previous two years in other areas is due to particular programs not collecting data and thus 
they were unable to complete all report elements. The COAS Assessment Committee has used 
the refined rubric to assess reports for three years. The Assessment Committee has continually 
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improved the rubric for assessing reports adding greater specificity for reviewing the reports. The 
apparent decrease in COAS assessment may be due to the refinement of the rubric. 

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. 

Table 1.  Means and Standard Deviation (SD) of Assessment Rubric Elements  
Report element Mean SD 
Clearly identifies the learning goals and outcomes of this year’s 
assessment process. 

2 1.3 

Focuses on learning goals and outcomes that are measurable. 1.8 1.3 

Identifies the measure(s) used. 2.4 1.1 

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

1.1 1.3 

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

1.2 1.0 

Clearly presents the results of any analyses conducted. 1.6 1.2 

Offers conclusions based on the results. 1.2 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. 

 

1.4 

 

1.3 

1.5 1.2 

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

1.2 1.3 

 

 

As stated previously, six total departments, programs, and certificates did not submit a report to 
the COAS Assessment Committee. The Committee received communication that the Peace and 
Conflict Studies Certificate Assessment Report is in progress. The Committee was informed that 
Gerontology would not be submitting a report to do a faculty member leave of absence. The 
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Sociology Assessment Report indicated that the assessment of the Graduate Program is pending 
further development and refinement. 

 

Table 2. Summary of Report Submission 
* 

          2012 2011 2010 2009 2008 2007 
Anthropology  

    
W 

  Biology  
 

NR NR W 
   Chemistry 

       Communication   
   

W W 
  CSD 

       English & Linguistics - 
Undergraduate  

   
W 

   English & Linguistics - graduate 
       

Geosciences    
 

NR 
NR-
late W W 

  Gerontology Certificate 
 

NR 
     History 

  
NR 

    ILCS  
  

NR 
  

W NR 
Liberal Studies   

 
NR 

 
NR 

   Mathematical Studies   
   

W 
   Peace and Conflict Studies 

Certificate 
 

NR NR NR NR NR NR 
Philosophy      

    
W 

 
NR 

Physics      
      

NR 
Political Science 

       Psychology 
       Sociology - Undergraduate   
    

W W NR 
Sociology - graduate   

 
NR NR NR NR NR NR 

Women's Studies               
Note: blank=report submitted    NR=no report submitted    W=waiver granted 

  Based upon the best available information on report submissions available to COAS Assmt. 
Committee 
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TO:   Dr. Lawrence A. Kuznar, Acting Chair, Department of Anthropology 
FROM:    COAS Assessment Committee 
SUBJECT:  2011-2012 Assessment Report for the Department of Anthropology 
DATE:    January 14, 2013 
 

 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Department of Anthropology 2011-
2012 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 report 
clearly identifies the learning goals for majors.  Specific ties to the Baccalaureate Framework are 
delineated this year and the report refers to those goals as being integral to its mission, which is 
important to show how the program fits into the IPFW mission.  The report also refers to its curriculum 
map.  

Step 3:  Identification of Assessment Measures and Process.  The report adequately describes the 
assessment measures and process. Please include rubrics used in the assessment process with your 
report. Your report can be further enhanced by providing greater details about the embedded 
assessments, such as specific questions used, etc. The establishment of the CAB will likely lead to 
enhancements in your program and thereby improved student learning. The report indicated there were 
no evaluations of achievement by external visitors or alumni surveys for 2011-2012 but provided no 
clear explanation as to why these were not completed or available. In the future, please provide a brief 
explanation about why an element of your assessment plan is unable to be achieved or completed.    

Step 4:  Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions.  Your report includes actual data, which is a very 
helpful appendix.  The report calls attention to strengths cited by more than one, and often all, of the 
students and CAB.  The report also cites criticism: limited quantitative analysis, for example.  The 
program report addresses the limitations and clearly documents solutions via curricular changes 
including additional quantitative analytic skills (courses) and additional course developments and 
advances in assessment that included embedded assessments. The report used student class absences 
to explain lower learning outcomes, yet the report does not address means and ways to improve 
student attendance to thereby increase student learning outcomes. Perhaps student attendance could 
be considered in future reports.  

Overall Recommendations.  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 
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• A copy of revised assessment plan.  (Note that assessment plans must first be formally reviewed 
and approved by the COAS Assessment Committee and then by the University Assessment 
Council.)  

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.  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
During 2011-2012, the Department of Anthropology continued our conversations on how 
best to revise our program’s assessment plan. Last year, after filing our first assessment 
report since 2006, we began conversations on how and where to assess different aspects 
of our program, and we began to develop other forms of assessment. 
 
During this past year we (1) implemented appropriate embedded forms of assessment for 
a number of our Gen Ed course offerings (specifically, in our introductory level courses 
ANTH B200, ANTH E105), (2) developed and implemented an exit questionnaire for our 
graduating seniors and alumni, (3) created a community advisory board, (4) and 
considered and implemented additional changes to both our curriculum and assessment 
plan as a direct result of issues identified through review of our program’s mission, goals, 
and learning objectives. 
 
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 are 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 – showed a 
return to a relatively high rate of admission to graduate school (21% of graduating 
seniors, all that applied were successful). 
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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 2011-2012 academic year, 67% of our students in Group A courses 
received grades of “C” or higher, while 71% of our students in Group B courses 
received grades of “C” or higher.  After a discussion among the faculty, it was 
clear that, with only one exception, students who performed poorly simply 
stopped coming to class mid-way through the semester or failed to complete 
assignments, 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.  
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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  7 X 7 X 7 X  7 X 7 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 1 X  1 X 1 X    
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  1 X  1 X 1 X  1 X 
ANTH P370  1 X  1 X 1 X  1 X 
ANTH P400        
ANTH P405  2 X 2 X 2 X 2 X  2 X 
ANTH B405 1X 1X 1X 1X 1X 1X 1X 
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 
 

With the exception of ANTH L200, 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 2011-2012. After previously identifying a deficiency in the 
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number and variety of Group A 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 three of 15 students enrolled in H445 during Spring 2012 received A’s or 
B’s, in the course: one of the three lower performing students stopped coming to 
class half way through the semester. Based upon the written assignments, 85% of 
the H445 students demonstrated an ability to think critically (Learning Objective 
5), 100% demonstrated a familiarity with at least two different cultures (Learning 
Objective 1), 92% demonstrated an acceptable understanding of anthropological 
theory (Learning Objective 2), an77% an ability to explain culture holistically 
(Objective 3) and an ability to write well (Objective 4). 

 
4. Survey of Graduating Majors. For the second year, we conducted a formal 

questionnaire of graduating seniors in 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 strengthened? Are there 
courses that should be added, etc.)? Surveys were handed out to all students 
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during the last class meeting of H445. Twenty students returned surveys (100%) 
response on that day. 

 
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 = 4.33), their understanding they gained from our 
curriculum of major anthropological approaches to understanding the human 
condition (Learning Objective 2 = 4.50), their ability to explain societies in a 
holistic manner (Learning Objective 3 = 4.50), the writing skills they achieved 
within our courses (Learning Objective 4 = 4.33), their critical thinking skills 
(Learning Objective 5 = 4.58), the quantitative skills gained from our program 
(Learning Objective 6 = 4.25), and their willingness to engage in learning and 
scholarship as a lifelong endeavor (Learning Objective 7 = 100% of respondents 
intend on going on to graduate school). 

 
The complete results of the questionnaire are included as an appendix to this 
report (see Appendix 1). 

 
External Exit 
 

5. Graduate School Admissions. Our internal exit will consist of polling our year’s 
graduates and noting how many have gone on to graduate school. 

 
Our official graduation list had 14 Anthropology graduates in spring and summer 
of 2012, three of whom applied to graduate school. Among those three, all were 
admitted to a graduate program.. This represents 100% success rate, and 21% of 
our graduates admitted to graduate school within one year of graduation.  
 
We have historically used graduate admissions as one indicator of program 
success, and we plan to continue to value it. Indeed, we host an annual panel 
discussion on “How to Get Into Graduate School” which, last year, was attended 
by 20 of our majors. However, we recognize that the desirability of graduate 
school for all of our majors is unrealistic, which is why in the future – as spelled 
out in our revised assessment plan – we will gather additional external exit 
measures to better inform us of ways we can serve those students who will not be 
pursuing graduate degrees. 

 
6. Alumni Survey. During the 2011-2012 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 2012-2013 academic year as part of our current program review. 

 
7. Evaluation of achievement conducted by external visitors. There was no 

evaluation of achievement conducted by external visitors during the 2011-2012 
academic year. However, in accordance with our revised assessment plan we are 
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anticipating an evaluation of achievement conducted by external visitors 
following the submission of our current program review self-study. 

 
Curricular/Assessment Changes 
 
Community advisory board 

During departmental conversations regarding our assessment program, our faculty 
decided to work on developing a community advisory board to help us identify 
both strengths and weaknesses in our curriculum. Based upon our program’s 
strengths and groups from the regional community that we and our majors 
articulate with, we decided to approach Dr. Rex Garniewicz, state archaeologist 
from the Indiana State Museum, someone from local health industries (either Dr. 
Deborah McMahon of the Allen County Department of Health or Dr. Thomas 
Gutwein, Chair of the board of directors of Matthew 25), and a former major who 
works in a local industry. At present, Dr. Gariewicz and Mariah Yager – a former 
graduate from our program who works for NSI (provider of social science 
analyses and solutions) have agreed to serve on our CAB. We are still working to 
establish formal relationships with either Dr. McMahon or Dr. Gutwein of 
Matthew 25, and therefore have not received any feedback from a member of the 
health services community. 

 
At present, given the incomplete nature of our program’s CAB, we have only 
received informal feedback from Ms. Yager and Dr. Garniewicz. Given Dr. 
Garniewicz’s position, he deals with our IPFW-Archaeological Survey’s 
employees, and many of both our former and current majors. Ms. Yager, on the 
other hand, is currently applying her anthropological skills in a non-traditional 
career for individuals with a BA in Anthropology. Both have positive things to 
say about the quality of our program and both have commented on the need to 
increase our majors’ quantitative skills. 
 
It is our plan to add a member from the health community before requesting a 
more formal evaluation of our program and our majors from our CAB. While we 
consider the ongoing development of the program’s CAB as a positive 
development, we hope to have more substantial results to report in next year’s 
assessment report. 

 
Methods training and quantitative skills 

In addition to the informal suggestions by our current CAB members, our review 
of the program’s stated goals and learning objectives 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 
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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.  
 
Further, two of our cultural anthropology faculty have developed ethnographic 
methods courses that will be offered during Summer 2012 and Spring 2013.  

 
Reinforcement of core anthropological terms and concepts 

As a direct result of our graduating seniors’ performance on the first exam in 
ANTH H445 (our capstone course), we are having conversations about how to 
better reinforce many of the ethnographic terms and concepts introduced in our 
introductory courses. At issue is that our survey courses introduce a broad array of 
facts and concepts that any given student may or may not have reinforced in their 
subsequent Group A and Group B courses (not all core concepts and terms are 
reinforced in every upper level course). We are having conversations about which 
core concepts are most important for our majors to understand and how to best 
assess them at the interim level. This will help us structure which key concepts to 
give greater emphasis to in our introductory level courses. 

 
Number and frequency of Group A course offerings 

The program continues to strive to meet student curricular needs with a small 
faculty. To that end, the department offered a new course, ANTH E398 Central 
Asia, Introduction to the Cultures of Africa, and ANTH E330 Indians of South 
America. We now have a total of six Group A courses that will be offered on a 
regular or semi-regular basis (ANTH E310, ANTH E330, ANTH E350, ANTH 
E356, ANTH E398, and SOC S410). 

 
Implementation of embedded assessments 
 
ANTH E105 Culture and Society Embedded Assessment 

ANTH E105 Culture and Society is a frequently taught part of our core 
curriculum that also partially satisfies the General Education Area III 
requirement. As is the case with ANTH B200, the vast majority of students who 
enroll in ANTH E105 are late enrolling non-majors. Further, between 40-50% are 
at risk students enrolled in the ASAP program. While – like ANTH B200 – only 
~5-10% of the students enrolled represent majors, anecdotal evidence suggests we 
pick up a number of majors from the course. 
A number of cultural anthropological theories, terms, and ethnographic methods 
are introduced in ANTH E105 Culture and society. Specifically, students are 
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introduced to both historical as well as current theories and methods to explain 
and understand both intra- and cross-cultural differences and similarities in areas 
such as their economics, religion(s), politics, and other aspects of cultural life 
(ethnicity, sex, gender, class, etc.), and how those aspects of cultural life relate to 
both the social and physical environment. 
As indicated in our program assessment’s curricular map, our goal with ANTH 
E105 is to introduce our program’s learning objectives 2 (anthropological 
approach to the human condition), 3 (ability to understand cultures in a holistic 
manner), 4 (competency in writing), 5 (critical thinking skills), and 7 (life-long 
learning). Two methods are used to assess each of these different learning 
objectives. Specifically, a pre-test/post-test questions and a field-based written 5-7 
page ethnographic report is used to assess each of the aforementioned learning 
objectives. While specific items on the pre-test/post-test are used to assess our 
program’s learning objectives 2, 3, and 5, while the ethnographic exercise is used 
to assess learning objectives 2, 4, and 7. 
 
Given that ANTH E105 represents an General Education Area III course with a 
high percentage of non-anthropology, late enrolling and at-risk students, our 
initial goal is to achieve a 65% correct responses or greater on post-test items 
addressing each specific learning objectives, while we expect an 80% or greater 
achievement on qualitative assessment items addressed using the written 
ethnographic exercise report. 
 
Our assessment of ANTH E105 was implemented in four of the sections taught 
during 2011-2012. The following pre-test/post-test results of our program’s 
learning objectives 3, 4, and 5 for ANTH E105 are reported below for the 2011-
2012 academic year: 

 
Dept Learning Objective Pre-test Post-test Increase 
2 - Approach to human condition 30.6% 65.7% 35.1% 
3 – Holistic understanding of cultures 0.0% 91.8% 91.8% 
5 – Critical thinking skills 19.4% 50.8% 31.2% 

 
As is apparent from the results provided above, the pre-test performance of 
students enrolled in ANTH E105 was ~20% for all three of the program’s 
learning objectives that are assessed using pre-test/post-test items. The students’ 
post-test performance increased dramatically for all three of the assessed learning 
objectives:  approximately 90% of students’ performance on items related to 
understanding the human condition and the development of a holistic 
understanding of human cultures, while approximately 51% performed 
satisfactorily on items that tested for ANTH E105 students’ critical thinking 
skills.  
 
The written ethnographic exercise is based upon each student’s three hours of 
observation of an unfamiliar context (acceptable contexts are provided by the 
instructor). Students are expected to keep field notes of their observations and 
then write a 5-7 page paper identifying a set of patterns in behavior, practice or 
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activity, and then to support the asserted patterns using the descriptions from their 
observations.  As previously described, the assignment is intended to introduce 
our program’s learning objectives 2 (anthropological approach to the human 
condition), 4 (competency in writing), and 7 (life-long learning). A grading rubric 
was developed to assess students’ performance in these areas. During the 2011-
2012 academic year, 85% performed satisfactorily on the written assignment 
according to the grading rubric developed for the assignment. 
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Appendix: Graduate Exit Questionnaire and 2012 Results 
 

Anthropology Degree Exit Questionnaire 
 
Your candid responses to the following will help us to assess the quality of our Bachelor of Arts  
degree in Anthropology.  Your identity shall remain anonymous. 
 
___________________________________________ 
                               Rating Scale 
 
Strongly     Strongly Graduation Date______________ 
Agree         Agree     Neutral     Disagree    Disagree 
    5                 4              3                2                   1 
____________________________________________ 
 
1. Overall the course content I received in my anthropology classes was excellent. 
2. Overall the quality of the course delivery/instruction I received in my anthropology  
 classes was excellent. 
3. I am pleased with the basic breadth of the knowledge I gained  regarding the discipline  
 from the Intro level courses (i.e., B200, E105, L200, P200) that I took.  
4. I am pleased with my knowledge of the different cultures (Group A courses) that I studied  
 (e.g., South American Indians, Peoples and Culture of Central Asia, European Ethnography, etc.).  
5. I am pleased with my knowledge of topical anthropological issues (Group B courses) that  
 I studied (e.g., Psychological Anthropology,  Anthropology of Religion, Ancient  
 Civilizations of South America, Ethnography of Communication, etc.) 
6. I feel that I was able to improve upon my writing skills from my Anthropology degree. 
7. I believe that my critical thinking skills improved because of my Anthropology degree. 
8. I feel that my degree in anthropology has increased my familiarity with the scientific  
 method and its application in anthropology. 
9. I feel that my degree in anthropology has increased my familiarity with the important  
 findings, concepts, people, and published works in the field of anthropology. 
10. I feel that my degree in anthropology has increased my familiarity with the influence of  
 cultural, historical, biological, and linguistic  influences on human social life. 
11. I feel that my degree in anthropology allowed me to increase my familiarity with the basic  
 roles played by cultural subsystems such as economics, politics, technology, productive  
 activities, kinship, marriage, rituals, and religion. 
12. I feel that my degree in anthropology has increased my familiarity with the approaches  
 to understand the relationship between human groups and the environment. 
13. I feel that my degree in anthropology has increased my familiarity with the influence that  
 race, gender, ethnicity, class, and systems of inequity have on people’s lives. 
14. I feel that my degree in anthropology has increased my familiarity with the basic  
 theoretical approaches to explain human diversity. 
15. I feel that my degree in anthropology has increased my ability to evaluate situations 
 (current events, news stories on health, psychology, etc.) and evaluate them from an 
 anthropological perspective. 
16. I feel that my understanding of the major findings in anthropology allow me to  
 understand and value human diversity. 
17. I feel that my degree in anthropology has increased my understanding of how the field 
 of anthropology can potentially address social, political, economic, and technical  
 problems we are confronted with today. 
18. I feel that my degree in anthropology has increased my understanding of the basic 
 research methods and laboratory procedures used by anthropologists. 
19. I feel that the quality of the advising I received by the Department of Anthropology  
 was outstanding. 
20. I feel that the quality of the opportunities and experiences offered by the Department 
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 of Anthropology are outstanding (i.e., Anthropology Lecture Forum, Student Club,  
 field school opportunities, Lambda Alpha, Research Certificate, volunteer work or 
 paid work for the IPFW-Archaeological Survey).   
  
Additional Comments:  (If you need more space, please continue on the other side.) 
 
 
 
 
Anthropology Degree Exit Questionnaire      
 Page 2 
 
21. Which of the following traditional anthropology subdisciplines did you gravitate to the most?  
 O Cultural anthropology 
 O Biological anthropology 
 O Linguistic anthropology 
 O Archaeology 
 O Other (different subdiscipline or combination of subdisciplines) 
__________________________ 
 
22. Are there areas of the program that should be strengthened?  Check all that apply.  
 O More course offerings in cultural anthropology 
 O More course offerings in biological anthropology 
 O More course offerings in linguistic anthropology 
 O More course offerings in archaeology 
 O More topical course offerings 
 O More methods courses 
 O More quantitative courses (i.e., anthropological statistics) 
 O More research opportunities 
 O More readings 
 O More writing assignments 
 O More internship opportunities 
 O More service learning opportunities 
 O Other ________________________________________________________ 
 
23. How has our B.A. program helped in achieving your educational or career goals?  Check any/all 
that apply. 
 O Helped me decide on a career 
 O Gave me a skill I can use in my current job 
 O Enabled me to better understand the modern and/or ancient world 
 O I feel more prepared for a career working/studying abroad 
 O Other_________________________________________________________ 
 
24. Has your course work and other experiences in this program encouraged you to enroll in a 
graduate degree program  
 in this field? 
 O Yes, I plan to pursue a graduate degree in anthropology 
 O At this time, I have no plans to pursue a M.A. or Ph.D. degree 
 O At this time, I plan to work in a career that allows me to apply knowledge I learned with 
my B.A. in anthropology 
 O At this time, I currently am or I plan to work in an unrelated career. 
 O No, but I plan to use my degree in anthropology to pursue a graduate/professional degree 
in another discipline/ 
  profession.  If so, please name the 
degree________________________________________________________ 
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25. Were you able to participate in any of the following programs or opportunities offered through the 
Department of  
 Anthropology?  Please check all that apply. 
 O Anthropology Club 
 O Attendance at the Luncheon Lecture Series 
 O Lambda Alpha 
 O Research Certificate in Anthropology 
 O ANTH P405 Field School in Scotland with Dr. Kline 
 O ANTH P405 Field Research in Bioanthropology with Dr. Sutter 
 O Work with the IPFW-Archaeological Survey 
 O Internship in anthropology 
 O
 Other__________________________________________________________________________
___________ 
 
26. Are there any courses that you might like to see offered in the future? 
 
 
 
27. Please feel free to add any additional comments you would like us to know regarding the quality 
of your undergraduate 
 degree? 
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  4/12/2012 11:56:34 AM 

Anthropology Dept.  

Degree Exit Questionnaire 

Year: 12 Department: 79 Enrollment: Unknown 

 

Degree Exit Questionnaire 

Section: 99999 - Unknown Course Name 

===============================================================
================================== 

                                                                                         Group 

                                       1     2     3     4     5      n     Mean/s.d.   Mean/s.d. 

                                     
____________________________________________________________ 

Overall the course content I receiv :   0 |   0 |   0 |   3 |   9 |   12 | 4.75/0.45  4.75/0.45 

Overall the quality of the course d :   0 |   0 |   1 |   4 |   7 |   12 | 4.50/0.67  4.50/0.67 

I am pleased with the basic breadth :   0 |   0 |   0 |   4 |   8 |   12 | 4.67/0.49  4.67/0.49 

I am pleased with my knowledge of t :   0 |   1 |   1 |   3 |   7 |   12 | 4.33/0.98  4.33/0.98 

I am pleased with my knowledge of t :   0 |   0 |   2 |   1 |   9 |   12 | 4.58/0.79  4.58/0.79 

I feel that I was able to improve u :   0 |   1 |   1 |   3 |   7 |   12 | 4.33/0.98  4.33/0.98 

I believe that my critical thinking :   0 |   0 |   0 |   5 |   7 |   12 | 4.58/0.51  4.58/0.51 

I feel that my degree in anthropolo :   0 |   0 |   0 |   4 |   8 |   12 | 4.67/0.49  4.67/0.49 

I feel that my degree in anthropolo :   0 |   0 |   1 |   4 |   7 |   12 | 4.50/0.67  4.50/0.67 

I feel that my degree in anthropolo :   0 |   0 |   0 |   3 |   9 |   12 | 4.75/0.45  4.75/0.45 

I feel that my degree in anthropolo :   0 |   0 |   0 |   6 |   6 |   12 | 4.50/0.52  4.50/0.52 
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I feel that my degree in anthropolo :   0 |   0 |   1 |   7 |   4 |   12 | 4.25/0.62  4.25/0.62 

I feel that my degree in anthropolo :   0 |   1 |   1 |   4 |   6 |   12 | 4.25/0.97  4.25/0.97 

I feel that my degree in anthropolo :   0 |   0 |   1 |   4 |   7 |   12 | 4.50/0.67  4.50/0.67 

I feel that my degree in anthropolo :   0 |   0 |   0 |   5 |   7 |   12 | 4.58/0.51  4.58/0.51 

I feel that my understanding of the :   0 |   0 |   2 |   3 |   7 |   12 | 4.42/0.79  4.42/0.79 

I feel that my degree in anthropolo :   0 |   0 |   1 |   5 |   6 |   12 | 4.42/0.67  4.42/0.67 

I feel that my degree in anthropolo :   0 |   0 |   3 |   3 |   6 |   12 | 4.25/0.87  4.25/0.87 

I feel that the quality of the advi :   1 |   2 |   2 |   3 |   4 |   12 | 3.58/1.38  3.58/1.38 

I feel that the quality of the oppo :   0 |   0 |   3 |   5 |   4 |   12 | 4.08/0.79  4.08/0.79 

===============================================================
================================== 
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                                                                            4/12/2012 11:56:35 AM 

Anthropology Dept.  

Degree Exit Questionnaire 

Group Overall Responses 

 

===============================================================
========================= 

                                                                             Group 

                                       1     2     3     4     5      n     Mean/s.d. 

                                     ___________________________________________________ 

Overall the course content I receiv :   0 |   0 |   0 |   3 |   9 |   12 | 4.75/0.45 

Overall the quality of the course d :   0 |   0 |   1 |   4 |   7 |   12 | 4.50/0.67 

I am pleased with the basic breadth :   0 |   0 |   0 |   4 |   8 |   12 | 4.67/0.49 

I am pleased with my knowledge of t :   0 |   1 |   1 |   3 |   7 |   12 | 4.33/0.98 

I am pleased with my knowledge of t :   0 |   0 |   2 |   1 |   9 |   12 | 4.58/0.79 

I feel that I was able to improve u :   0 |   1 |   1 |   3 |   7 |   12 | 4.33/0.98 

I believe that my critical thinking :   0 |   0 |   0 |   5 |   7 |   12 | 4.58/0.51 

I feel that my degree in anthropolo :   0 |   0 |   0 |   4 |   8 |   12 | 4.67/0.49 

I feel that my degree in anthropolo :   0 |   0 |   1 |   4 |   7 |   12 | 4.50/0.67 

I feel that my degree in anthropolo :   0 |   0 |   0 |   3 |   9 |   12 | 4.75/0.45 

I feel that my degree in anthropolo :   0 |   0 |   0 |   6 |   6 |   12 | 4.50/0.52 

I feel that my degree in anthropolo :   0 |   0 |   1 |   7 |   4 |   12 | 4.25/0.62 

I feel that my degree in anthropolo :   0 |   1 |   1 |   4 |   6 |   12 | 4.25/0.97 

I feel that my degree in anthropolo :   0 |   0 |   1 |   4 |   7 |   12 | 4.50/0.67 
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I feel that my degree in anthropolo :   0 |   0 |   0 |   5 |   7 |   12 | 4.58/0.51 

I feel that my understanding of the :   0 |   0 |   2 |   3 |   7 |   12 | 4.42/0.79 

I feel that my degree in anthropolo :   0 |   0 |   1 |   5 |   6 |   12 | 4.42/0.67 

I feel that my degree in anthropolo :   0 |   0 |   3 |   3 |   6 |   12 | 4.25/0.87 

I feel that the quality of the advi :   1 |   2 |   2 |   3 |   4 |   12 | 3.58/1.38 

I feel that the quality of the oppo :   0 |   0 |   3 |   5 |   4 |   12 | 4.08/0.79 

 



TO:  Dr. Frank Palladino, Chair of Department of Biology 
FROM:  COAS Assessment Committee 
SUBJECT: 2011-2012 Assessment Report for Biology  
DATE:  January 15, 2013 
 
 
 

The COAS Assessment Committee did not receive an assessment report from the Department of Biology 
for 2011-2012. 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:  2011-2012 Assessment Report for Department of Chemistry 
DATE:   January 15, 2013 
 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Department of Chemistry’s 
2011-2012 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 has adopted a revised set of learning goals, and the student 
learning outcomes is current under development. The current report is based on the goals and 
outcomes that were used last year. The COAS assessment committee looks forward to the 
completion of the revision of student learning outcomes and assessment report based on the 
new set of goals and outcomes. 

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 Community Advisory Board (CAB)) measures, and 
provides a clear description of the assessment process. The department has a good history of 
using pre-test and post-test comparison in assessing students’ learning. However, certain 
benchmarks or thresholds that the department was trying to develop last year are still missing in 
this year’s report. It will better if the department develops the benchmarks soon and uses them 
in determining 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. The report also indicates that 
ACS has acknowledged the receipt of the 5-year report and certified the Bachelor’s degree. 
Certain changes based on last year’s report are either adopted (goals) or under development 
(outcomes, rubrics for the paper and presentation). The creation of CAB is a good way of 
communicating with the local community, and we are looking forward to the functioning of CAB 
as soon as possible. 

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 completes the development of the students’ learning outcomes and 
uses the new sets of goals and outcomes in the assessment. 

• A revision to the department’s assessment which reflects these changes. Please 
remember that assessment plans must be approved first by the COAS Assessment 
Committee and then by the University Assessment Council. 
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http://new.ipfw.edu/departments/coas/resources/assessment-practices.html
http://new.ipfw.edu/departments/coas/resources/assessment-practices.html


• The department develops benchmarks to evaluate the successfulness of the program 
and finishes the rubric for assessing papers and oral presentations. 

• The department provides analysis, conclusions, and improvements based on pre-test 
and post-test comparison and other assessment activities.  
 

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
Assessment Report:

Degree or certificate: B.S. in Chemistry
Program: Chemistry
Academic Year: 2011-2012

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 significantly increase their knowledge and skills in chemistry.

(Please note that this set of goals and outcomes was in place throughout the 2011-2012
academic year and are used here as the basis for this report; as suggested by the COAS
assessment committee, the chemistry department has recently adopted a revised set of learning
goals (vide infra) and a revised set of student learning outcomes is currently under
development.)

Assessment measures and criteria

1) Oral presentations are required of all students enrolled in CHM 495 (Seminar) and CHM 499
(Undergraduate Research). These presentations are given to the Chemistry faculty or are given at
undergraduate research conferences.

Results:  There were three CHM 495 and seven CHM 499 oral presentations in the 2011-  
  2012 academic year; these students all received final grades of A or A-.

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 48 chemistry students who took Test I and Test III. For the 42
questions concerning general chemistry, the average score for the pre-test was 9.1 with a
range of scores from 1 to 23 and a standard deviation of 5.4; for the post-test, the average
score was 23.6 with a range of scores from 14 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 55 chemistry students who took Test II and Test III. For the 14 questions
concerning organic chemistry, the average score for the pre-test was 2.2 with a range of
scores from 0 to 8 and a standard deviation of 1.7; for the post-test, the average score was
5.2 with a range of scores from 1 to 10 and a standard deviation of 2.1.   48 of the 55
students increased their score by at least 1 and the maximum increase was 8. Six students
had fewer correct responses on the post-test than the pre-test; one other student had the
same score on both tests.

A question-by-question evaluation has been performed over the exams given from 2008
to 2012.  For the 42 questions from Test I, there was an aggregate increase from 18.7%
correct for the pre-test to 54.4% correct for the post test; there was an increase for the
%correct for all 42 questions, with the smallest absolute increase for question #28 (11.4
to 17.1% ) and the largest absolute increase for question #8 (14.3% to 91.4%).  For the 14
questions from Test II, there was an aggregate increase from 15.2% correct for the pre-
test and 36.4% correct for the post-test; there was an increase for the %correct for 13 of
the questions (the largest absolute increase for question #1 (9.1% to 57.6%)), while the %
correct for question #2 remained unchanged at 3.0%.

3) We submitted, in 2010, a five-year report to the American Chemical Society (ACS)
Committee on Professional Training (CPT).

Results: The ACS acknowledged receipt of this report and certified the department’s
Bachelor’s degree.  No additional feedback was provided.

4) We submitted an annual ACS report detailing, among other information, chemistry degrees
awarded in the 2010-2011 academic year.

Results: In the 2011-2012 academic year, twelve Bachelor’s degrees were awarded; of
these graduates, three were accepted into professional schools (medical, pharmacy,
dental) and one was accepted into a graduate program.

Use of results
The Curriculum & Assessment committee has reviewed the question-by-question results from the
assessment exams and have identified questions on the exams that need to be modified, and
topics that require more extensive coverage in the courses taken during the first two years of the
curriculum or needed to be better integrated throughout those course.
 



The Curriculum & Assessment committee proposed the following revised learning goals, based
on the Baccalaureate Framework, to the department which were adopted by a vote of the faculty
at the last monthly departmental meeting held in October.

Students graduating with a bachelor’s degree in chemistry will be able to demonstrate
the following:

1) That he or she has acquired a broad and integrated body of knowledge within the
discipline and is capable of critically applying it to solve appropriate problems.

2) That he or she can communicate effectively, in both oral and written forms.

3) That he or she is aware of the personal and professional expectations of the discipline
and the scientific community, in general.

The Curriculum & Assessment committee is currently discussing a revised set of student learning
outcomes to accompany the new learning goals.

Effect(s) on the program 
The Curriculum & Assessment committee is devising a year-long capstone course that students
will take in the academic year of their graduation from the program.  It will incorporate
attendance at several seminars throughout that year, writing an extensive paper based on
literature research or laboratory research with an oral presentation, based on the paper, before the
department, and taking the Diagnostic of Undergraduate Chemistry Knowledge (DUCK) exam. 
Performance based on rubrics for the paper and presentation, as well as the aggregate
performance on the DUCK exam will be integrated into annual assessment via the student 
learning outcomes.

The Curriculum & Assessment committee has proposed establishing a freshman seminar course
for all incoming students.  The framework of the course would require weekly meetings; each
faculty member would be responsible for one meeting with presentation of a topic targeted to a
first-semester student’s transition to studying chemistry at the college level.  That faculty
member would also prepare an online quiz for students to take after the presentation; the results
of these quizzes will be used in annual assessment of student learning outcomes. When fully
developed, this proposal will be brought before the departmental faculty for adoption. 



CHEMISTRY DEPARTMENT ASSESSMENT PLAN

 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.

 

 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. 

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.



To:   Dr. Marcia Dixson, Chair of Department of Communication 
From:   COAS Assessment Committee 
Subject:  2011-2012 Assessment Report for Department of Communication 
Date:   January 15, 2013 
 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Department of 
Communication’s 2011-2012 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 
last year clearly identified learning goals for undergraduate and graduate programs. The 
curriculum map for undergraduate program clearly showed the measureable outcomes for 
assessing the goals. No change is made to the goals and outcomes this year. 

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process. Your report last year explicitly 
identified direct (portfolio review for undergraduate program, synthesis paper for graduate 
program) and indirect (alumni survey) measures, and provided clear description of the 
assessment process. The rubric for undergraduate portfolio review has been updated and 
finalized. Combination of paper, proposal and comprehensive exam will be used for graduate 
program instead of synthesis paper. The COAS assessment committee would like to see the 
implementation of these rubrics in your assessment of both undergraduate and graduate 
program in the future. It will be better if the department incorporates specific benchmarks to 
evaluate the successfulness of your programs. 

Step 4: Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions. Since the department’s document 
requires the assessment every other year, there is no data analysis or conclusion thereof. 
However, the department is currently processing the portfolios from last year, and the COAS 
assessment committee would like to see the result based on the analysis in the future. Certain 
changes (established Graduate Assessment Committee and revised the assessment method for 
graduate program) have taken place based on last year’s assessment. 

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. And as recommended last year, include the original scores and the 
proportion of positive ratings (score of 4 and 5) to better present your programs’ 
achievements. 
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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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Communication Assessment Report 
2012 

 
Undergraduate Assessment 

 
In last year’s report, we stated: 
 
Plans for 2011-12  
 
Based upon the development of the rubric, the assessment committee will implement the 
following changes. First, the rubric has been updated and finalized. During the next round of 
assessment, the committee will use this instrument as a primary device for assessing portfolios. 
Second, because of missing or inappropriate submissions, the committee will 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 portfolio.  
 
At this point, we are in the process of assessing portfolios from last year.  Since the portfolio 
assessment takes place “every other year” (assessment plan attached) we will report on this 
progress and whether the rubric has been improved in next year’s required report. 
 

Graduate Assessment 
 
In last year’s report, we stated: 
 
The Department of Communication has decided to look at revising the assessment method itself.  
Graduate faculty have charged the assessment committee with that task. 
 
Because the Assessment Committee is working with undergraduate assessment and with COM 
114 Assessment (more to follow), we have formed a Graduate Assessment Committee.  To date, 
that committee has revised the rubric and the artifacts used for assessment.  We have determined 
that the synthesis paper is not an appropriate choice for assessing all four objectives.  So we are 
moving from the synthesis paper to a combination of a paper from the research methods class, 
the synthesis proposal, and the comprehensive exams. We will pilot the new assessment 
measures in the Spring to see if they are viable.  Again, since we do a biannual data analysis, we 
will report the results of these efforts in next year’s required report. 
 

114 Assessment 
 

Since this is general education not program assessment, I’m unsure if COAS wants this.  But, in 
case you do, we are currently creating an assessment program for the general education 
objectives of 114.  We are beginning with the public speaking component. Having decided to 
adopt the National Communication Association form: Competent Speaker Speech Evaluation 
Form, we held a training session with the LTLs to familiarize them with the form and begin the 
process of developing intercoder reliability.  We will have them rate speeches in two other 
faculty members’ classes later this year.  



 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 four 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 
 
 



TO:  Dr. Johathan Dalby, Interim Chair, Communication Sciences and Disorders 
FROM:  COAS Assessment Committee 
SUBJECT: 2011-2012 Assessment Report for CSD 
DATE:  January 11, 2013 
 
 
 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Communication Sciences and 
Disorders’ 2011-2012 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. In the department’s 
report, the department stated goals.  However, some of the goals listed in the report appear to be 
focused on an overall departmental program review rather than focusing on student learning. We refer 
you to the Office of Assessment to seek more examples and guidance with identification of measurable 
learning outcomes. 

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process. While assessment measures and 
benchmarks were provided, it is unclear what learning outcome is being measured. The Committee 
recommends that specific learning outcomes be identified and targeted. 

Step 4: Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions. While the report included data, analysis, and 
conclusions, the weakness of the report is that most of these items were based upon goals that were 
not clearly linked to student learning.  

Overall Recommendations:  The Committee encourages the Department to provide learning outcomes 
more directly aligned with student learning. 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. 

• An analysis of all data that has been collected to date, including data from trial runs. 
• 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. 

• Identify those measures which directly evaluate student learning direct and those that do so 
indirectly. 
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• Include a 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.  
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 Assessment Report - 2012 
 
 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.  The department is in the 
process of selecting a course from which these measures may be collected in future 
years.  We will discuss the possibility of continuing with CSD 420 if the LTL currently 
slated to teach it in Spring 2013 agrees to participate.   

        
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 2012.  Seventeen participated in at least one capstone 
experience (77%)  While the head-count goal was missed by one student it is important 
to note that seven seniors completed two capstone experiences while 10 completed 
one experience. 
 
Capstone Experiences 
 
1.  CSD 54900 - Clinical Practicum   
 
Goal 1: Ninety percent of students will meet or make sufficient progress on their self-
selected clinical goals.   
       
Thirteen seniors participated.  Students chose the goals in consultation with their 
clinical supervisor.  Twelve students were matched with a single client, and one with 
two clients for a total of 14 clients served.  Baseline data on student performance was 
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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.  Of these 25 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 
(35 total) skills selected (100%).  
 
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. 
 
Client Survey Results 
 

Surveys returned 
13/14 

Strongly Agree    Agree Superior   As Good  Yes          No 

Satisfied with 
progress 

11               2   

Recommend to 
others 

          13      

Compared to previous 
therapy  
N=11 

 9              2  

 
Thirteen respondents strongly agreed or agreed (100%) that they were satisfied with 
the progress they made during therapy.  100% agreed that they would recommend the 
clinic to others.  All of the participants (N=11) or 100% of the participants who had had 
therapy elsewhere rated the experience at IPFW as “superior” to or as “good” as 
previous speech therapy treatment.   
 
2.  AAC Theater Camp  
 
Goal: CSD 39900 in conjunction with CSD 40500:  Students will participant in  
the preparation and delivery of a weekend theatre camp for children who use  
augmentative or alternative communication devices.  This experience is similar to,  
but separate from, the clinical practicum experience. 
 
Ten seniors participated in this experience in which six disabled youths who use speech 
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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. Nine of the 
thirteen students who participated returned surveys containing three questions about 
the learning outcomes of the camp.  All nine students reported that they strongly agreed 
that the camp had improved their knowledge of how the communication devices 
functioned, how to interact with clients who use such devices and that the experience 
had afforded them a valuable learning opportunity.  
. 

 
C.  Measures at exit and after   
 
            
1.  Exit survey of graduating seniors -2012 
 
A survey was conducted to determine the felt merits of the department preparation as 
judged by the most recent graduates once formally departed IPFW.   
 
Toward the end of the semester in May, 2012 a letter and survey form were given or 
sent to each graduate by the CSD chair or another faculty member to be returned to the  
department secretary in the stamped addressed return envelope provided.   
 
Goal:  Overall satisfaction of 90% 
 
13 of 22 forms were completed (59%).  
 
A. Strengths:  Overall 13/13 (100%) expressed satisfaction based on comments 
provided by the students who returned the forms.  Not all students commented on all of 
the areas listed below so N’s for each area are given. 
 1. Academic classes: 13/13 (100%) expressed satisfaction with courses  
 2. Clinic: 13/13 (100%) expressed satisfaction with clinical experiences   
 3. Student life: 9/9 (100%) expressed satisfaction; 4 did not respond  
 4. Academic advising: 12/12 (100%) satisfied, 1 did not respond 

5. Dept. facilities: 10/12 (72%) were satisfied with the facilities, though three of 
these mentioned a need for more space.  Two were not satisfied, too small, one 
did not respond.
6. Special dept. meetings: 11/11 (100%) expressed satisfaction, seven of these 
mention the graduate school seminar in particular.  Two did not respond. 
 (100%) enjoyed the information presented about graduate school and career 
options 
7. NSSLHA (Speech and Hearing Club/ASL-PAH):  
2/2 (100%) Most did not comment here or did not join the national student 
organization.  However, many were part of the department clubs. Most students 
join the national group when they are in graduate school. 
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B. Improvement Needed:  Although students indicated general satisfaction with their 
overall experience a IPFW, some did offer suggestions for improvement.  Some typical 
comments are presented here. 
. 

1. Academic classes:  more sections of courses offered, more hands-on 
experiences, update teaching materials. 
2,  Clinic: offer two semesters of clinical practicum, update clinical teaching 
video materials. 

 3. Facilities not enough space, especially in the clinic area. 
4.  Other comments: Seven students commented on the friendliness and 
helpfulness of the department faculty and staff.  Six remarked on the need for a 
graduate program that would lead students to licensure in speech-language 
pathology. 

 
2.  2011 Annual Tally of Graduate School Acceptance  
 
Goal: Eighty percent acceptance of those who apply 
 
Number of Seniors                         Applications             Acceptances 

    22                11 (50%)             7/11 (64%) 
 
                

In addition to the seven students accepted into graduate programs in speech-language 
pathology, one graduate has been accepted into the MA program in social work at 
IUPUI.   
 
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.  2012 was 
not a year to survey the post-graduates one to three years away from IPFW and CSD.  
  
 
II Comment 
 
Closing the loop: Responses/Actions for continuous improvement: 
 
From the survey comments: There were four major themes. 
 
A.  More opportunity to participate in clinic 
 
Several students responding to the senior exit survey wished for the opportunity  
for all seniors to participate in clinical practicum.  Our current staffing level has  
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made it necessary to limit enrollment in spring clinic to the fifteen students with the top 
gpa’s. It would in principle be possible to conduct clinic in both the fall and spring 
semesters if we had enough faculty available to supervise it.. 
 
 
B.  More sections of courses 
 
A related problem noted by several students is the request that more sections of CSD 
core courses be available.  As our enrollment has increase over the past five or six 
years, we have been able to teach three of the 300-level courses twice per year rather 
than just once (302, 304, 306).  We have also been able to offer 460 (audiology) twice 
per year.  While this has afforded students with a degree of increased flexibility and 
allowed us to keep our class sizes for these courses low (16 – 20 students), other 
courses have become bottlenecks.  CSD 309, for example, which can be taught only 
one section once per year has had as many as thirty students enrolled in it and this 
semester has 27.  These numbers are much to high to maintain the intensity of 
individual attention that we believe our students require in order to succeed in the 
pursuit of their professional goals.  Increasing the size of the faculty or decreasing the 
number of students allowed to major in CSD appear to be the only possible solutions to 
this problem. 
 
C. More clinical experiences with adult clients and their disorders  
 
Adult disorders are covered in several classes, but not at the level of preparing students 
to provide therapy.  Several of our majors earn certification in gerontology and would 
like to have more opportunity for capstone experiences within the department..  A new 
clinical practicum for majors earning this certification was implemented spring 2011. 
and repeated in 2012.  This experience provided for the participating seniors a good 
hands-on capstone experience in which they worked on improving the communication 
skills of older adult clients. However, the demand for this course has outstripped our 
ability to provide it.  In Spring 2013 five students will participate, but two others have 
had to find capstone experiences in gerontology outside the department.  
 
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.  The group of eight CSD students performed 
at the IN State Conference for Speech Language Pathology and Audiology in April and 
at the IPFW graduation ceremonies.  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.  Elderly adults who have had neurological injuries (strokes) 
created and discussed their work as photographers as a context for stimulating both 
oral and written language.  Spring 2012 was the second time this program was 
conducted.  It is scheduled for a third year in spring 2013. 
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Submitted by 
  
Jonathan Dalby, Ph.D. 
Interim Chair,  
Communication Sciences and Disorders         
November 2012 
 
 



TO:  Dr. Hardin Aasand, Chair, English and Linguistics Department 
FROM:  COAS Assessment Committee 
SUBJECT: 2011-2012 Assessment Report for Graduate Studies 
DATE:  January 15, 2013 
 
The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the 2011-2012 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 principal assessment methods and 
describes the processes for implementation. The COAS committee appreciates that the report clearly 
identifies a rubric for the essay evaluation and which questions from the survey are related to which 
learning goals.   

Step 4: Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions. The Graduate committee report did present 
results from the essay evaluation but offered very little discussion beyond plans to increase the size of 
the sample. Survey results related to learning goals were also presented, and also received limited 
discussion. The majority of the conclusions concerned issues related to advising, course availability, and 
course diversity. These questions are more directly related to program review than to an assessment of 
student learning. While there might be an indirect connection, the report does not explain what that 
might be.    

Overall Recommendations: The committee is pleased to see the progress that the Graduate Committee 
has made in implementing an assessment process for the graduate program. We agree with your 
intention to expand the sample of papers and applaud your ongoing development of a rubric and 
benchmark. For the future, be careful that the conflation of learning and program goals does not 
compromise reflection on actual learning assessment results. 

For next year’s report we suggest you include: 
• A copy of your revised Graduate Program assessment plan. The plan should identify explicit 

measures, implementation methods, rubrics, and benchmarks for each learning goal. (Note that 
assessment plans must be formally reviewed and approved by first by COAS Assessment 
Committee and then by the University Assessment Council.)  

• A more in-depth discussion of assessment results directly related to learning goals rather than 
program review issues. 

• Identification of any plans for program change based on learning assessment results. 

Page 1 of 2 
 

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


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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Graduate Studies Committee (Roberts, Lin, Webb-Sunderhaus) 

Department of English and Linguistics 

 
Assessment 2011–12 

 

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.  The collection of essays for evaluation has been improved over 
previous years by requiring a set of essays from all core and 700-level seminars for each semester. The 
surveys discussed below include both students in the program as well as those exiting. The in-program 
surveys were conducted as part of a larger process of updating students’ files and collecting information 
on students’ post-MA goals in order to improve and facilitate individual advising, and so were not 
anonymous. For future assessments, the department will return to anonymous surveys. 

 
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 (2012) 



 

 
Essays were collected from the following courses: B501 Professional Scholarship of Literature, B605 
Critical Theory, B780 Mark Twain, B780 Renaissance English Satire, C780 Scholarship & Teaching of 
Reading, D600 History of the English Language, and L575 Introduction to Linguistic Theory.  (Note: for 
the Spring 2012 semester only, D600 and L575 were accepted as substitutes for the core course L505, 
which was not offered due to a scheduling problem.) The committee then randomly selected 12 sample 
essays for assessment, excluding essays from one course taught by a committee member.  The committee 
evaluated each essay and assigned scores based on the rubric. 

 
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 10 graduating graduate students. We received a total of 2 
responses, for a response rate of 20%.  Both graduates who responded received M.A. degrees. 
 
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=2) 

2.1 1 1     4.50 

2.2 1 1     4.50 

Essay Q1 Q2 Q3 
A 3.33 3.00 3.33 
B 3.66 3.33 3.33 
C 4.33 3.66 4.33 
D 3.33 2.33 3.33 
E 3.33 2.33 3.33 
F 3.33 2.66 3.00 
G 3.66 3.33 3.33 
H 3.00 2.66 3.00 
I 4.00 3.33 4.00 
J 3.00 3.00 3.33 
K 4.00 3.00 4.00 
L 4.00 3.33 3.66 
    
Overall Average 3.58 2.99 3.50 
 



2.3 1 1     4.50 

 
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=2) 

5  2     4.00 

 
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=2) 

7.1 1 1     4.50 

7.2 1 1     4.50 

7.3 1  1    4.00 

7.4 1 1     4.50 

 
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=2) 

10.1 1 1     4.50 

10.2 1 1     4.50 

10.3 1 1     4.50 

10.4 1 1     4.50 

10.5 2      5.00 

 
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=2) 

11.1 1 1     4.50 

11.2  1 1    3.50 

11.3  2     4.00 

 

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 

 

 
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. 

 

 
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. 

 

 
9. Which scholarly approaches, not covered or covered inadequately, would you have liked to study or 
study in greater depth? 

 
NR 

 
How to get published as a writer. 

 

 

 
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 

 

 
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 
 
Survey of Current Graduate Students 

 
Surveys were emailed to 56 students currently enrolled, or taking courses as temporary students, in the 
MA or MAT program and 38 surveys were returned, for a response rate of 68%.  This response rate was 
higher than past responses due to the surveys being distributed and completed in core class and 700-level 
seminars. 

 
1. What degree are you pursuing? 

 
MA 36 

MAT 2 

 

2. If M.A., what is your area of concentration? 
 

English Literature before 1700 1 student 

English Literature after 1700 6 students 

 
American Literature 6 students 

Writing Studies 20 students 

Language and Linguistics 3 students 

 
3. Have you ever had difficulty enrolling, or been unable to enroll, in a core course because: 
(Students were to select all that applied) 

 
the course was full 18 

you had a scheduling conflict 13 

you were unaware of core course 
requirements or course rotations 

6 

you’ve experienced no difficulties 11 

other: Couse only offered every 3 semesters – Linguistics 

other: Alternate courses offered were not found to be 
appropriate 



other: The times classes are offered are not easy to make 
when working a full-time 8-5 job, even on 
campus. 

other: Aware of the rotation – but full first time around 
& not offered again for 1 ½ years. 

other: They are offered infrequently or at times when 
students working full time are at work. Also 
more core summer courses would be 
nice…perhaps on a rotation so one is available 
each session. 

other: The course was not offered each semester. 

 

4. What are your plans upon finishing your degree? 
(Students were to select all that applied) 

 
pursuing a doctorate in English or 
Linguistics 

20 

pursuing a law degree 1 

pursuing a degree in library and 
information sciences 

0 

pursuing another degree: 1 (doctorate in Spanish literature) 

working as a writer 11 

working as a researcher 2 

working in 
publishing/editing/copywriting 

11 

working as a journalist 2 

working as an elementary or 
secondary school teacher 

12 

working as an instructor at a 
community college or university 

24 

working as a teacher abroad 3 

working as a librarian/archivist 1 

working in public relations, 
advertising, or marketing 

3 

working in academic administration, 
arts administration, or business 
management 

2 

working in government or public 
service 

2 

working for a nonprofit organization 2 



other: I am already a teacher…but would like more 
guidance on using my skills for a different 
career…or getting a doctorate. 

other: I marked a couple of options I’m interested 
in pursuing due to the job market. 

other: Help determining this would be appreciated. 

other: I wish to further my employment 
opportunities here at IPFW. 

 
5. Although not required, do you plan to write a thesis? 

 
Yes 6 

No 18 

Undecided 14 

 
6. Although not required, do you plan to pursue foreign language proficiency? 

 

Yes 5 

No 24 

Undecided 9 

 
7. How many more semesters do you plan to attend before you are ready to graduate? 

 

1 semester 5 

2 semesters 13 

3 semesters 6 

4 semesters 5 

more than 4 semesters 6 

unsure 2 

 
8. Please use the back of this sheet to provide any other information you would like us to 
know or to make any suggestions for improving the program. 

 



(14 of 38 students responded to this request.) 
 

Offer the core courses every semester. 
 

Although the current 700-level classes are directly relevant to my field of study/work, 
I can see where the limited number of options could be problematic to others, and 
more options for these courses could, I think, be very beneficial. Also, having more 
sections of core classes would be extremely helpful, so that students do not have to 

 

choose between a core class and an elective that they might see as being equally as 
necessary as their core classes. 
I like IPFW, but wish they offered more digital/online courses for grad students. 

Please offer core courses once every school year, such as 2012-2013, 2013-2014. 

The department should offer core courses annually or not make the course a 
requirement for graduation. As it is, the courses are filled. 
The degree I was most interested in pursuing was an M.F.A. in creative writing. 
However, there are no M.F.A. programs in Fort Wayne; the closest location with that 
particular degree is Bloomington, which is just not a possibility for me – and others. 
For the last few years I have been a visual arts adjunct professor at a couple of local 
colleges, and I have several colleagues and friends who are also looking for local 
M.F.A. programs – they have families and jobs that do not allow them to relocate for 
the time necessary to complete the degree, and are uninterested in an online degree. 
Having a M.F.A. program here at IPFW would make quite a few people very happy. 

I would also love to take more than just one class a semester – and will most 
likely have to in order to complete my degree before my credits “go bad” – but the 
times courses are offered make it extremely hard for someone working a full-time, 8-5 
job to attend class. With most of the night classes offered beginning at 4:30, I have to 
make special arrangements to attend, even being an IPFW employee.  It limited me on 
the number of classes I could take; I received an email from the department 
suggesting two more classes I could register to take, but they were during the day and 
I am unable to take classes during work hours.  I have a feeling this will make getting 
my Master’s in English quite difficult. 

As someone who has taught at the college level, I would be very interested in 
being a teaching assistant, if that’s possible since I am already employed by PFW.  I 
have taught computer classes, graphics classes, speech classes and even a capstone 
course. I have also been an Associate Editor/Editor at a publishing house (I was 
Associate Editor for 4 national magazines, numerous pattern books, and a couple kit 
clubs, and I was the Editor of an e-newsletter), and have a degree in Magazine Design 
and writing, and would be interested in assisting with any publications the 
department produces.  I am looking to get more involved on campus, especially with 
activities I can do outside working hours. 
I don’t want to write a thesis, because I’d like to focus more on research and 
conference experiences. 
My initial enrollment was vague about the core and concentration expectations. 
Perhaps that was a result of transferring from the Liberal Studies program. After 
consulting with Dr. Roberts my understanding was clearer. I’ve needed a core class 
and couldn’t get in until the last moment because it was. If someone hadn’t dropped – 
I would not have been able to take it. 



Thank you! 

I have enjoyed my coursework at IPFW very much.  The only suggestion that I can 
think of is to offer more courses through the Warsaw IPFW Center.  Summer of 2010, I 
took Children’s Lit and Young Adult Lit there with Dr. Roberts. We experienced a 

 

few tiny technical difficulties, but otherwise the system worked very well for me. 
Could a core class be televised live to the Warsaw Center in the same way? 
I would like to see more graduate-student-only classes, more 780 seminars offered 
each semester. Other than that, no suggestions. I’ve been impressed by the faculty in 
the department, both by their teaching and the amount of personal interaction I’ve 
been able to have with them. 
It would be helpful to offer more summer courses. If I want to finish by the end of 
summer 2013 that means I am going to need to take 3 courses that summer, and I am 
worried Eng Dep won’t offer enough. 
Courses should be offered in the evenings to accommodate returning students (adults) 
and teachers schedules. 
I teach full time and rely on the classes that you offer during the summer to get a big 
chunk of my degree finished. I have taken C505, B666, and B668 already, and I am 
worried that I will not be able to find any available classes next summer that will work 
for my degree. 

 
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. 
Last year’s committee recommended that changes be made in department procedures for identification 
and collection of sample essays: 

 
Each semester, sample essays should be collected from all core courses and 700-level seminars. 
The director of graduate studies should work with the graduate studies secretary to design and 
implement a procedure for doing so in time for next year’s assessment report. 

 
This change has been implemented and the committee has been able to draw on a much broader selection 
of sample essays for the current assessment.  Last year’s committee also recognized that the sample from 
our student survey needs to be bigger to provide us with a more complete assessment of student needs and 
concerns, and thus recommended that “a new policy should be put in place to conduct student surveys at 
the beginning of all core courses and seminars.” That procedure has also been implemented, as described 
above, and has resulted in 38 student surveys. These surveys were conducted as part of a larger process  
of updating students’ files and so were not anonymous.  For future assessments, the department will  
return to anonymous surveys while maintaining the policy of distributing surveys through core courses 
and seminars. 

 
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, the graduate studies director and the 
faculty have begun to address concerns with advising and to foster a greater sense of graduate student 
community.  In April of 2012, for example, Dr. Sara Webb-Sunderhaus conducted a workshop on writing 
conference proposals which gave students an overview of the process of selecting a conference and 
proposing a paper.  Also, last year’s assessment report recommended “the creation of a mandatory 



workshop for all incoming graduate students to familiarize them with program requirements, answer 
questions, and begin to create the sense of a graduate student community within the department.” The 
graduate studies director developed such an orientation workshop during the summer of 2012 and it was 
implemented Fall 2012. 

 
The last assessment report also suggested that online courses could provide a greater diversity for 
graduate students while also addressing issues of scheduling. Dr. Beth Simon offered such an online 
course for Spring 2012, LING L575 Introduction to Linguistic Theory. The committee recognizes the 
success and appeal of such courses and suggests that more be done to explore other online opportunities 
for graduate students, including the possibility of online seminars. 

 
In the 2010-2011 assessment report, the committee called on the director and the department to reevaluate 
the design of the core to look at increasing the alternatives for meeting these requirements.  In particular, 
the report questioned the necessity of requiring all master’s students to take four core courses: 

 
[The three professional studies] core courses are currently offered on a three-semester rotation, 
which means that students who miss a course must wait a year and a half before they are able to 
complete their degree. This often entails a financial hardship as well as a delay for students, and 
has the concomitant effect of creating a bottleneck in our M.A. program, sometimes necessitating 
students to take the core courses at the end of their program and so to compete with newer 
students for limited seats. 

 
During last year’s departmental program review, outside reviewers echoed this concern in expressing 
surprise at the number of professional studies courses required of our M.A. students and questioned 
whether asking students who had already chosen to concentrate in specific areas to take core courses in 
other areas was the best deployment of department resources and the best employment of student time. 
Furthermore, they noted that the four-core course requirement potentially imperils students’ ability to 
complete the degree within the expected two-year timeframe.  In light of our own assessment and the 
assessment of the outside reviewers, the committee proposes the following actions be considered: 

 
1. Reduce the number of required professional studies core courses:  A review of 18 peer and/or in-state 
institutions by the graduate studies director found evidence in support of the outsider reviewers’ surprise 
at the number of our required core courses. We are the only department to require four such courses, 
none of the other programs surveyed requires more than two, and ours is the only M.A. program to 
require students from all concentrations to take all of the same core courses.  In light of both our own 
internal assessment and the external review, we need to find ways to tailor core course requirements to 
specific concentrations. The department should explore reducing core courses to no more than two, and 
tailoring core courses to specific concentrations, so that students are not required to spend time in courses 
unrelated to their degrees. 

 
2. Increase the number of concentration courses: By reducing the number of core courses, the 
department can also increase the relevancy of students’ course work by increasing the number of 
concentration courses to six, so that we can give our students a more focused and deeper preparation for 
pursuing their post-M.A. goals. The graduate studies director should work with the committee to explore 
the feasibility of requiring students to complete six courses (18 credit hours) in their field of 
concentration. 

 
3. Evaluate concentrations in terms of demand and availability:  Before we increase the required number 
of concentration courses, the director and committee should examine available courses and course 
rotations to ensure that enough courses will be available, and to explore whether adding, combining, 
reducing, or redefining the number and focus of concentrations would help students to complete their 



degrees more efficiently. The department currently offers five M.A. concentrations: English Literature 
before 1700, English Literature after 1700, American Literature, Writing Studies, and Language and 
Linguistics. The recent survey of 36 current graduate students revealed the following breakdown: 20 
Writing Studies, 6 English Literature after 1700, 6 American Literature, 1 English Literature before 1700, 
and 3 Language and Linguistics.   Clearly the Writing Studies concentration makes up the largest 
component of our M.A. program.  The department should consider the possibility of combining or 
redefining the literature concentrations, especially if the required number of concentration courses is 
increased. This would also bring us more in line with peer institutions, as the survey of peer institutions 
revealed that only two out of 18 programs have five or more areas of concentration. 

 
4. Expand student opportunities for research and professional development:  One consequence of the 
reduction in core courses may be to reduce the amount of credit hours graduate students spend in 
graduate-only courses. To counter this possibility, the graduate studies committee should consider ways 
of increasing the seminar requirement from 2 to 3 and strengthening the thesis option and/or considering 
other capstone options such as portfolios or exams.  In addition, graduate students should be encouraged 
to participate in professional development opportunities such as conferences.  In the recent survey, 
graduate students were asked about their plans upon finishing the degree.  Of the 36 M.A. respondents, 24 
chose “working as an instructor at a community college or university” and 20 chose “pursuing a doctorate 
in English or Linguistics.” Clearly, many of our students plan to enter the academic profession in some 
capacity, and the program needs to help them understand what such a career entails through professional 
development opportunities.  The department should revive the graduate student colloquium and the  
faculty should encourage graduate students to consider their seminar work as the first step toward 
proposing conference presentations and M.A. theses. In addition, the department should explore the 
possibility of allowing graduate student representation on some departmental committees. 

 



TO:  Dr. Hardin Aasand, Chair, English and Linguistics Department 
FROM:  COAS Assessment Committee 
SUBJECT: 2011-2012 Assessment Report for Undergraduate Studies 
DATE:  January 15, 2013 
 
 
The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the 2011-2012 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 does not, however, identify what methods are to be used to measure 
each outcome.  The UGSC committee recognizes that previously identified methods have not been 
consistently implemented.   

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process. The report describes the one assessment 
method that was implemented this year, an assessment of papers from one upper-division writing 
studies course.  It also includes a description of how the measure was implemented, the rubric, and the 
benchmark for competence. 

Step 4: Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions. The committee did draw conclusions about 
student learning based on its assessment measure.  Other conclusions concerned the need for further 
work on the evaluation rubric and the lack of “consistent multiple measures of student and department 
success”, i.e. a complete departmental assessment plan.   The committee might look at the Writing 
Program rubric as a possible model that could be adapted to its purposes. 

Overall Recommendations: The committee is pleased to see the progress that the UGSC is making 
toward implementing an assessment process for the undergraduate program.   We encourage you to 
continue in your intention to sample papers from a different concentration area each year and applaud 
your ongoing development of a rubric and benchmark.   

For next year’s report we suggest you include: 

• A copy of revised assessment plan.  (Note that assessment plans must be formally approved first 
by the COAS Assessment Committee and then by the University Assessment Council.)  

• Explicit measures, implementation methods, rubrics, and benchmarks for each learning goal 
identified in the plan. 

• Identification of any plans for program change based on assessment results. 

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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Department of English and Linguistics 
Undergraduate Studies and Assessment Committee (Bassett, Crisler, Huffman, Sun, 
White)  

 
Assessment 2011-12 

 
Introduction: Outcomes Assessment 
Students who complete the Bachelor of Arts in English will be able to 

• Demonstrate the knowledge of one specific concentration in English (English 
Language, English Literature, Writing Studies, or English and Communications 
Media) 

• Demonstrate an understanding and appreciation of the diverse critical approaches 
to major issues in the study of literature, language, 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 of Bachelor of Arts in English for Teaching Certification will be 
able to 

• Demonstrate knowledge of those areas of study in English that are relevant to 
their development as teachers at the primary or secondary levels 

• Demonstrate an understanding and appreciation of the diverse critical approaches 
to major issues in the study of literature, language, linguistics, or 
rhetoric/composition/writing 

• Write professional papers that demonstrate critical and analytical thinking and 
other necessary skills for independent research and writing 

In the assessment report of 2009–10, the committee recommended the department rework 
its method of assessment going forward.  In response, last year’s assessment of the BA 
included: 1. an online survey of current and recently-graduated English majors conducted 
in the fall; and 2. an assessment of final essays or projects from a lower- and upper-
division creative writing course (with an annual rotation among literature, writing studies, 
creative writing, and linguistics).  Unfortunately, this year, the online survey did not 
occur.  The committee did examine one upper-division writing studies course.  (NB: The 
assessment of lower-division writing courses is the purview of the Composition 
Committee.)  Next year, the committee will examine linguistics. 
 
I. Assessment of Sample Essays from English W462 
In the current assessment, sample essays were collected from one writing studies course 
given in the Spring 2012 semester, eight final essays from an English W462 (Studies in 
Rhetoric and Composition) course.  All five members of the committee independently 
evaluated each sample and the scores were averaged.  Using a three-question rubric based 
on undergraduate program outcomes in relation to the writing studies concentration, each 
sample received a global score based on its competence.  For all responses, 5 indicates 
strongly agree and 1 indicates strongly disagree.  The pre-set benchmark for competence 
by those doing the reviews was 3.0 and above. 



• The paper/project shows competent knowledge of composition and 
rhetoric. 

• The paper/project shows competence in interpreting and comprehending 
composition and rhetoric works. 

• The paper/project is rhetorically sound, reflecting the clear and sustained 
thought necessary for independent research and writing. 

The results can be found in Table 1.  For the section of English W462, the average score 
was 3.9 (n = 8).  Of the eight papers, 7 were judged to be competent or better (87.5%). 
 
Conclusions and Recommendations 
Our committee concludes that, based on the assessment of this sample of final papers, our 
students demonstrate average or better quality in their work in the upper-level course. 
 
In the previous two years, the committee established the rotation for the assessment of 
sample final essays and this year’s committee recommends that it continue with an 
assessment of one lower-level and one upper-level linguistic class for next year.  The 
committee continues to struggle with the assessment rubric: we recognize the need to 
refine the assessment rubric to be both universal (i.e., covering all the emphases of the 
department) while remaining area-specific in order to ensure the assessment in consistent 
year-by-year.  Therefore, the committee recommends that future committees continue to 
have at least one faculty member in that year’s assessment area, that the rubric(s) be 
refined and standardized, and that all committee members norm one or two sample 
student papers before individual scoring to promote better agreement in rubric 
interpretation and scoring (as needed). 
 
More troubling, however, is the lack of consistent multiple measures of student and 
departmental success.  The assessment of student work in lower- and upper-division 
courses should be continued, but other annual measures should be added.  The online 
survey of recent graduates in 2010–11 should be an annual production rather than the 
one-off event of 2010–11.  While the student essays reflect the third bullet point in the 
two sets of bachelor’s degree outcomes above, they may be insufficient in reflecting the 
other two bullet points.  The nature of the course from which they are taken and the 
assignment purpose could preclude evidence of demonstration of knowledge of a 
concentration and demonstration of understanding approaches to diverse issues in the 
major.  It currently is not the nature of most courses in the department to give 
comprehensive exams, although the Undergraduate Studies Committee could identify 
where those exams occur and request scores.  Another possibility is to try to devise a 
reasonable, manageable method of eliciting employment and graduate school acceptance 
from our majors, although this is very difficult to compile with any statistical 
significance. 
 
  



Tables 
 
Table 1: Assessment of final papers from one section of English W462 
Paper Number Raw Scores Average Score 
1 5, 5, 5, 5, 2 4.4 
2 5, 4, 4, 4, 3 4.0 
3 4, 4, 4, 3, 1 3.2 
4 4, 3, 3, 3, 1 2.8 
5 5, 5, 4, 3, 3 4.0 
6 4, 4, 3, 3, 3 3.4 
7 5, 5, 5, 5, 4 4.8 
8 5, 5, 5, 5, 4 4.8 
Average (all) (n = 8)  3.9 
 



TO:  Dr. Solomon Isiorho, Chair of Department of Geosciences 
FROM:  COAS Assessment Committee 
SUBJECT: 2011-2012 Assessment Report for Geosciences  
DATE:  January 15, 2013 
 
 
 

The COAS Assessment Committee did not receive an assessment report from the Department of 
Geosciences for 2011-2012. 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. Penelope McLorg, Director of the Gerontology Program 
FROM:  COAS Assessment Committee 
SUBJECT: 2011-2012 Assessment Report for Gerontology  
DATE:  January 15, 2013 
 
 
 

The COAS Assessment Committee did not receive an assessment report from the Gerontology Program 
for 2011-2012. 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. We understand that the Director was on a leave of absence and may or 
may not submit a report later this year. 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. Richard Weiner, Acting Chair, Department of History 
FROM:    COAS Assessment Committee  
SUBJECT:   2011-2012 Assessment Report for History 
DATE:   January 15, 2013 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Department of History’s 2011-2012 
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. 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 report describes assessment based on 
student portfolios of writing. This very good measure is more impressive for its inclusiveness and 
representation of student work.  Including writing from a 200-level course required of majors, a 
proseminar for majors, and two papers of the student’s choice allows for measures common  for all 
student majors as well as inclusion of what they consider their best work. What is not clear is how often 
these portfolios are collected and how they are reviewed.  A rubric for evaluation, some measure of how 
successful the writing is that is as objective as possible and inclusive/reflective of program outcomes is 
very important. The report also refers to an annual survey of graduating majors and review of course 
materials. Again, what is missing is description that explains how these measure student learning 
outcomes and what process they follow. That the survey is annual is commendable, but how it factors 
into program improvement should be made clear. The report also refers to the distinct measures as 
interim and exit assessments, which is very good, but without explanation as to how these connect to 
outcomes usefulness is limited. The department clearly has established a five-year program review. Five 
years is a significant amount of time during which students can graduate and never benefit from the 
kinds of curricular and program changes a more frequent review could allow. The History Department is 
unique in this length of time for review among the COAS programs.   

Step 4:  Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions. The report indicates that it has implemented one 
change recommended eight years ago, establishing H117 as a required course. The department is in the 
process of implementing two changes suggested in 2009, one for a change to course requirements and 
one for a statement to be included on syllabi. Ideas for increasing survey participation, also suggested in 
the last assessment cycle, are still being discussed in the department. The nature of these changes or 
their impact, current or projected, on the learning outcomes is not made clear.   
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Overall Recommendations:   

• 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.  
Please contact us if we can provide any assistance as you move forward with your assessment 
processes. 
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DEPARTMENT OF HISTORY 
260-481-6686 • FAX: 260-481-6985 

 

 
2101 E. COLISEUM BLVD. • FORT WAYNE, INDIANA 46805-1499 • WWW.IPFW.EDU 

MEMORANDUM 
 
 
TO: Donna Holland, Chair 
 College of Arts and Sciences Assessment Committee 
FROM: Richard Weiner, Acting Chair 
 History 
DATE:  November 9, 2012   
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 
HIST H217 The Nature of History (interim assessment), HIST J495 Proseminar for History Majors (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 2009, and are scheduled to carry out the next one in spring 
2014.  This past year, as in previous years, the History Department has collected materials to be utilized in the 
2014 assessment. Since we are currently completing the process of Program Review, 2014 is especially well-
timed for our next assessment.  (We drafted a Program Review document in 2011; we received feedback on it 
from internal reviewers in October 2012; we are currently making revisions based on that feedback; external 
reviewers are scheduled for a two-day visit in January 2013.) At this time the department’s assessment plan 
does not require an assessment of materials gathered over the past year. Furthermore, 2014 is very timely for 
the next assessment.   
 
The department has been implementing recommendations from the spring 2004 and spring 2009 
assessments.  The 2004 assessment suggested that the department require HIST H217 for history majors, 
instead of just recommending that majors take it.  The department has implemented that suggestion by 
requiring H217 for all majors who have not already completed the College of Arts and Sciences second-
semester composition requirement with another course before declaring history as a major at IPFW.   All new 
majors starting in the fall of 2009 must 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 providing 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 exit surveys. The first two suggestions are in the process of implementation. The last suggestion 
remains under discussion. 

 



TO:  Dr. Laurie Corbin, Department of International Language and Cultural Studies (ILCS) 
FROM:  COAS Assessment Committee 
SUBJECT: 2011-2012 Assessment Report for ILCS 
DATE:  January 15, 2013 
 
 
The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Department of International Language 
and Cultural Studies (ILCS) 2011-2012 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. In the department’s 
report, there was no discussion or reference to the measurable student learning outcomes used in the 
assessment. 

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process. The department report indicates that it will 
use a portfolio, exit interviews, alumni surveys, and oral proficiency exams to assess student learning. 
For this year’s graduates only exit interviews with two graduates were used, and the standard appears 
to be based on a Likert-like scale ranging from dissatisfaction to high satisfaction on a range of subjects 
that included faculty performance, academic preparation for graduate school, and curricular balance.  
An alumni survey of 12 alumni used a similar scale, and topics included writing skills, cultural knowledge, 
and curricular balance. The report indicates that the plan for assessment of ILCS’ students is a work in 
progress, and that the department intends to formalize its procedures in the next year. 

Step 4: Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions. While the data provided by the department was 
minimal, the department did indicate areas where student dissatisfaction was indicated, or suggestions 
for improvement by alumni and students were made. 

Overall Recommendations: the committee is pleased to see a report from ILCS this year (there was no 
report submitted in 2011). The committee is disappointed that the department has failed to conduct 
assessment measures it previously committed to do in the assessment plan on file with the Office of 
Assessment. The report does indicate process towards agreement on assessment measures and 
standards, and indicates these will be formulated in the next year. We look forward to seeing these 
improvements and a full implementation of the process.  

For next year’s report we suggest you include: 

• Measures required by the existing, approved assessment plan. 
• A copy of the new assessment plan which formalizes the changes discussed in this year’s report. 

The plan should include a clear statement of measurable student learning outcomes, as well as 
an indication of the frequency at which assessment measure will be used (i.e. annually, tri-
annually, etc.). This revised plan will be reviewed by next year’s committee, and submitted first 
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to the COAS Assessment Committee for review and approval and then to the IPFW Assessment 
Council for review and approval. 

• Copies of questions asked and the scales used to measure answers from the exit interviews and 
alumni surveys. 

• Rubrics or other instruments used to measure satisfactory performance in the portfolio 
evaluations and the oral proficiency interviews. 

• An analysis of all data that has been collected to date. 
• 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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International Language and Culture Studies 

Assessment Report 2012 

 

After some years of struggling to find assessment measures that we could all agree on, we have 
made some progress in this last year although not as much as had been hoped.  Several 
significant steps have been taken: 

1. We have created an Advising Checklist to be placed in each student’s portfolio in which 
the steps taken to assess student academic achievement in the major—Portfolio, Oral 
Proficiency Interview, and Exit Interview—can be checked off. 

2. Two Exit Interviews have been conducted with students who graduated in Spring 2012, 
one French major, one Spanish major.  Both of these interviews indicate high satisfaction 
with classes and faculty and high satisfaction with the academic preparation for going on 
to graduate school.  The Spanish major indicated some dissatisfaction with the balance of 
courses offered, wishing for fewer literature classes. 

3. The ILCS Academics Committee has been placed in charge of notifying academic 
advisors which students will be graduating so that the advisors may schedule Oral 
Proficiency Interviews and Exit Interviews. 

4. Alumni surveys were sent out.  In the 12 that were returned, ILCS alumni report 
satisfaction with the writing skills acquired in upper-level classes and with the knowledge 
of different cultures.  Some Spanish majors request more classes on linguistics and more 
conversation classes.  Several students request more chances for internships. 

ILCS faculty will be discussing the information gained from the alumni surveys and the exit 
interviews to see how we can incorporate these suggestions in our programs. 

Overall, we are formalizing the necessary structures for our assessment procedures and anticipate 
that in the next year we will have more data to include in our report.  



TO:   Dr. Lachlan Whalen, Director of International Studies 
FROM:   COAS Assessment Committee 
SUBJECT:  2011-2012 Assessment Report for International Studies 
DATE:   January 15, 2013 
 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the International Studies 
certificate program’s 2011-2012 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 
clearly identifies the learning goals. It will be nicer if these goals can be more specific as to how 
to measure “appreciation of …”, “understanding the impact …”. As the report indicates, 
currently, there is no curriculum map to help obtain the measureable learning outcomes and to 
further assess the program goals. Therefore, developing the specific goals and measureable 
outcomes will be the first task the program needs to do in the near future.   

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process. Your report identifies students’ 
research project/paper and alumni survey as your measures. Again as the report pointed out, 
without explicit rubrics, the consistency and reliability of the assessment is suspect. It will be 
better if you can also incorporate certain benchmarks to assess the program’s success. 

Step 4: Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions. Your report does not present data 
analysis and conclusion due to the lack of data collection since 2008-2009. However, the new 
director has a lot of insights concerning about the assessment and the process, and brought 
forth many constructive suggestions. The COAS assessment committee looks forward to the 
implementation of these improvements and the corresponding assessment report in the future. 

Overall recommendations: The COAS assessment committee agrees with the director’s insight 
into the program’s assessment process, and recommends the implementation of the 
improvements suggested by the director. Specially, the program will need to: 

• Develop specific goals and learning outcomes with the help of curriculum map. 
• Develop rubrics to help assessing the students’ research project/paper. 
• Revise your assessment plan to reflect your current practices. Please remember that 

assessment plans must first be reviewed and approved by the COAS Assessment 
Committee and then by the University Assessment Council. 

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 for __2011-12_    __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 at the beginning of this semester (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. 
 
According to the last extant assessment document, “International Studies Program Director(s) 
will review students’ research project/paper from INTL I200 (Introduction to International 
Studies) and from one area-specific 300- or 400-level course that is approved for International 
Studies credit. 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.” In addition, the document specifies that 
“Every 5 years the International Studies Program Director(s) will do an alumni survey to all 
graduates of the program that addresses the program goals. This measure will begin in 2005 since 
the program was newly revised in 2000.” 

 
 
II. For each program, describe findings from the assessment activities as appropriate. 
 

No data was collected or assessed. Since Academic Year 2008-9, no student papers have been 
collected. 

 
 
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. 
 

 
 
IV. For each program, describe actions that will be taken to improve the program based upon these 
conclusions as appropriate. 
 

As no data was collected, no recommendations can be made. However, now that I am director, I 
plan to make assessment a top priority. As I was chair of the assessment committee for my 
department at my previous institution, I have a wealth of experience to do so. 

 
V. For each program, describe actions that were taken to improve the program and/or assessment 
process based on last year’s assessment report. 
 

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 
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the certificate program. A number of weaknesses in the previous (unimplemented) assessment 
process immediately evinced themselves as I studied the last assessment report from Academic 
Year 2008-9.  
 
For example, while I think it appropriate to obtain assessment material (in the words of the extant 
2008-9 assessment document) “from one area-specific 300- or 400-level course that is approved 
for International Studies credit,” even when assessment was actually attempted, there clearly were 
issues in ensuring that the data from the 300- and 400-level classes was actually obtained. One of 
the difficulties appears to originate in the collection method itself: as previously stated, past 
assessment practice appears to have relied upon data being provided by students outside of a class 
or a portfolio setting. In the words of the assessment document, “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.” In my assessment experience, it is a real mistake to rely upon students to 
voluntarily submit papers for assessment outside of a structured environment, for instance, as part 
of a class assignment or as part of a larger portfolio required for graduation or the awarding of the 
certificate. Not surprisingly, little data was able to be collected: the 2008-9 document reports that 
“Of the 28 students contacted for assessment, four have so far submitted a copy of a suitable final 
paper dealing with an international topic.” No reliable assessment data can be gleaned from a 
sample size this small.  
 
The other major weakness of the extant assessment model in International Studies is that there is 
no real connection between the currently stated program goals and the assessment methods 
outlined. In my view, the program’s current goals appear 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. 
 
Equally problematic is that assessment in the International Studies Certificate appears generally 
to have been done by only one individual: as outlined in Section I above, the extant assessment 
document specifies that the “International Studies Program Director(s) will review students’ 
research project/paper from INTL I200 (Introduction to International Studies) and from one area-
specific 300- or 400-level course that is approved for International Studies credit.” Better 
assessment practice would be to have at least one other faculty member from International 
Studies also assess the paper according to a purpose-designed rubric, preferably in an 
anonymous/blind fashion. If there is marked disagreement in scoring the papers (perhaps greater 
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than a difference of 1 point in a 5 point scale), then a third reader should be brought in to 
adjudicate: this was the usual practice at my previous institutions.  

 
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 is in order. Without reliable data, no real improvements can be made to the program. 
My first task as the new director will be to revise 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 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 
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 Director of 
International Studies now no longer receives the course release that accompanied the position 
prior to AY 2012-13. 



 
International Studies Certificate Program 

Assessment 
 

1. Internal Exit:  International Studies Program Director(s) will review students’ 
research project/paper from INTL I200 (Introduction to International Studies) and 
from one area-specific 300- or 400-level course that is approved for International 
Studies credit.   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.  
These projects/papers will be reviewed with respect to program goals.  The 
program director will meet with the student to discuss how these papers/projects 
reflect progress toward these goals. 

2. External Exit: Every 5 years the International Studies Program Director(s) will do 
an alumni survey to all graduates of the program that addresses the program goals.  
This measure will begin in 2005 since the program was newly revised in 2000.  

 
 

 



TO:  Dr. Michael Kaufmann, Director of the Liberal Studies Program 
FROM:  COAS Assessment Committee 
SUBJECT: 2011-2012 Assessment Report for Liberal Studies Program  
DATE:  January 15, 2013 
 
 
 

The COAS Assessment Committee did not receive an assessment report from the Liberal Studies 
Program for 2011-2012. 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. Peter Dragnev, Chair, Department of Mathematics and Statistics 
FROM:  COAS Assessment Committee 
SUBJECT: 2011-2012 Assessment Report for Mathematics and Statistics 
DATE:  January 15, 2013 
 
 
 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Department of Mathematics and 
Statistics’ 2011-2012 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.  In the department’s 
2010-2011 report, the department reported that it had adopted shared goals and objectives for all math 
options, and specific outcomes for two of the six options available for math majors. The department also 
stated that outcomes for the remaining options would be completed in Spring 2013. The department 
reports having completed outcomes for a fourth option, Pure Mathematics, and reported that outcomes 
for the remaining options, Computing, Business, and Math Teaching were still in development due to 
the need to consult with other programs since these options require a minor in those programs. Once 
this process is complete, the department committed to combining these individual outcomes 
documents into a single assessment plan as recommended by the assessment committee in last year’s 
report. 

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process. 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. Of the seven long-term outcomes evaluated by the department, only one (Goal 3, 
Outcome 2) met the department’s rigorous standard for success (80%score by 70% of the students).  

Step 4: Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions. While the data provided by the department was 
minimal, the department provided no analysis of the data, or conclusions based upon the data.  

Overall Recommendations: The department is clearly making progress in developing reliable and valid 
assessment measures using its course-embedded strategy.  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: 
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• 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. 
• 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. 

• 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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2011-2012 Assessment Report 
Department of Mathematical Sciences 

 
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 option (AAC 2010.4 and AAC 
2010.5). Early in the Fall Semester of 2012 we passed the option-specific goals for our pure 
mathematics option (AAC 2012.2). The other three options, computing, business, and math 
teaching require minors from other departments and schools and the Academic Affairs 
Committee of the Department is consulting these units to develop the option-specific 
assessment for these three options. Following the COAS Assessment Committee 
recommendation, once all option-specific documents are completed AAC will combine the 
entire assessment plan into one document. 
 
The current assessment process is based on goals and outcomes as described in AAC 2010.3 
(See attached).  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 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 data gathered so far is not enough to neither make a judgment on program 
success nor allow us to recommend any changes.  It is summarized in the attached table. The 
Assessment Committee is also working on streamlining the reporting process of the primary 
data. A cover letter will be sent to instructors of the courses participating in the assessment 
process and reports are unified. 
 
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 second year and next year we expect to reach critical mass to draw conclusions on how 
the goals are achieved, recommend possible changes, and thus close the loop; the option-
specific goals for the three options housed entirely in the department are adopted and data will 
be collected starting this semester; and finally, the assessment committee is working with the 
corresponding units in other schools to design the option-specific goals for our computing, 
business, and math teaching options. 
 
 
Sincerely,  
Peter Dragnev, Professor and Interim Chair 



To:   Instructors of MA 351 – Linear Algebra 
 
From:   Assessment Committee 
 
Subject:  Assessment for Math Majors in MA 351, Fall 2012 
 
Date:  Sometime BEFORE Final exam is given. 
 
Instructors of MA 351 – your class is part of the departmental assessment plan for our 
undergraduate programs.  You should have a plan to collect data on the goals and outcomes for 
math majors in your class this semester – typically by selecting some questions on your final 
exam, but other methods may be used. 
 
After submitting course grades to the registrar, please report the results of your assessment data 
collection, by filling in the attached form, or submitting the equivalent information in some other 
format.  Please also submit a copy of the exam (or other assignment) and indicate which 
questions apply to each goal.  The data should be anonymous – do not include student names.  If 
you are teaching multiple sections of the same course, you may aggregate all math majors in one 
report.  The data will eventually be aggregated with other sections of this course, so instructors 
will not be identified on any reports appearing outside the department.   Give your (written or 
emailed) report to Sheila. 
 
For MA 351, the goals and outcomes to be assessed are listed below.  The criterion for each 
student to “successfully meet a goal” is that the student will earn a score of at least 70% in 
appropriate material for each outcome. 
 
 
Program Goal G1.  Students should be able to reason mathematically.  
 
G1 outcome 2.  Students will demonstrate an understanding of elementary linear algebra: 

systems, matrices, determinants, vector spaces, linear transformations 
 
 
Program Goal G3.  Students should be able to understand and apply mathematical concepts to 

other disciplines.  
 
G3 outcome 2.  Students will understand basic applications of linear algebra and be able to 

use appropriate techniques in various contexts. 
 



MA 351 Course Assessment # meeting goals # of majors # meeting goals # of majors Percentage

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

MA 351 Fall 2011 Townsend MA 351 Fall 2011
Goal 1  Outcome 2 8 12 8 12 66.67%
Goal 3 Outcome 2 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0!

MA 351 Spring 2012 Redett MA 351 Spring 2012
Goal 1  Outcome 2 2 2 2 2 100.00%
Goal 3 Outcome 2 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0!

MA 351 Summer 2012 Dragnev MA 351 Summer 2012
Goal 1 Outcome 2 4 4 4 4 100.00%
Goal 3 Outcome 2 4 4 4 4 100.00%

MA 351 Long-Term MA 351 Long-Term
Goal 1  Outcome 2 20 27 74.07%
Goal 3 Outcome 2 4 4 100.00%



Program Assessment # meeting goals # of majors Percentage # meeting goals # of majors Percentage # 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% 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 Long-Term MA 175 Long-Term MA 263 Long-Term Long-Term
Goal 1  Outcome 2 16 23 69.57% Goal 1  Outcome 3 6 17 35.29% Goal 1  Outcome 1 7 14 50.00% Goal 1 33 58 56.90%
Goal 3 Outcome 2 4 4 100.00% Goal 3 Outcome 1 5 14 35.71% Goal 3 9 18 50.00%



AAC 2010.2 
 

To:   Department of Mathematical Sciences 
 
From:   AAC 
 
Date:   16 FEB 2011 
 
Subject:  Department Assessment Plan Procedure; 
 

Department Goals and Outcomes Template. 
 
 
Resolved: The Department of Mathematical Sciences adopt the following procedure for 
the Departmental Assessment Plan: 
 

1. For each option, the department will approve a set of Goals, Outcomes, and 
Criteria to assess progress toward meeting or sustaining those goals. 

 
2. For each outcome, the department will identify the course or courses where that 

outcome is addressed. (This means construction of a curriculum map.) 
 

3. For each outcome, the assessment process will be detailed and transmitted via a 
Common Template, attached below. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Common Template for the  
 

 
Department of Mathematical Sciences Assessment Plan 

 
 
Option  
 
 
Program Goal  
 
 
Outcome  Students will (be able to) (demonstrate, understand, execute) 

specifics we determine that relate to achieving the program goal. 
These might arise from specific objectives of relevant courses.  

 
 
Criterion for success  At least 80% of students will earn a score of at least 70% in 

appropriate material from the course or courses named here that 
directly address(es) the outcome named above.  

 
 
Assessment method  Classroom embedded assessment via (examinations, projects, etc).  
 
 
Data Collection  Effective Spring 2011, students completing course or courses will 

have appropriate material that directly addresses the outcome 
named above from the (each) course evaluated as usual by the 
instructor. The evaluations will be tabulated by the department and 
used longitudinally to measure progress toward achieving or 
maintaining achievement on the program goal.  

 
 
Review and Results from an academic year will be discussed by the entire  
Program  department during a special departmental meeting early in the Fall  
Improvement  semester, with intention of implementing changes for the following 

academic year.  
 



AAC 2010.3 
 

To:   Department of Mathematical Sciences 
 
From:   AAC 
 
Date:   16 FEB 2011 
 
Subject:  Assessment Plan: Goals and Outcomes for all options 
 
The department has already approved three goals for all majors.  
 
 
Resolved: The Department of Mathematical Sciences adopt the following outcomes for 
the goals of all majors, with assessment to be done in the named course(s):  
 
 
Program Goal G1.  Students should be able to reason mathematically.  
 
G1 outcome 1.  Students will demonstrate an understanding of the calculus: The 

differential and integral calculus of one and multiple variables, 
infinite series, the geometry of Euclidean space. [MA 263]  

 
G1 outcome 2.  Students will demonstrate an understanding of elementary linear 

algebra: system, matrices, determinants, vector space, linear 
transformation. [MA 351]  

 
G2 outcome 3.  Students will demonstrate understanding of high-level topics such 

as sets, logical inference and proof techniques, induction, 
recursion, and counting principles. [MA 175]  

 
 
Program Goal G2.  Students should be good problem solvers.  
 
 
G2 outcome 1.  Students will demonstrate the ability to translate real-world or 

discipline-specific problems into mathematical language, and the 
solutions of mathematical problems into ordinary language. [option 
specific]  

 
G2 outcome 2.  Students will demonstrate the ability to choose, apply, and adapt 

appropriate strategies to solve diverse problems. [option specific]  
 
 
Program Goal G3.  Students should be able to understand and apply mathematical 

concepts to other disciplines.  



 
G3 outcome 1.  Students will understand basic applications of the calculus to the 

physical sciences and engineering, and be able to use appropriate 
techniques in various contexts. [MA 263]  

 
G3 outcome 2.  Students will understand basic applications of linear algebra and be 

able to use appropriate techniques in various contexts. [MA 351]  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



AAC 2010.4 
 

To:   Department of Mathematical Sciences 
 
From:   AAC 
 
Date:   16 FEB 2011 
 
Subject:  Department Assessment Plan: Goals and Outcomes for the Statistics 

option 
 
The department has already approved goals and outcomes for all options. The department 
has already approved goal G4 for the Statistics Option.  
 
 
Resolved: The Department of Mathematical Sciences adopt the following outcomes for 
goal G4 for the Statistics option, with assessment to be done in the named course(s):  
 
 
Program Goal G2.  Students should be good problem solvers.  
 
G2 outcome 1.  Students will demonstrate the ability to translate real-world or 

discipline-specific problems into mathematical language, and the 
solutions of mathematical problems into ordinary language. [STAT 
511]  

 
G2 outcome 2.  Students will demonstrate the ability to choose, apply, and adapt 

appropriate strategies to solve diverse problems. [STAT 511]  
 
 
Program Goal G4.  Students should have mastered fundamental concepts of statistics 

up to the level of multiple regression and analysis of variance.  
 
G4. outcome 1.  Students should be able to make statistical inference by applying 

hypothesis tests and confidence intervals. [STAT 517]  
 
G4. outcome 2.  Students should be able to apply calculus to solve certain 

probability and estimation problems. Students should be able to 
distinguish between different probability models and apply them in 
problem solving. [STAT 516]  

 
G4. outcome 3.  Students should be able to fit a regression models, perform a 

diagnostic analysis, and make appropriate inferences from data. 
[STAT 512]  

 
G4. outcome 4.  Students should be able to design simple experiments and carry out 

the statistical analysis and interpretation. [STAT 514]  



AAC 2010.5 
 

To:   Department of Mathematical Sciences 
 
From:   AAC 
 
Date:   16 FEB 2011 
 
Subject:  Department Assessment Plan: Goals and Outcomes for the Actuarial 

Sciences option  
 
The department has already approved goals and outcomes for all options. The department 
has already approved goal G4 for the Actuarial Sciences Option.  
 
Resolved: The Department of Mathematical Sciences adopt the following outcomes for 
goal G4 for the Actuarial Sciences option, with assessment done in the named course(s):  
 
 
Program Goal G2.  Students should be good problem solvers.  
 
G2 outcome 1.  Students will demonstrate the ability to translate real-world or 

discipline-specific problems into mathematical language, and the 
solutions of mathematical problems into ordinary language. [STAT 
511]  

 
G2 outcome 2.  Students will demonstrate the ability to choose, apply, and adapt 

appropriate strategies to solve diverse problems. [STAT 511]  
 
 
Program Goal G4.  Students should have sufficient preparation in calculus, linear 

algebra, probability, and statistics to pass the preliminary actuarial 
science examinations and obtain Validation by Educational 
Experience credit from the Society of Actuaries.  

 
G4. outcome 1.  Students should be able to make statistical inference by applying 

hypothesis tests and confidence intervals. [STAT 517]  
 
G4. outcome 2.  Students should be able to apply calculus to solve certain 

probability and estimation problems. Students should be able to 
distinguish between different probability models and apply them in 
problem solving. [STAT 516]  

 
G4. outcome 3.  Students should be able to fit a regression models, perform a 

diagnostic analysis, and make appropriate inferences from data. 
[STAT 512]  



 

AAC 2013.2 

 

To:  Dept. of Math Sci. 

From: AAC 

Date: 20 SEP 2012 

Subject: Department Assessment Plan:  Goals and Outcomes for the (Pure) 
Mathematics option 

 

The department has already approved these goals for all majors: 

Program Goal G1. Students should be able to reason mathematically. 

Program Goal G2. Students should be good problem solvers. 

Program Goal G3. Students should be able to understand and apply mathematical 
concepts to other disciplines.   
 

Resolved:  The Department of Mathematical Sciences adopt the following goal and 
outcomes for the (Pure) Mathematics option, with assessment to be done in the named 
courses: 

 

Program Goal G4. Students should know and be able to apply fundamental concepts of  
advanced undergraduate mathematics. 

 

G4 outcome 1. Students will demonstrate knowledge of concepts of higher mathematics, 
including logic and proof techniques, functions, relations, and the real numbers as a 
complete ordered field. [MA 305] 

 

G4 outcome 2. Students will demonstrate the ability to solve a variety of differential 
equations [including first order differential equations, higher order linear differential 
equations, systems of first order equations, and basic PDEs]. [MA 363] 

 



G4 outcome 3. Students will demonstrate knowledge of the fundamentals of real analysis 
[theory of functions of a real variable, theory of differentiation and Riemann integration, 
sequences and series of functions, uniform convergence]. [MA 441] 

 

G4 outcome 4. Students will demonstrate knowledge of the fundamental properties of 
the constructs of abstract algebra [groups, rings, the integers, polynomials, and fields]. 
[MA 453]  

 



TO:  Dr. Patrick Ashton, Director of the Peace and Conflict Studies Program 
FROM:  COAS Assessment Committee 
SUBJECT: 2011-2012 Assessment Report for the Peace and Conflict Studies Program  
DATE:  January 15, 2013 
 
 
 

The COAS Assessment Committee did not receive an assessment report from the Peace and Conflict 
Studies Program for 2011-2012. 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. We understand via communication with you that your 
report is in progress and may be submitted late. 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. Johnathan Decker, Director of Assessment, Department of Philosophy 
From:   COAS Assessment Committee 
Subject: 2011-2012 Assessment Report for Department of Philosophy: Undergraduate Program 
Date:   January 15, 2013 
 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Department of Philosophy’s   2011-
2012 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 
2011-2012 year does not identify the learning goals and outcomes of this year’s assessment process for 
the undergraduate program. The report also does not identify which course will be used to assess which 
learning outcome. 

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process: 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. 

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:  For next year’s report we suggest you include: 

• 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.  Please contact us if we can provide any assistance as you move forward with your 
assessment process.  
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To:  Dr. Johnathan Decker, Director of Assessment, Department of Philosophy 

From:  COAS Assessment Committee 

Subject: 2011-2012 Assessment Report for Department of Philosophy: Religious Minor Program 

Date:  January 15, 2013 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Department of Philosophy’s   2011-
2012 assessment report for Religious Minor. 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 
2011-2012 year does not identify the learning goals and outcomes of this year’s assessment process for 
this program. The report does not clearly identify which course will be used to assess which learning 
outcome. 

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process.  Your report clearly identified a direct 
assessment measure.  

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 
Religious minor program. 

 Step 4: Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions.  Due to insufficient data, 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 for next year’s report we suggest you include: 

• 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. 

 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, INDIANA 

DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY 
ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE YEAR 2012 

 
 

I. OPENING STATEMENTS 

During the year under review the Department experienced major growth while seeking to 

improve its programs and looking for innovative and cost effective means and ways of fulfilling 

its responsibilities and charges. Enrollments and course offerings increased, which resulted in 

the hiring of additional limited term lecturers to assist with teaching loads. The year has just 

been good and an encouragement for all. The figures below show enrollment for the last two 

years (2011 and 2012). 

 
REGISTERED AND NON-REGISTERED 

 TERM                  PHIL MAJORS              PHIL MINORS          RELIGIOUS STUDIES MINORS 

201110                        32                                    7                                      13 

201120                        43                                    7                                       18 

201130                        48                                  10                                       22 

201210                        53                                    9                                       24 

201220                        58                                  15                                       40 

201230                        57                                  16                                       39 

 
DEPARTMENT COURSE ENROLLMENT FOR THE SAME PERIOD 

201110                   1639 

                                                                 201120                     1706 

                                                                 201130                       381 

                                                                 201210                     1511 

                                                                 201220                     1677 

                                                                 201230                       321 

 

 



II. UPDATES ON THE PREVIOUS YEAR’S REPORT - (B.1, B.2, B.3, and B.5: see appendix 1) 

Work on these is in progress as data collection continues. Discussions are ongoing concerning 

the Critical Thinking Test. For the GenEd learning outcomes, the Department developed five 

test questions for use to evaluate the outcomes. The questions are used for the end of the 

semester student evaluations. The effectiveness of these questions as tools for measuring the 

outcomes demands further study. Refer to questions attached as appendix 2. The Philosophy 

Knowledge Test has been completed and is attached as appendix 3. The bulk of the time this 

year has been spent on training the new Director of Assessment for the department; data 

collection and setting up a workable system for posterity.   

 
III. THIS YEAR’S WORK 

A. KNOWLEDGE TEST FOR RELIGIOUS STUDIES 

The Knowledge Test for Religious Studies has been completed and is attached as part of 

the Assessment report from the Director of Religious Studies. Please see appendix 4 for 

the explanation and rationale of the test, and the complete report from the Director of 

Religious Studies, Dr. Erik S. Ohlander.  

 
B. MEETING OF THE ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE 

The Assessment Committee met very early in the year and decided on the following, 

which have already either been implemented or is in progress. 

 
1. Simply the rubric sheet for the Churchill Award (in progress). 

 
2. The Churchill Essay Contest announcement be made three times during the academic 

year – two in fall: at the beginning of the semester and mid semester (implemented), 

and the final announcement at the beginning of spring. 

 
3. Try to encourage increased student participation in the contest (in progress). 

 
 
 
 



C. BRUENING SCHOLARSHIP AND CHURCHILL AWARD 

The 2012/2013 Bruening Scholarship and Churchill award were awarded to students 

Daniel Todorovic and Joshua Bertsch respectively. Scholarship and award are merit 

based. 

 
D. FUNDRAISING FOR THE BRUENING SCHOLARSHIP AND CHURCHILL AWARD 

Stemming from the Department’s desire to increased students’ participation in the 

program, the decision was made to do a fundraising outreach to our alumni through the 

Department’s Newsletter, with a follow up letter after the publication of the Newsletter. 

The announcement has been included in the Newsletter. A solicitation mail will follow 

soon after the publication and release of the Newsletter. The letter has already been 

drafted.  A special account for handling monies collected for the scholarship and award 

has been set up. 

 
E. DEPARTMENT’S STANDING WITH THE DIVISION OF CONTINUING STUDIES 

The Division of Continuing Studies ranks the Department fourth in terms of the volume 

of enrollments in online classes scheduled and funded by them, as of Fall 2012 (201310). 

Mrs. Beth Iserman, Assistant Director of Online Learning for DCS explains that; fall online 

enrollments in Philosophy classes were 483. This fall there were 13 classes in the 

Philosophy department with an online element. (but because many of them have 

multiple sections with different delivery methods, a total of 25 sections). 

 
F. NEXT MEETING OF THE ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE 

The next meeting of the Assessment Committee will be either in January or February 

2013. Deliberations will involve; 

 
1. Review of the previous year’s activities 

 
2. Receive student applications for the Churchill Award 

 



3. Receive, distribute and grade the essays presented by the students for the Churchill 

Award 

IV. CONCLUDING STATEMENTS 

The work of the Assessment Committee headed by its new Director continues, as together we 

aspire for improvement and excellence. 

 
APPENDICES WITH RELEVANCY 

1. Appendix 1 – Last Year’s Report 
 

2. Appendix 2 – Area IV Evaluation Questions 

 
3. Appendix 3 - Philosophy Knowledge Test 

 
4. Appendix 4 – Religious Studies Assessment Report with Knowledge Test 

 

Faithfully submitted, 

Johnathan P. Decker 
Director of Assessment 
 



  

APPENDIX 1 

Department of Philosophy 

Assessment Report 2011 
 
A.  General 
The department’s new assessment plan that was finalized in the spring of 2011 (attached) 
is closely linked to the degree requirements for the revamped major in philosophy which 
became effective with the fall term of 2011.  Therefore, the gathering of assessment data 
is in many ways synchronized with how students make progress towards their degree 
completion.  For example, the “Critical Thinking Test” as well the “Philosophy 
Knowledge Test” will be administered at specific times, while the newly introduced 
student portfolios will fill only over the course of several years. 

In short, we cannot expect a full set of data before the end of the spring term of 2015 (at 
the earliest).  This means that for the next couple of years the department has to work 
with (incomplete) information and insufficient data. 

The fact that the assessment plan is synchronized with degree completion also means that 
the annual assessment report based on that plan starts out pretty lean this year but will 
“gain weight” with every consecutive year. 

B.  Report on Various Measures 
According to the department’s new assessment plan, five principal measures are used to 
assess student learning; for each of those, a brief separate report is given below.  In order 
not to bog down participating faculty too much, in many cases the first important step 
towards implementing the new assessment plan was to develop rubrics and data 
collecting sheets to facilitate the collection of data.  We expect that the rubrics and data 
collection sheets mentioned below will change a bit as we work with them (e.g., we 
revised the essay rubrics already); this report therefore reflects where the department 
stands right now. 

B.1  Report on “Student Portfolios” 
Two data collection sheets were developed.  The first sheet, the “Student Portfolio 
Rubrics Sheet” (Appendix B.1, attached), goes into each student’s portfolio (a hard copy 
of which is kept in the student general advising folder); this sheet helps to tabulate the 
relevant data for an individual student.  Since some faculty have the suspicion that 
student preparation and student success are directly linked, the sheet’s top part records 
also some general data (e.g., SAT, entering GPA, etc.) the department wants to look at 
once we have gathered them for a while. 
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The second data collection sheet, the “Student Portfolio Report Form” (Appendix B.2, 
attached), facilitates the work of the department assessment committee of converting all 
the individual numbers into program-wide data. 

Although the department has officially begun data collection under the new assessment 
plan, meaningful sets of data will become available only much later:  philosophy 
knowledge (spring 2013) – critical thinking (spring 2014) – writing (spring 2015). 

B.2  Report on the “Critical Thinking Test” 
There are no nationally recognized or standardized tests for philosophy.  The only skill 
philosophy faculty (hope to) teach and for which outside nationally recognized testing is 
available is critical thinking.  There seem to be two basic approaches as to how to test 
critical thinking skills (among which the department has to chose).  First, various non-
contextual testing one can purchase from the testing industry; an example in case would 
be the exam marketed by the “Critical Thinking Community” (www.criticalthinking.org), 
or, probably better, the NSF-supported CAT instrument (www.tntech.edu/cat/).  Second, 
there is contextual testing that includes fundamentals of critical thinking.  The two that 
seem to stand out in this area are the “Collegiate Learning Assessment” (CLA) and the 
“Collegiate Assessment of Academic Proficiency” (CAAP); the first one is embraced by 
LEAP and championed, among others, by Academically Adrift (by Arum/Roksa, Chicago 
UP 2011) and Measuring College Learning Responsibly (by Shavelson, Stanford UP 
2009), the latter was used by the “Wabash Study” (www.liberalarts.wabash.edu). 

The department doesn’t know yet what route to go here, since no matter what we decide 
to do, it will force us to change the way we teach our PHIL-120 “Critical Thinking.”  
This is a serious decision to make, for a number of reasons; it’s on the agenda (again) for 
deliberations during the spring of 2012, and we hope to reach a consensual decision 
before the fall. 

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

Based on a selection of actual exam questions currently used in various 100-level exams 
in the department, a (very rough) preliminary list of questions along with their initial 
classification as either open (study guide) or secret (exam only) was prepared.  Much 
more work needs to be done, though, before we can go “live.”  The initial coordination 
was with Dr Lazier; the final steps will be taken under the guidance of Dr Decker.  The 
current working document is attached (Appendix_PKT); completion is scheduled for the 
fall of 2012 as the earliest possible use would occur in the spring term of 2013. 

B.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.”  The idea was, since a generous donation 
allowed us to add another GPA-based award (the “Bruening Award”), to have an essay 
competition instead, submissions to which we could mine for indirect but assessment-
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relevant data (in what respects fail even our best essays?)  This tool was the only one the 
department could implement immediately. 

In March 2011 the department therefore solicited submissions for its first best essay 
contest based on papers that were written in the previous academic year (spring, summer, 
or fall of 2010); seven papers were received and judged by an ad hoc committee using an 
off-the shelf essay rubrics sheet.  While the committee decided not to award the prize, the 
whole exercise was nevertheless a very helpful albeit sobering experience. 

One direct outcome was the development of our own rubrics sheet to be used in further 
installments of the essay contest (old but approved versions attached as Appendix E.1+2); 
it’s primarily based on (i) AACU-LEAP criteria, (ii) Introduction to Rubrics (by 
Stevens/Levi, Stylus 2005), and (iii) How Learning Works (by Ambrose et al., Jossey-
Bass 2010).  The rubrics sheet was subsequently revised for in-class purposes (term 
paper) and will now be shared with all students this February, when the department sends 
it out along with the call for essays. 

Some faculty conceive of the rubrics sheet as a first step towards having a commonly 
accepted set of core criteria for essay composition in all our upper-level classes; as such it 
will need further honing and more buy-in from all faculty.  Some faculty even entertain 
the idea that this process will eventually converge in the department offering its own 
writing class (in lieu of the default second writing class as part of COAS distribution 
requirement) to amend the problems identified in the essay contest. 

Another direct outcome of the best essay contest was to develop a new unit on how to 
cite and reference sources properly and on how to compile a bibliography; this unit was 
added to the fall class PHIL-102 “Methods in the Humanities.” 

B.5  Report on “GenEd Learning Outcomes” 
The idea was to develop two things; first, a (possibly brief) list of additional questions the 
department can use on end-of-term student evaluations for all its GenEd Area IV classes 
and, second, an essay evaluation rubric for all its GenEd Area VI classes. 

While the development of common rubrics for all area IV essays was shelved due to 
difficulties instructors experienced during the GenEd approval process, the department 
(chairperson) completely dropped the ball on the area IV questions. 

C.  Report on Further Assessment Work 

C.1  Report on the Spring Meeting of the Department Assessment Committee 
Due to lack of data to work with, no meeting took place May 2011. 

C.2  Report on the Fall Faculty Retreat 
Due to lack of data to work with, no retreat was scheduled for August 2011. 

D.  Agenda for the next reporting period 
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Dr Decker, upon his appointment as Continuing Lecturer, has accepted service 
responsibility as the department’s “Director of Assessment”  and will take it from here. 
Beyond the best essay contest in February and March, the schedule of activities looks as 
follows. 

• Completion of student data that go into the top part of the individual “Student Portfolio 
Rubrics Sheet” (see B.1 above) for which Dr Decker received access to and training on 
Banner; target: May meeting of the department assessment committee. 

• Finalize work on the GenEd Area IV questions; target: end of April (in time for spring 
class evaluations).  Due to changes in GenEd, it seems advisable to put work on the area 
VI rubrics on the back burner; should be re-considered next year, though. 

• Work with faculty who were tardy in submitting their share of the department’s 
curriculum map and complete the map; target: May meeting of the department 
assessment committee.  Once completed, the curriculum map can then be used to finalize 
the “Philosophy Knowledge Test” (see B.3 above) and to add the corresponding report 
form (Appendix D.3 to the Assessment Plan); target: end of the fall term 2012. 

• Identifying a suitable critical thinking test and what it means for the department’s 
delivery of PHIL-120 “Critical Thinking;” target: end of summer 2012.  Once a test has 
been identified, the corresponding report form should be developed as well (Appendix C 
to the Assessment Plan). 

A task not just for the next reporting period but a challenge for some time to come will be 
to remind all faculty of the responsibility they all have to make the assessment plan 
meaningful and a success. 
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APPENDIX 2 
 

INDIANA UNIVERSITY – PURDUE UNIVERSITY 
FORT WAYNE, INDIANA 

DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY 
 
Five questions developed by the department for end of semester student 

evaluations effective fall 2010 for Area IV courses; 

 
1. Overall, this was an excellent course 

  
2. Overall, the instructor was an excellent teacher  

 
3. The amount of work was appropriate for the course level  

 
4. The instructor presented the material clearly  

 
5. The instructor was accessible outside of class  

 

NOTICE THAT: 

The core course end-of-the-term evaluation form questions are not only for Area 

IV courses, but for all courses the department offers (i.e., these questions appear 

on every evaluation form). There will be extra questions on the evaluation forms, 

in addition to these, starting this term for all Area IV courses.  

 



APPENDIX 3 

INDIANA UNIVERSITY – PURDUE UNIVERSITY 
FORT WAYNE, INDIANA 

DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY 
PHILOSOPHY KNOWLEDGE TEST (PKT) QUESTIONS 

  

A.  Epistemology and Metaphysics (PHIL-110) 

 
A.1  Study Questions 

 
•  Plato 

1) Plato calls these the nonmaterial, perfect model of everything that exists. He explains that they are 

known only by the mind. Which of the following; 

a. Materials 

b. Forms 

c. People 

d. God 

 
74) Plato’s position on what Aristotle later called “universals” was this: 

Universals do not exist; only particulars do. 

Universals exist, but only as concepts in our minds. 

Universals exist outside of our minds, but only in combination with matter. 

Universals exist independently of both minds and matter, in an immaterial realm accessible only by 

the intellect. 

 
75) Which of the following claims were in Plato’s epistemology? 

Only the forms are proper objects of knowledge. 

The highest knowledge is knowledge of the form of the good. 

True knowledge comes from reason and not from the senses. 

All of the above. 
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•  Aristotle 

 
76) For Aristotle, the "efficient cause" of something meant what? 

What the thing is 

What the thing is made of 

What made the thing 

What purpose the thing serves 

 
77) Aristotle’s position on universals was this: 

a. Universals do not exist; only particulars do. 

b. Universals exist, but only as concepts in our minds. 

c. Universals exist outside of our minds, but only in combination with matter. 

d. Universals exist independently of both minds and matter, in an immaterial realm accessible only by 

the intellect. 

 
•  Anselm 

 
73) According to St. Anselm’s ontological argument for God’s existence 

a.  God’s existence follows contingently from the fact of the universe that God is supposed to have 

created. 

b.  God’s existence follows necessarily from the fact of the universe that God is supposed to have 

created. 

c.  God’s existence follows contingently from the concept of God as a perfect being.  This is because 

not to exist would be an imperfection. 

d.  God’s existence follows necessarily from the concept of God as a perfect being.  This is because not 

to exist would be an imperfection. 

e.  None of the above. 
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•  Descartes 

 
72) Cartesian doubt shows that 

a.  Both the mind and the body can be doubted. 

b.  The mind can be doubted but not the body. 

c.  The body can be doubted but not the mind. 

d.  Neither the mind nor the body can be doubted. 

 
•  Locke 

 
70)  According to John Locke the two sources of human knowledge are 

a.  Innate ideas and experience. 

b.  Innate ideas and reason. 

c. Innate ideas and memory. 

d. Memory and imagination. 

e.  Sensation and reflection. 

 

71) Locke argues that the mind is like a blank sheet of paper at birth, and that we have knowledge 

only through experience. 

a.  True. And this is a statement of his empiricism. 

b.  True.  And this is a statement of his rationalism. 

c.  False because Locke is an empiricist. 

d.  False because Locke is a rationalist. 

 
•  Hume 

 
11) Hume said that experience shows a necessary connection between a cause and an effect. 

T/F 

 
12) Hume held that inferences about what the future will be like based on present and past events are 

not justified by experience itself. 

T/F 
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13) According to Hume, knowledge we get through experience (like the sun rising tomorrow) is 

a. certain. 

b. a priori 

c. probable 

d. not knowledge  

 
•  Definitions and Terminology 

 
2) What does “a priori” mean? 

a. the predicate is not contained in the subject   

b. the truth is prior to the experience 

c. the truth is made more clear with each experience 

d the predicate is contained in the subject 

 
3) What does “a posteriori” mean? 

a.  the truth is prior to the experience  

b. the truth is made more clear with each experience 

c. the predicate is contained in the subject 

d. the predicate is not contained in the subject 

 
4)  What is metaphysics? 

a. the study of what is real 

b. the study of what we can know 

c. the philosophy that reality is "in the mind" 

d. the love of wisdom 

 
5) What is epistemology? 

a. the study of what is real 

b. the study of what we can know 

c. the philosophy that reality is "in the mind" 

d. the love of wisdom 
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6) What is the basic tenet of empiricism? 

a. The only source of knowledge is sense experience. 

b. The only source of knowledge is reason. 

c. The only source of knowledge is God. 

d. No knowledge is possible. 

 
7) According to the Rationalist, knowledge is gained by: 

a. reason 

b. sense-experience 

c. induction 

d. introspection 

 
15) Which statement below best describes the mind/body problem? 

a. How can two unlike “things” interact? 

b. The view that physical and mental states take place in the brain 

c. The view that people and their mental states are made up of nothing but physical matter 

d. The view that you are made up of two different things: the physical and the mental 

 
16) Which statement below best describes dualism? 

a. The view that you are made up of two different things: the physical and the mental 

b. The view that physical and mental states take place in the brain 

c. The view that people and their mental states are made up of nothing but physical matter 

d. how can two unlike “things” interact? 

 
17) Which statement below best descries physicalism? 

a. how can two unlike “things” interact? 

b. The view that physical and mental states take place in the brain 

c. The view that people and their mental states are made up of nothing but physical matter 

d. The view that you are made up of two different things: the physical and the mental 
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93) The argument for divine existence based on reason alone is also known as, 

a. Teleological argument 

b. Cosmological argument 

c. Technological argument 

d. Philosophical argument 

e. Ontological argument 

 
A.2  Exam-only Questions 

 
14) The proper chronological order of these philosophers is: 

a. Plato, Aristotle, Aquinas, Descartes, Hume, Kant 

b. Aristotle, Plato Aquinas, Descartes, Hume, Kant 

c. Plato, Aristotle, Aquinas, Hume, Descartes, Kant 

d. Plato, Aristotle, Hume, Aquinas, Descartes, Kant 

 
92) As a way of bridging the gap between rationalism and empiricism, this philosopher argues that 

knowledge is grounded in the data of our senses, but that it results from the mind’s imposing some 

sort of order on what we experience. Who was it? 

a. Thomas Aquinas 

b. David Hume 

c. John Locke 

d. Immanuel Kant 
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B.  Ethics (PHIL-111) 

B.1  Study Questions 

 
•  Hobbes 

 
38. Which best describes people, according to Thomas Hobbes? 

People are naturally sympathetic and the good is what is useful to other people. 

People are naturally honest and the good is the keeping of covenants. 

People are naturally immoral and the good is nonexistent. 

People are naturally self-interested and the good is what a person desires. 

  
39. According to Hobbes, justice and morality begin and end with what? 

The individual 

The sovereign state 

The church 

Justice and morality do not truly exist 

 
•  Kant 

 
18) A maxim, according to Kant, must be very specific. 

T/F 

 
•  Definition and Terminology 

 
19) Absolute rights are the strongest kind of rights 

T/F 

 
20) Pleasure is preferred by Utilitarians because it is easy to measure 

T/F 
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21) The argument to give money to the poor because it relieves suffering at little or no moral cost to 

yourself is an example of a Deontological argument 

T/F 

 
22) An agent's motives matter for the Utilitarian. 

T/F 

 
23) Out of pleasure and happiness, Utilitarians generally prefer to use happiness as their standard 

T/F 

 
24) Relativism can be self-defeating 

T/F 

 
25) ______________ is the ethical theory that states the best action is one that suits your long term 

self interests. 

a. egoism 

b. utilitarianism 

c. absolutism 

d. relativism 

 
26) The ethical theory that states that one must act to maximize the good consequences while 

minimizing the bad ones for everyone is: 

a. egoism 

b. utilitarianism 

c. absolutism 

d. relativism 

 
27) Which theory argues that there can be universal moral rules? 

a. egoism 

b. utilitarianism 

c. absolutism 

d. relativism 
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28) “When in Rome, do as the Romans do” is a short way to describe which moral theory? 

a. egoism 

b. utilitarianism 

c. absolutism 

d. relativism 

 
29) The two consequentialist theories are: (circle two) 

a. egoism 

b. utilitarianism 

c. absolutism 

d. relativism 

 
30) “we should always perform the action that will maximize utility“ is a description of  

a. act utilitarianism 

b. rule utilitarianism 

c. deontology 

d. rights theory 

 
31) “act in such a way that you can universalize the maxim of your action“ is a description of 

a. act utilitarianism 

b. rule utilitarianism 

c. deontology 

d. rights theory 

 
32) “using the overall consequences of adopting a rule“ is a description of 

a. act utilitarianism 

b. rule utilitarianism 

c. deontology 

d. rights theory 
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33) “act in such a way that you respect the rights of others“ is a description of 

a. act utilitarianism 

b. rule utilitarianism 

c. deontology 

d. rights theory 

 
34) ”the person who helps others out of compassion is morally inferior to the person who does so 

without any such feeling but does it from duty alone” is a description of 

a. act utilitarianism 

b. rule utilitarianism 

c. deontology 

d. rights theory 

 
35) The definition of personal egoism is 

a. I'm going to act in my own self interest and everything else is irrelevant 

b. everyone ought to act in my self- interest 

c. each person ought to act in his or her own self-interest 

d. do what is pleasurable 

 
36) The definition of individual egoism is 

a. I'm going to act in my own self interest and everything else is irrelevant 

b. everyone ought to act in my self- interest 

c. each person ought to act in his or her own self-interest 

d. do what is pleasurable 

 
37) All of the following are attractions of Ethical Relativism EXCEPT: 

a. moral tolerance 

b. moral diversity 

c. we cannot cast judgment on others since we are far from perfect 

d. it requires universal agreement 
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38) “It fails to deal with exceptions and the merits of individual cases “ is an objection to 

a. act utilitarianism 

b. rule utilitarianism 

c. deontology 

d. rights theory 

 
39) “you can't accurately enough predict the consequences of individual actions“ is an objection to 

a. utilitarianism 

b. virtue ethics 

c. deontology 

d. rights theory 

 
40)  “turns into rule worship and therefore falsely claims to look at the individual merits of each case“ 

is an objection to 

a. act utilitarianism 

b. rule utilitarianism 

c. deontology 

d. rights theory 

 
41)  “it might sometimes require you to trample on the rights of a minority group“ is an objection to 

a. utilitarianism 

b. virtue ethics 

c. deontology 

d. rights theory 

 
42)  “ there are only negative rights“ is a definition of  

a. libertarianism 

b. absolute rights 

c. prima facie rights 

d. self-evident rights 
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43)  “ cannot be overridden by any other type of right“ is a definition of 

a. libertarianism 

b. absolute rights 

c. prima facie rights 

d. self-evident rights 

 
44)  “ so obvious it seems hard to understand how someone could question it“ is a definition of 

a. libertarianism 

b. absolute rights 

c. prima facie rights 

d. self-evident rights 

 
45)  “ at first glance it appears as if it is primary but under closer consideration it may not be“ is a 

definition of 

a. libertarianism 

b. absolute rights 

c. prima facie rights 

d. self-evident rights 

 
46) Choosing to throw the drug dealer off the lifeboat because keeping all the other passengers better 

ensures the survival of everybody due to their talents is an example of what kind of thinking? 

a. Utilitarian 

b. Deontological 

c. Rights 

d. Superogatory 

 
47) Claiming that choosing anybody to throw off the lifeboat is morally wrong is an example of what 

kind of thinking? 

a. Utilitarian 

b. Deontological 

c. Rights 

d. Superogatory 
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48) Claiming that it is a violation of the right to life to throw anyone off is an example of what kind of 

thinking? 

a. Utilitarian 

b. Deontological 

c. Rights 

d. Superogatory 

 
49) The categorical imperative is: 

a. act in such a way that your actions provide the greatest good for the greatest number 

b. act in such a way that you can universalize the maxim of your action 

c. act in such a way that you promotes your own happiness 

d. act in such a way that you respect the rights of others 

 
50)  Utilitarians decide how to act by following:  

a. act in such a way that your actions provide the greatest good for the greatest number 

b. act in such a way that you can universalize the maxim of your action 

c. act in such a way that you promotes your own happiness 

d. act in such a way that you respect the rights of others 

 
51)  Three things a theory of rights requires are: 

a. ethics, community, government 

b. responsibility, global agreement, police 

c. holders, trespassers, enforcers 

d. happiness, privacy, property 

 
52)  Negative rights are rights: 

a. of non-interference 

b. are contrary to natural rights 

c. that obligate others to do something 

d. that are the strongest kind of rights 
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53)  Positive rights are rights: 

a. of non-interference 

b. are contrary to natural rights 

c. that obligate others to do something 

d. that are the strongest kind of rights 

 
54)  Absolute rights are rights 

a. of non-interference 

b. are contrary to natural rights 

c. that obligate others to do something 

d. that are the strongest kind of rights 

 
55)  Which moral theory demands that we sacrifice our own pleasure, happiness, or preference for the 

greater good? 

a. Virtue Ethics 

b. Deontological theories 

c. Utilitarian theories 

d. Rights theories 

 
56) "the mean between the extremes" is a part of which theory? 

a. Virtue Ethics 

b. Deontological theories 

c. Utilitarian theories 

d. Rights theories 

 
57)  superogatory means  

a. the maximum amount of hedons 

b. doing what duty requires 

c. sacrificing your own happiness for the greater good 

d. to go beyond the demands of duty 
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58)  an “unconditional command” is a 

a. hypothetical imperative 

b. categorical imperative 

c. maxim  

d. universizability 

 
59)  a “conditional command” is a  

a. hypothetical imperative 

b. categorical imperative 

c. maxim  

d. universizability 

 
45.  a test of consistency if everyone adopted a rule 

a. hypothetical imperative 

b. categorical imperative 

c. maxim  

d. universizability 

 
60)  a “subjective rule that a person has in mind while performing an action” is a 

a. hypothetical imperative 

b. categorical imperative 

c. maxim  

d. universizability 

 

B.2  Exam-only Questions 

 
61) Virtue ethics requires all of us to have the same virtues 

T/F 

 
62) All moral theories are consequentialist theories 

T/F 

 

15 
 



63) Virtue ethics is not so much about how ought I to act, but what kind of person do I want to be? 

T/F 

 
64) One of the flaws of virtue ethics is that it does not take the value of reason into account. 

T/F 

 

C.  Critical Thinking/Logic (PHIL-120+150) 

 

C. 1  Study Questions 

 
8) Begging the question is 

a.  An error of reasoning in which you assume to be true what you are trying to prove. 

b.  An appropriate philosophical procedure in which you prove to be true either what you were 

assuming to be true or what was in question. 

 

9) What is a deductive argument? 

a. a kind of argument that if the premises are true, they prove the conclusion 

b. a kind of argument that if the premises are true, they support the conclusion 

c. a kind of thinking that is valid 

d. a kind of thinking that is sound 

 
10) What is an inductive argument? 

a. a kind of argument that if the premises are true, they prove the conclusion 

b. a kind of argument that if the premises are true, they support the conclusion 

c. a kind of thinking that is valid 

d. a kind of thinking that is sound 
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65) Every person that has ever bombed an abortion clinic has been a Christian.  Obviously, Christians 

are a bunch of fanatics that like to blow up buildings.  This commits the fallacy of: 

a. Slippery slope 

b. Begging the question 

c. Hasty generalization 

d. Faulty analogy 

 
66) A psychologist argues that “The strongest motive always wins; if it didn’t win, then it would not be 

the strongest motive.”  This commits the fallacy of: 

a. Appeal to Ignorance 

b. Begging the question 

c. Hasty generalization 

d. No fallacy is committed 

 
67) Nothing in Mr. Jones FBI file proves that he is not a communist.  Therefore, we can conclude that 

he is a communist.  This commits the fallacy of: 

a. Slippery Slope 

b. Begging the question 

c. Appeal to Emotion 

d. Appeal to Ignorance 

 
68) True or False.  Inductive arguments are either valid or invalid. 

T/F 

 
69) True or False.  Deductive arguments are either valid or invalid.  

T/F 

 
78. Rhetoric is 

a. a good argument  

b. a claim that expresses ethical value 

c. language that is psychologically persuasive but does not have logical force 

d. a claim that expresses an evaluation of something 

17 
 



79. The following is an example of the Fallacy of Division: 

a. “Humans are made of atoms and molecules. But neither atoms nor molecules are visible to the 

unaided eye.  Therefore humans should not be visible to the naked eye” 

b." Republicans are right wing conservatives.  Bill Smith is a Republican.  Therefore he is a right wing 

conservative.” 

c. “Several members of Congress receive high marks in opinion polls.  Therefore congress is doing well 

according to popular opinion.”  

d. “The Saints don't have a chance against the Colts. The Colts are better at every position except 

strong safety.” 

 
80. The following is an example of the Fallacy of Composition: 

a. “Good health consists in getting the right proportion of aerobic exercise, stretching and weight 

training.  Therefore, each workout should consist of the same proportion of aerobic exercise, 

stretching and weight training.” 

b. “The salary budget of the Indiana State University system is larger than that of the University of 

Indiana system.  So you'll make more money if you're a professor at a Indiana State than at the 

University of Indiana.” 

c. “Sara bought the most expensive shirt, the most expensive pants, and the most expensive shoes.  

Surely she has the best outfit.” 

“The Colts have the best team in the NFL, therefore Peyton Manning is the best quarterback.” 

 
81. Find the middle term (a=cats, b=mammals, c=furry animals, d=none): 

 All cats are mammals 

 Some mammals are not furry animals 

 Therefore, some cats are not furry animals 
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82. The animal rights people shouldn't pick on rodeos.  If they'd come out and see the clowns put 

smiles on kids' faces then they'd change their minds. 

 a. two wrongs. 

 b. red herring 

 c. common practice 

 d. argument by force 

 
83.  “Abortion” is the murder of an unborn child. 

 a. weasler 

 b.  rhetorical definition  

 c. loaded question 

 d. downplayer 

 
84.  “When are you going to stop cheating on exams?” 

 a. weaseler. 

 b. loaded question 

 c. rhetorical definition  

 d. hyperbole 

 
85. She got her so-called degree from University of Nebraska. 

 a. innuendo 

 b. downplayer 

 c. euphemism 

 d. proof surrogate 

 
86. All I'm saying is... no one just gets divorced after forty years for no reason. 

 a. rhetorical analogy 

 b. innuendo 

 c. euphemism 

 d. proof surrogate 
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87. You can point out all the fallacies you want.  I just believe that my argument is a good one. 

 a. argument from pity 

 b. common practice 

 c. subjectivist fallacy 

 d. scare tactics 

 
88. Oly's has the best pizza in the Universe. 

 a. weaseler. 

 b. loaded question 

 c. hyperbole  

 d. rhetorical definition 

 
89. That the proposal before us is a good one is, surely, obvious. 

 a. downplayer 

 b. innuendo 

 c. proof surrogate 

 d. euphemism 

 
90. Dr. Smith just wrote a wonderful exploration into the student's cumulative knowledge. 

 a. downplayer 

 b. innuendo 

 c. euphemism 

 d. proof surrogate 

 
91. TJ: Let's go out to lunch at that new expensive restaurant.  If we spend ten minutes talking about 

your finances then I can write it off as a business expense. 

Tom: I don't, know TJ, that sounds like cheating to me – I'm not one of your clients, I'm a friend. 

TJ: Oh, don't worry about it.  This kind of thing is done all the time. 

 a. stereotyping 

 b. argument from outrage 

 c. common practice 

 d. euphemism 
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C.2  Exam-only Questions 

21 
 



APPENDIX 4 
 
Department of Philosophy, 
Religious Studies Undergraduate Minor Assessment Report 
28 October 2012 
 
Overview 
Early in the spring 2012 term, a twenty-five multiple choice question “religious 
studies knowledge test” was developed by department faculty teaching courses 
under the REL rubric 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 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 identifies 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 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. 
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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 
deficiencies so that adjustments in course material(s), teaching strategies, and 
so forth can be made. In spring term 2012 and summer term 2012 a total of ten 
invitations to take the test were sent to eligible students. Of these ten invited, a 
total of two students took the test. These results will be combined with any further 
results obtained from those invitations, if any, which are to be sent out after the 
end of the fall 2012 term. The program coordinator will then analyze the results 
so as to develop a plan for adjustments which will be shared with faculty teaching 
the relevant courses. 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. 
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Appendix 
The “religious studies knowledge test” runs as follows: 
 
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. 

Q2 

 
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. 

Q3 

 
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. 
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Q4 

 
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. 

Q5 

 
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. 

Q6 

 
6. Judaism, Christianity, and Islam are all considered: 

• a. Monotheistic religious traditions. 

• b. Henotheistic religious traditions. 

• c. Polytheistic religious traditions. 

• d. Nontheistic religious traditions. 

Q7 

 
7. How many books does the Torah contain? 

• a. Four. 

• b. Five. 

• c. Seven. 

• d. Twenty-three. 
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Q8 

 
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. 

Q9 

 
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. 

Q10 

 
10. The Synoptic Gospels are: 

• a. Matthew, Mark, Luke. 

• b. Mark, Luke, John. 

• c. Matthew, Mark, Thomas. 

• d. Mark, Luke, Peter. 

Q11 

 
11. The most contentious debates in early Christianity were over matters of: 

• a. Liturgy. 

• b. Christology. 

• c. Ontology. 

• d. Eschatology. 
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Q12 

 
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. 

Q13 

 
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). 

Q14 

 
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. 

Q15 

 
15. The majority of Muslims in the world today are: 

• a. Salafi. 

• b. Sunni. 

• c. Shiite. 

• d. Sufi. 

 

6 
 



Q16 

 
16. Which of the following Asian religious traditions has the largest number of 
adherents? 

• a. Buddhism. 

• b. Hinduism. 

• c. Taoism. 

• d. Shinto. 

Q17 

 
17. Which of the following concepts is typically not associated with Hinduism? 

• a. Karma. 

• b. Dharma. 

• c. Moksha. 

• d. Nirvana. 

Q18 

 
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. 

Q19 

 
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. 

7 
 



Q20 

 
20. The two major divisions of Buddhism are: 

• a. Nichiren and Vajrayana. 

• b. Vedanta and Yoga. 

• c. Shaivism and Vaishnavism. 

• d. Theravada and Mahayana. 

Q21 

 
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). 

Q22 

 
22. Which of the following influential religious teachers is associated with Sikhism? 

• a. Bodhidharma. 

• b. Guru Nanak. 

• c. Lao Tzu. 

• d. Shankara. 

Q23 

 
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). 
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Q24 

 
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. 

Q25 

 
25. The kami are associated with which of the following East Asian religious traditions? 

• a. Shinto. 

• b. Confucianism. 

• c. Taoism. 

• d. Chondogyo. 
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TO:  Dr. Mark Masters, Chair of Physics Department 
FROM:  COAS Assessment Committee 
SUBJECT: 2011-2012 Assessment Report for Physics 
DATE:  January 15, 2013 
 
 
 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Physics 2011-2012 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. The report does 
identify program learning goals and provides a curriculum map to indicate which courses addresses 
which learning goals.   

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process. The report describes some of the 
assessment methods used this past year to measure each goal but does not describe how they were 
implemented, the rubrics used for evaluation, or benchmarks to identify success.   

Step 4: Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions.  The report notes conclusions based on these 
assessments by learning goal and does identify curriculum changes to address weaknesses.  It also notes 
progress on recommendations from previous years about the development and implementation of a 
workable and useful assessment plan. 

Overall Recommendations: The committee is pleased to see the progress that Physics is making toward 
completing its assessment plan and at the same time collecting information about progress toward 
selected learning goals and using it to make program changes.  Clearly the department is already using 
assessment information to improve student learning. 

For next year’s report we suggest you include: 

• A copy of a completed assessment plan.  (Note that assessment plans must be formally 
approved by first by the COAS Assessment Committee and then by the University Assessment 
Council.)  

• Explicit measures, implementation methods, rubrics, and benchmarks for each learning goal 
identified in the plan. 

• A continuation of your progress in using the information to improve student learning. 

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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Physics Department Assessment Report – 2012

Preface
As stated in our previous two year's reports, we have been trying to build a reasonable assessment 
program.  As a small department, we generally complete all activities as a committee of the whole.  
This has the unfortunate circumstance of meaning that when we are involved in a faculty search, this 
overwhelms all other projects.  Regardless, this semester we have completed a two year project of 
determining course goals for every course within the physics major.  We have started revising the 
learning goals for the major.  We have just started the discussions of an overarching assessment plan 
but have not formalized anything yet.  
 
Sort of Assessment
The present global learning goals of the department/program are that students will

1.  reason about physically significant problems conceptually and mathematically 
2.  solve complex physical problems using sophisticated mathematical techniques 
3.  interpret mathematical solutions conceptually and physically 
4.  investigate physical phenomena using multiple approaches 
5.  use computation and computer modeling to investigate physical phenomena and solve physical  

problems
6.  communicate in appropriate scientific media and forms 

Learning Goal Classes

1.  Reasoning All classes

2.  Solve All classes

3.  Interpret All classes

4.  Investigate PHYS 15200, PHYS 25100, PHYS 34300, PHYS 34500 and PHYS 34600

5.  Computation Done only in PHYS 32500

6.  Communicate PHYS 34300, PHYS 34500 and PHYS 34600

We have two rubrics with which we rate student poster presentations and written work.  These rubrics 
are used to evaluate both the students communication skills and their knowledge of their investigation 
and integration of physics in their explanation.  These rubrics allow us to address learning goals #3, and 
#6.  

Examination of the results in the PHYS 34300, PHYS 34500 and PHYS 34600 laboratories yields:
Goal #6 – Oral communication skills are quite strong.  Written communication skills are weak.  

Goal #3 – In PHYS 34300 [sophomores], the students are able to articulate their understanding of 
physics clearly and concisely.  In PHYS 34600 [seniors], the writing is poor and there are indications 
that their ability to articulate physics involved in investigations is weak.  

Goal #4 - The faculty involved in the intermediate and advanced laboratories meet to discuss 
observations of student ability to perform investigations.  The students are able to design and complete 
investigations with relative independence.  
  



Goal #5 – Students are not getting any exposure to computation.  
Conclusions

Based on the results in #6, we have to increase the amount of meaningful writing activities for the 
students in all of the classes.  This will also impact Goal #3.

From Goal #5, we have to require students to take PHYS 325 as part of the program.  We also need to 
integrate computation in all of the courses.  

From last year's assessment (and the year before as well) we had a number of recommendations as 
listed below.  Italicized text notes progress on these issues.  

 Update the entire curriculum to make it more seamless and integrated.  New courses have been 
adopted to replace the old 500 level courses.  Revised physics program 

 Develop a coherent assessment plan. Still working on this.
 Adding writing and computational components to every course.  Still working on this.  
 Add a senior project. Discussions started.  This will be integral to our overall assessment plan 

once implemented.  
 Add at least one experimental investigation to every advanced class (reintegrate experiment 

with theory).  Still working on this
 Improve the student sense of community.  We have had some success with this.  Measurement is  

based upon number of students participating in colloquiums and outreach activities.  

New this year
 Develop learning goals for Astronomy Minor 
 Develop learning goals for the Biomedical Physics concentration.
 Develop learning goals for the Optoelectronics and Photonics concentration.  



TO:  Dr. James Lutz, Chair of Political Science 
FROM:  COAS Assessment Committee 
SUBJECT: 2011-2012 Assessment Report for Political Science 
DATE:  January 15, 2013 
 
 
 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Political Science 2011-2012 
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. In the department’s 
2010-2011 report, the learning goals template clearly identifies learning outcomes and location of 
measurable outcomes. We commend your assessment of General Education Area VI and aligning the 
learning goals with the Baccalaureate Framework.  The embedded assessment in Y205 is well conceived 
and constructed. The rubric is clear and easily understandable and is directly related to the outcomes.  

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process. Assessment measures and benchmarks were 
provided. The Committee agrees with recommendation in Dr. Hannah’s letter regarding adopting a 
standardized rubric for evaluating research papers.  

Step 4: Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions. While the report included data, analysis, and 
conclusions, the report can be improved by more clearly linking goals to learning outcomes and student 
learning.  

Overall Recommendations:  The Committee encourages the Department to provide learning outcomes 
more directly aligned with student learning. For next year’s report we suggest you include: 

• A revised assessment plan which includes the outcomes and measures currently used by the 
department to assess student learning. Please note that all assessment plans must be approved 
first by the COAS Assessment Committee and then by the University Assessment Council. 

• Identify direct and indirect measures. 
• Include discussion of the reliability and validity of measures used. 
• The Department should consider meeting to discuss the annual assessment report and possible 

improvements to the report and plan. 
• Recommend that the Department adopt standard rubrics and benchmarks. 

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 POLITICAL SCIENCE, 2011-2012  
 

General Information: Eighteen political science majors graduated from December 2011 through 
August 2012. This number is slightly higher than past numbers of degrees awarded (between 11 
and 16 from 2001 to 2010), reflecting an upsurge in majors in 2008.  These figures indicate that 
majors are continuing to graduate at an acceptable rate.  Roughly 20% of the our majors 
graduated in 2012, indicating an average time of five years.  Of the 18 majors, two graduated in 
less than four years (transfers from other universities), four graduated in 4 to 4.9 years, four 
graduated in 5 to 5.9 years, four graduated in 6 to 7.9 years, and four took more than 9 years to 
graduate (see Appendix 2).  Of the 18 graduates, ten entered as political science majors and took 
an average of 5.3 years to graduate.  The other 10 (four who began as undecided and six who had 
other majors) took somewhat longer for an average of 6.6 years.  The length of time from start to 
graduation noted above is somewhat misleading since five students took breaks from classes 
ranging from one year to five years.  As a consequence, these graduates spent a little over five 
years of active study, on average, to attain their degrees. 
 
The department currently has 95 majors seeking B.A. degrees. These numbers are in keeping 
with our enrollments in recent years and reflect a fairly stable number of majors (between 77 and 
102 from 2001 to 2010), even with a slight downturn after the larger numbers in 2008, 2009, and 
2010. Graduates continue to go on for advanced degrees with six majors being especially 
successful in gaining admittance and financial aid at good, or very good, law schools in 2012 
(see details below). 
 
Key components for assessment, 2011-2012: 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.  Additional elements of assessment include survey of majors and results for 
General Education Area VI courses, results of assessments for some General Education Area VI 
courses offered by the department, and law school admittances for majors. 
 
Learning Goals  (Summarized in Learning Goals Template in Appendix 1) 
 
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:  
a. All majors are now required to take at least one course in each of areas a, b, c, and d 

above. 



b.  The department already requires majors to pass, with a C- or better, a statistics and 
methods course (area e) 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. A grade of C- in the course is 
intended to represent a minimal level of competence in these areas sufficient to continue.  
Students with lower grades are required to repeat the course to continue in the major.  

c.  The Curriculum Map attached as Appendix 10 shows the department offerings in 
relationship to the learning goals and depth of knowledge in the field.  The map 
demonstrates the great number of courses offered with 7½ faculty who cover the basic 
fields with a great variety of offerings. All the basic goals, including field knowledge, are 
covered.  Effective communication skills are frequently reinforced or emphasized in 
many different courses.  Many of the courses make important contributions to civic 
education.   

d.  The Learning Goals Template summarizes the various means of assessment that are used.  
Most are available annually for inclusion except the survey of alumni, which is 
undertaken approximately every five to seven years. 

 
2.  For 2011-12, the department will use the analysis of POLS Y205, the senior seminar paper 

and results of General Education VI courses to determine communication and use of research 
tools.  

 
a.  Write/communicate clearly and effectively. (BF Goal: Effective communication skills 

in multiple media.)  
 
 How Assessed: 
 Detailed evaluations for two sections of POLS Y205 and one section of Y490 are 

attached (see Appendix 3 and Appendix 4). Similar evaluations will be utilized for other 
courses with a preponderance of majors. A rubric has been developed for some General 
Education courses in the department, which is different since it applies to non-majors (see 
Appendix 5).  This comparison indicates that majors are performing at an adequate or 
better level in terms of the materials covers. Reports drawing upon this rubric will be 
used to evaluate courses from the summer and fall of 2011 and will be summarized in 
future assessment reports.   

 
 The results indicate that some students are not successfully completing Y205 and have to 

retake the course.  Competent writing is essential in a liberal arts education; thus, all 
students should be able to pass this course or one of its equivalents.  Failure to do so is 
probably due to inadequate preparation in high school and can only be rectified by greater 
application by the student and reliance on campus resources such as the Writing Center.  
Students who do pass Y205 have generally demonstrated competence in later courses as 
indicated in the summaries of Y490 and some materials drawn from assessments of 
General Education Area VI courses.  In these areas, majors appear to be at least 
competent in terms of writing skills, although it would be desirable for them to go beyond 
the level of mere competence.  Writing skills are reinforced in almost all upper-level 
courses in Political Science where essay exams and research papers are expected.  In 



Y490 students are expected to make presentations of their capstone papers; thus, they 
have some practice in verbal communication as well as written communication.  

 
b.  Use quantitative and qualitative research tools appropriately. (BF Goal: Resourceful 

critical thinking and problem solving.)  
 
 How Assessed: 
 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).  The results from the Fall 2011 are contained in Appendix 6.  

 
 The results from Appendix 6 indicate that more students failed to complete the course 

than usual.  In the past, zero to two non-completions has been the norm.  In Fall 2011, 
there were four students who did not reach the minimum grade of C- needed to proceed 
to graduation.  This number is unusual, but it does indicate results in the future need to be 
monitored carefully to see if a pattern of non-success develops. In the past, majors have 
generally been successful in completing the course the second time around. 

 
c.  Research and analyze political issues and engage in problem solving. (BF Goal: 

Resourceful critical thinking and problem solving.)  
 

 How Assessed: 
 This learning goal is assessed via the evaluation of the papers in the capstone course, 

some elements of reports prepared for General Education Area VI courses, and from the 
reports for POLS Y205. 

 
 The results from Y490, Y205, and the General Education rubrics indicate that majors 

have generally achieved competence in this area. Improvement is desirable since critical 
thinking and problem solving are essential hallmarks of a liberal arts education.  Majors 
appear to be demonstrating these skills at least at a minimal level in Y205 and generally 
at higher levels in upper-division courses and the capstone course (as should be expected 
with practice in synthesizing and evaluating information for research papers and in 
dealing with essay exams). The general education course evaluation for POLS Y307 does 
not distinguish between majors and non-majors, but provides an indication of the general 
quality of written work in upper-division courses. 

 
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.)  

 
 How Assessed: 
 Ethical and professional standards are determined by issues of academic dishonesty or 

attempted plagiarism in a given year. In 2011-2012 there were no reported cases of such 
violations by majors taking courses in the department, and no instructors from other 
departments brought such activities to the attention of the department.  All public policy 



courses devote some time to ethical behavior in political situations given the nature of the 
subject material.  Other courses discuss standards in the context of particular situations, 
controversies, or in comparisons across countries. 

 
3. To be prepared for: (BF Goal: Life-long application of knowledge using appropriate 

technologies.)  
a.  Employment in government/public service/political system or related areas.  
b.  Graduate study/law school admissions (see Appendix 7).  
c.  Becoming active and involved citizens and leaders in the local community, the nation, 

and beyond. (BF Goal: Citizenship and leadership in diverse communities.)  
d.  The development of a 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.  

e.  See Appendix 8 with material on diversity in course offerings. 
 
 How Assessed: 
 The periodic survey of alumni provides one indication of previous majors to continue to 

adapt in the workplace.  The survey of graduating majors provides another option, 
although return rates were not high for this assessment period.  The admission of students 
into law school or graduate school is another indication of success or failure.  

 
 The course offerings of the department invariably provide a great deal of diversity to 

majors, and the presentation of issues related to diversity is another key part of a Liberal 
Arts education and prepares students for at least the possibility of lifelong learning. (The 
department can expose students to diversity and alternative ways of looking at issues, but 
it cannot, of course, guarantee that they will do so.)  The survey for graduates from 
December 2011 and May 2012 is attached (see Appendix 9).  It has proven to be difficult 
to get graduating majors to return the short survey that we ask from them, but the ones 
who did respond did not have any significant issues with the department. The one minor 
issue they raise is a desire for specific courses not regularly offered, but a small 
department that already offers many different courses has limits.  A number of majors did 
mention a need for courses with economics content, and POLS Y376 will be offered in 
the Spring 2013 for the first time in a number of years.  The admission of six graduates 
into good law schools, five of them with financial aid, is an extremely solid indicator of 
solid preparation for applying knowledge for the future and preparing to go on to a 
graduate level program (see Appendix 7). Finally, the last survey of alumni from all 
previous years was generally positive; the next survey will be in two or three years.    

 
Summary 
 
The Political Science Department continues to provide courses necessary for a liberal arts 
education.  The faculty provide a wide variety of courses, almost all of which have important 
elements of diversity and which contribute more generally to a liberal arts education for majors 
and non-majors.  The offerings do contribute to liberal arts education in terms both of knowledge 
of material and exposure to different cultures, groups, societies, and political systems.  Providing 
a large variety of courses does require multiple preparations for members of the department 



(which are on a par with or higher than other arts and sciences departments as noted in previous 
annual reports).  Each full-time member has a minimum of four preparations a year, sometimes 
five, and on rare occasions even six.  Further, many upper-division courses are offered on a two- 
or three-year rotation so that the number of preparations is higher each year. 
 
The necessary instruction related to some basic learning goals is provided in the required POLS 
Y205 writing course and the POLS Y395 statistics and methods course.  Students who pass these 
courses with a C- or better have achieved a basic level of writing skills and methodological 
preparation. The necessary writing skills at the end of the Y205 course are variable, and it would 
be desirable that some majors would be better prepared in this area.  The overall quality of 
writing in upper-division courses ranges from adequate to quite good, indicating that the 
requirement of Y205 has improved overall quality among majors, especially in recent years 
when basic grammar and other structural components of writing have been stressed.  Writing is 
reinforced in upper-division courses with research papers and essay exams and, at times, other 
projects.  Verbal communication has been stressed in some of these courses as well, especially in 
courses such as Judicial Politics and Indiana State Government which rely on simulations and the 
senior seminar which invariably requires a presentation.  The material offered in the methods 
course has been reinforced by the necessity of constructing arguments and presenting material in 
upper-division courses and in the senior seminar. 
 
The senior seminar provides an appropriate capstone course for majors.  The writings, methods, 
and knowledge acquisition involved in earlier courses comes together in this course.  The reports 
by Professors Wolf and Toole provide evidence of these achievements, and both use similar 
measures for evaluating the papers and performance in the course.  It is an essential requirement 
for all majors to complete satisfactorily in order to graduate. 
 
In most years a number of Political Science graduates go on to law schools, and occasionally 
graduate school.  Those who graduated in 2011-2012 were exceptionally successful in terms of 
scoring well on the LSAT (which is essential for entrance into law school and for getting 
assistance, as was the case with graduates this year), gaining admittance to law schools 
(especially good law schools for this group), and in terms of getting financial support.  The 
success of these students is one of the best assessment indicators of successful preparation of 
majors. 
 
 



Appendix 1 

 

Learning Goals Template 

Learning Goal/Baccalaureate 
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 General Education 
VI courses outside department 
and 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 School 

 



Appendix 2: Graduates 2012 
 
 

POLITICAL SCIENCE GRADUATES 
2012 

 
 

 
 

Started Stop Out Declared Major Graduated # of Years 

Zachary Cook Fall 2007 (Business)  Summer 2009 December 2011 4.5 
Jon Kenworthy Fall 2009 (German)  Summer 2011 December 2011 2.5 
Nicholas Darrah Fall 2008 (Gen Studies)  Fall 2009 May 2012 4.0 
Lisa E. Fishering Fall 2002 (Fine Arts) 2003-2008 Summer 2009 May 2012 10  (5.0) 
Stacy N. Herman Spring 2006  Spring 2006 May 2012 6.5 
Ryan E. Holden Fall 2003 (Undecided) 2009-2011 Spring 2005 May 2012 9.0 (7.0) 
Joseph A. Magistri Spring 2006 (Undecided) 2007-2008 Fall 2008 May 2012 6.5 (5.5) 
Joseph D. Menze Fall 2007 (Comm)  Spring 2009 May 2012 5.0 
Sandra Montes Fall 2007 (Undecided)  Spring 2011 May 2012 5.0 
Andrew F. Murray Spring 2003 (Undecided) 2006-2011 Summer 2006 May 2012 9.0 (4.0) 
Jamin A. Olney Fall 2009 (Transfer)  Spring 2010 May 2012 3.0 
Cole A. Sperry Fall 2002 (Social Studies)  Summer 2010 May 2012 10 
Nicholas S. Yovich Fall 2007 (Collegiate Con and 

SPEA) 
 Spring 2010 May 2012 5.0 

Leyla Mansour-Cole Fall 2006 (Collegiate Con)  Fall 2007 June 2012 7.2 
Matthew R. Getty Fall 2008  Fall 2008 August 2012 4.4 
Matthew E. Olsen Spring 2007 (Gen Studies)  Spring 2010 August 2012 5.9 
Michael J. Peters Spring 2006 2007-2008 Spring 2006 August 2012 6.9 (5.9) 
Christian P. Skordos Fall 2008  Fall 2008 August 2012 4.0 

 



Appendix 3 Results from POLS Y205  

 
Assessment Report 

Spring 2012 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(b), demonstration of the 
appropriate use of quantitative and qualitative research tools. Spring 2012 research papers were 
evaluated to determine how well they met this particular program goal. 
 
Of the twenty-one students who began Y205 in Spring 2012, sixteen completed the final project. 
In this assessment, the finished projects were evaluated based on how well students used the 
secondary academic political science literature in support of their analysis. The use of primary 
documents is not a major focus of Y205, and training in quantitative research is provided in 
POLS 395 rather than in Y205. Thus when it comes to teaching students about the use of 
research tools, Y205 focuses primarily on the interpretation and deployment of mainly 
qualitative studies culled from the secondary political science literature. 
 
Projects were evaluated on the following scale: 
 
 5: Interpretation of academic studies is correct, sophisticated, and nuanced. Findings from  
  studies are used very persuasively to support the logic of the analysis. 
 4: Interpretation of academic studies is correct but not unusually sophisticated. Findings  
  nearly always support the logic of the analysis. 

3: Interpretation of academic studies is fairly correct but sometimes misses important  
 points. Findings often but not consistently support the logic of the analysis. 

 2: Interpretation of academic studies is often incorrect. Findings often do not support the  
  argument being made. 
 1: Interpretation of academic studies shows little if any comprehension. Findings are  
  barely used or are used in unpersuasive or inappropriate ways. 
 
Results of the assessment are as follows: 
 

Score Number of students receiving the score 
5 4 
4 5 
3 4 
2 3 
1 0 

 



This year, more than half of the student projects used the research tools considered in this 
assessment in a very good or excellent way (earning a 4 or a 5). No projects deserved a 1, and 
only three, comprising roughly one-fifth of all projects, deserved a 2. In future semesters, I will 
continue to work closely and individually with students—like those in Spring 2012 whose 
projects earned a 2—who are having some trouble incorporating the secondary academic 
literature into their research. On the whole, the above distribution of assessment scores suggests 
that current teaching practices directed toward instruction in the use of research tools are 
working well.  
 



October 23, 2012    

To:  POLS colleagues 

From:    Susan Hannah  

Subject: Observations re student performance in POLS Y 205, Fall 2010, 2011, and 2012 

The observations below cannot really be used as anything but an “interim” assessment since they are 
not based on capstone work.   Perhaps, however, they could be a guide to POLS faculty (including me) 
about areas of strength and weakness in upcoming majors and suggest teaching strategies to help 
students develop their research and writing skills.  Ideally students would have improved in all of the 
areas noted here by their senior seminar papers.  A true assessment would compare scores in 205 with 
senior seminar scores on the same criteria to track (hopefully) improvement.  If not, then perhaps some 
curricular rethinking would be in order.   POLS is fortunate to be able to make such comparisons. 
 
I attach a copy of the rubric I use to evaluate student papers in POLS Y205.  The “Overarching Criteria” 
are based on rubrics developed by the Department for 401 classes and are similar to those used by Mike 
Wolf in his senior seminar.  Based on the similarities in these standards, I believe that there is a clear 
consensus about what POLS expect from student research papers. 
 
My observations are based on the work submitted by 25 students over three semesters.   Papers have 
considered normative and empirical questions and presented qualitative and quantitative evidence.  
Overall, grades on the final papers ranged from A to F.   For students who passed the course with at 
least a D, the distribution for Fall 2010 and 2011 was 23.43% (A), 29.4% (B), 29.4% (C), and 17.6% (D).    I 
expect the Fall 2012 distribution to be similar.  Final grades, however, do not tell much of a story.  Here 
are my comments on each of the five sections of the Overarching Criteria. 
 
Structure and Organization 
Most students perform at least acceptably on this criterion, primarily because I require them to use a set 
organizational structure.  The majority of scores were in the 3-5 range with a mode of 3+.  By senior 
seminar, students should be able to develop a basic research paper outline on their own.   
 
Research Question/Hypothesis/Thesis 
I have to work very hard with students on developing realistic questions and testable/provable 
propositions.  They are accustomed to considering description as research.  Coming up with questions 
that are debatable is much harder for them.  Eventually, the majority  “get it,” although confess that “it 
is really hard”!  So far I have had only one paper that could not get past the description stage.  Hopefully 
students will have ample opportunity in subsequent courses to develop good questions and propose 
testable answers.   Eventually the range of scores is 1-5 and the mode score is 3 (predictable!) 
 
Documentation/Evidence 
Students generally do pretty well on this criterion.  They understand what a quality source is.  They also 
learn the importance of working with a librarian for finding both secondary and primary sources.  
Brandon Bowen has been a valuable resource on both counts.   His course guide for POLS 205 is 
excellent.   I would encourage faculty to continue to “push” students toward Helmke; there is only so 
much they can get through Google.   Once they get the idea of what is expected, students do particularly 
well on the literature review.   The range of scores for this criterion is 1-5 and the mode is 4. 



Logic/Argumentation 
I put the required research design in this category since the process requires a student to think through 
a plan for testing his/her thesis or proposition and then use appropriate evidence or argumentation to 
carry it out.    Again students need lots of help to think their plan through.  Once they have a research 
design in mind, however, they are pretty good about execution.   I recommend that other faculty ask 
students to be explicit about how they plan to carry out their research whatever the question.  Students  
clearly need the practice.  Again scores range from 1-5, with a mode above 3. 
 
Mechanics  
My standards are high on this criterion: no distracting grammar, punctuation, spelling, or stylistic errors 
and correct citation format.  And the resulting scores are disappointingly low, ranging from 1 to 5 as 
usual, but with a mode below 3.    

No matter how often I say simple, direct sentences, and clarity, clarity, clarity, writing errors are 
endemic.  The most common grammar errors are wordiness (too many unnecessary words), 
poor word choice, unclear pronoun references, and passive voice.  The most frequent 
punctuation errors are incorrect use of commas and semicolons and run-on sentences.    My 
non-native English speakers also make verb agreement   mistakes.   I allow up to two rewrites 
for corrections.  Students are happy for the chance and do get better.  I encourage other faculty 
to talk about editing and give students at least one chance to clean up their text. 
Citation is a significant problem.  Few students know how to cite correctly, whatever the style.  I 
generally have them start with APA simply because they can use electronic tools to help.  The 
Purdue OWL website and our own Writing Lab handouts are good resources.  I recommend that 
faculty make clear what their citation expectations are and then provide some coaching.  

 
Presentations 
I know that not all POLS faculty require students to present their work, but I do and include presentation 
evaluations in the final course grade.  My standards include organization, clarity, professionalism, and 
timeliness.   I use a peer evaluation system.   I was surprised how few students were comfortable with 
the presentation process.  My generally only-acceptable scores reflect their inexperience.   Once 
students learn that feedback from their fellow students is all aimed at helping them improve their 
project, however,  they respond positively.  I encourage other faculty to look for opportunities for 
students to present their work as a good preparation for work or graduate school. 
 
Summary 
In summary, based on the level of work I see in POLS Y205, I recommend that subsequent courses 
include: 

• Opportunities for students to develop full-fledged research papers, from topic to question, 
question to thesis, thesis to research design, design to data collection/argumentation, data 
collection and interpretation to conclusion.  Special attention should be given to the 
development of research questions and then research designs. 

• Direct training in citation forms and usage. 
• Encouragement (even requirement) to consult with a professional librarian. 
• Opportunities to improve writing through editing and revision. 
• Opportunities to present their research work and respond to questions. 

I also recommend that POLS adopt/affirm the rubric for 401 or Mike’s as a shared standard for research 
papers in the department.  Then we all have a goal to shoot for.   Such a rubric would make assessment 
very straightforward. 
 



 
Summary of POLS Y205 Observations 
Fall 2010, 2011, and 2012 
Susan Hannah 

 

Overarching Criteria Unacceptable – 1 
Meets few 

requirements 

Acceptable – 3 
Meets most 

requirements 

Outstanding – 5 
Meets all 

requirements 

Score & Comments 

Structure and 
Organization: The 
paper should be 
structured/organized 
around the required 
sections 
(Introduction, 
Literature Review, 
Model/Hypothesis, 
Research Design, 
Analysis, and 
Conclusion). 

The paper does not 
include all required 
sections and is not 
clearly organized.  

The paper includes 
all required sections; 
transitions between 
sections are 
adequate. 

The paper is 
understandable and 
smoothly organized 
around all required 
sections.   

Scores on ranged from 3 to 5, with a mode of 
3+.   
 
Most students perform at least acceptably on 
this criterion, primarily because I require them 
to use a set organizational structure.  With only 
a little encouragement, I believe that students 
should be able to develop a basic research 
paper outline on their own by the time they 
take the senior seminar.   
 

Research Question/ 
Hypothesis: The 
research question 
should be clear, 
concise, and significant; 
all relevant terms 
should be defined; the 
hypothesis should be 
reasonable and 
logically developed. 

The research question 
is not clearly stated; 
the hypothesis/thesis/ 
proposition is not 
clearly presented or 
fully developed; terms 
are not adequately 
defined. 

The research 
question and 
hypothesis/propositi
on are appropriate 
and adequately 
presented; terms are 
defined satisfactorily. 

The research 
question and 
hypothesis/thesis/ 
proposition isclear, 
concise, and 
indicates the specific 
purpose of the 
paper; all relevant 
terms are fully 
defined. 

Scores ranged from 1-5 and the mode score 
was at the midpoint.   
 
I have to work very hard with students on 
developing realistic questions and 
testable/provable propositions.  They are 
accustomed to considering description as 
research.  Coming up with questions that are 
debatable is much harder for them.  Eventually, 
the majority “get it,” although confess that “it 
is really hard”!  So far I have had only one 
paper in three years that could not get past the 



description stage.   
Documentation/ 
Evidence: 
Documentation and 
use of evidence should 
be sound, drawn from 
quality sources, 
relevant to the 
hypothesis, properly 
cited, and well 
integrated with the 
text. 

Reasonable evidence 
is lacking or minimal; 
sources are not clearly 
cited; evidence does 
not clearly support 
the hypothesis. 

Evidence is adequate 
to investigate the 
hypothesis; sources 
are reasonable; 
evidence provides 
some support for the 
hypothesis; and 
there are few errors 
in citation and 
presentation. 

Appropriate evidence 
is drawn from quality 
research sources and 
used effectively to 
investigate the 
thesis/hypothesis; 
evidence is properly 
cited, organized, 
presented, and well 
integrated with the 
text. . 

The range of scores is 1-5 and the mode is 4. 
 
Students generally do pretty well on this 
criterion.  They understand what a quality 
source is.  They also learn the importance of 
working with a librarian for finding both 
secondary and primary sources.  Brandon 
Bowen has been a valuable resource on both 
counts.   His course guide for POLS 205 is 
excellent.   I would encourage faculty to 
continue to push students toward Helmke.   
Once they get the idea of what is expected, 
students do particularly well on the literature 
review and seem to enjoy categorizing the 
possible answers to their question into “schools 
of thought” as I require.   

Analysis:Logic/argumen
tation/analysis should 
followlogically.  
Arguments should be 
identifiable, 
reasonable, sound, and 
well supported by the 
evidence and the 
analysis.  Analysis of 
the evidence should 
follow a clearly 
explained and well 
defined research 
design.  The author 
should consider 
counter arguments and 
alternate 

Logic of paper is not 
evident; arguments 
are not based on the 
evidence; there is not 
a clear research 
design; counter 
arguments and 
limitations are not 
addressed. 

In general the 
argument of the 
paper follows a 
reasonable research 
design and is 
supported by the 
evidence; counter 
arguments and 
limitations are 
presented. 

Ideas in the paper 
follow logically; 
arguments are 
reasonable, sound, 
and well supported 
by the evidence; 
analysis of the 
evidence follows a 
clearly explained and 
well defined research 
design; counter 
arguments, 
limitations, and 
alternate 
interpretations of the 
evidence and are 
dealt with effectively. 

Scores range from 1-5, with a mode slightly 
above 3. 
 
I put the required research design as well as an 
analysis of evidence in this category since the 
process requires a student to think through a 
plan for testing his/her thesis or proposition 
and then use appropriate evidence or 
argumentation to carry it out.    Again students 
need lots of help to think their plan through 
and then evaluate their findings.  Once they 
have a research design in mind, however, they 
are pretty good about execution and honest 
about what their evidence shows.  



interpretations and 
limitations of the 
evidence and deal with 
them effectively. 
Mechanics: Sentence 
structure, grammar, 
punctuation, spelling, 
and word choiceshould 
follow conventional 
standards; citation style 
should follow APA (or 
other appropriate) 
format. 

The paper includes 
many mechanical 
errors that distract 
from the argument of 
the paper; the citation 
form is incorrect 
and/or inconsistently 
used. 

Sentence structure, 
grammar, 
punctuation, spelling, 
and word 
choicegenerally 
follow conventional 
standards; minor 
errors are editorial 
and do not distract 
from the flow of the 
paper; citation 
format is generally 
correct and 
consistent. 

Sentence structure, 
grammar, 
punctuation, spelling, 
and word choice are 
clear, appropriate, 
and  follow 
conventional 
standards; the 
citation style is 
correct and used 
consistently 

Scores here are disappointingly low, ranging 
from 1 to 5 as usual, but with a mode below 3.    
 
The most common grammar errors are 
wordiness (too many unnecessary words), poor 
word choice (either slang or jargon), unclear 
pronoun references, and passive voice.  The 
most frequent punctuation errors are incorrect 
use of commas and semicolons and run-on 
sentences.    My non-native English speakers 
also make verb agreement   mistakes.   I allow 
up to two editing rewrites for corrections.  
Students are happy for the chance and do get 
better.   
 
Citation is a significant problem.  Few students 
know how to cite correctly, whatever the style.  
I generally have them start with in-text citation 
in APA style simply because they can use 
electronic tools to help.  My friends in English 
tell me that citation is not taught in W131, nor 
will it be in under the new State-approved 
college writing course requirements.   Clearly 
the ball is in our court on this one 

 



Appendix 4a  Assessment of Y490: Capstone Course 

Assessment Report 
Spring 2012 Political Science Y490 

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 internal measure at exit evaluating student projects for Y490 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 2012 Y490 research 
papers were evaluated to determine how well they met this particular program goal. 
 
Of the thirteen students who began Y490 in Spring 2012, all completed the final project. In this 
assessment, the finished projects were evaluated based on how well they posed a clear, significant, and 
unresolved research question and on how well they answered that question using appropriate logic and 
evidence. This method of assessing program learning goal 2(c) was selected because asking and 
answering an appropriate question is essential to both good social science analysis and problem-solving in 
general. 
 
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 logic and on extensive, detailed, and appropriate evidence. 
 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 logic and on a good amount of detailed, appropriate evidence.  
 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 logic is flawed and some  
  important supporting evidence is lacking. 
 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 logic and on inadequate or inappropriate evidence. 
 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  
  answered, and the answer has little or no logic or evidence to support it. 
 

 

 



 

Results of the assessment are as follows: 

 

Score Number of students receiving the score 

5 3 

4 4 

3 3 

2 3 

1 0 

 

This year, more than half of the student projects engaged in analysis and problem solving in a very good 
or excellent way (earning a 4 or a 5). No projects deserved a 1, but three earned only a 2. On the whole, 
the above distribution of assessment scores suggests that current teaching practices directed toward 
fulfillment of program learning goal 2(c) are working well. The below-average scores attained by about 
one-fourth of all student projects may be due in part to the length of the project, which at 30 pages is a 
longer paper than most students ever will have written at IPFW. They also may be due to the unusually 
large class size of the Spring 2012 class: the capstone Y490 seminar is usually capped at only eight 
students in order to ensure discussion-based learning and extensive instructor consultation with students. 
Despite these caveats, in future semesters it would be worth keeping this semester’s assessment score 
distribution in mind so that we offer as much help as possible to students who are finding it hard to 
incorporate high-quality analysis into a thirty-page capstone research paper.  

 



Appendix 4b. Y490 Senior Seminar on Realignment Fall 2011 

Grades 

Partisan Sort Review Presentation Regional Realignment  Participation Research Paper      Total Points Grade 
94.5 91.5 190 100 407.5 883.5 A- 

88 94.5 170 85 405 842.5 B 
91 90 174 75 350 780 C 
86 91 184 75 340 776 C+ 
84 88 150 75  397 I 
95 99 175 100 410 879 A- 
94 92 185 92 450 913 A- 

93.5 92.5 174 100 350 810 B- 
94.5 90 183 100 435 902.5 A- 

100 Points  100 Points  200 Points 100 Points 500 Points  1000 Points 

 Overall Asssessment 

Relative to previous seminars, this course was the weakest particularly the participation among some.  The group overall did well but 
suffered from not enough time spent editing their papers.  Two papers were considerably powerful and provided original findings that were 
of high quality – graduate school quality.  Another would with more evidence and is a great research design.  A fourth had potential but the 
student had difficulty bringing the findings forward.  Finally, the students seemed to need more training on database management – they 
had no skills here.



Y490 Senior Seminar on Realignment/ Dealignment 

Rubric for Research Paper 

 
CRITERIA FOR PAPER 
 

 
EXPECTATIONS FOR EVALUATION 

STRUCTURE/ORGANIZATION 
 
Students who struggled did not do well here.  
Often this was a result of too little time on 
editing.  Students who provided multiple drafts 
succeeded.  Some students did not take review 
of drafts seriously on this. 

 
- Structured and organized as laid out in handouts 
- SECTIONS: Abstract, Introduction, Literature Review, Hypotheses (Propositions), Data 
   (Evidence) Methods and Operationalization, Findings, Discussion (Conclusion) 
- Paper can vary in length: normal political science journal publications vary between 20-40  
   pages depending on type of analysis: historical, qualitative & theoretical analytical papers  
may be longer than statistical analytical papers because tables/graphs summarize info 
 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
HYPOTHESES 
THESIS 
This area was solid for most after peer review. 
Often times the operationalization needed 
more work. Connection to thesis was weak in 
the papers that did not perform solidly. 
 

 
- Clear research question 
- Hypotheses that are operationalized from concepts from the research question 
- Thesis that is stated very clearly in the Abstract, Introduction, and Discussion (Conclusion) 
- Be able to counter alternative-hypotheses. 
 

LITERATURE REVIEW SECTION 
ACCEPTABLE SOURCES 
APPROACHES OR 
SEQUENCE OF LITERATURE/CRITIQUES 
 
The weakest papers did not have enough 
sources (including the incomplete paper for 
this reason). The strongest papers did very well 
in flushing out sources. Need more peer 
reviewed sources was problem for three 
papers. Sequence was problem for four papers. 
 

 
- Many/most sources should be peer-reviewed (journal articles or university press books) 
- Rely on multiple sources 
- Combine the sources into sensible backdrop of the field’s knowledge: distinguish  
   approaches from one another OR development of the literature OR criticism of earlier  
   findings from subsequent findings (approach this section as your sources have) 
- Proper citation methods used 
- Quotations cannot be over 10% of the literature review or overall paper – Summarize and 
   Paraphrase the authors. 
- Set up the SO WHAT? 
 



 

EVIDENCE & FINDINGS 
 
Two papers were outstanding here with 
authors finding new ways to present 
evidence/data. One strong paper didn’t make 
a direct enough linkage to evidence. Another 
paper needed more connection to 
operationalization. Other papers had 
promising data – but did not connect it directly 
to thesis/ hypotheses. 

 
- Document the sources of your evidence if qualitative (look first for primary sources) 
- Use evidence from recognized data sources if statistical or typological data 
- Must be correctly operationalized  
- Evidence should systematically explain phenomena and closely address hypotheses 
- Evidence is laid out to follow your argument: from most general finding to most specific in  
answering your hypotheses: elaborate on general findings with more specific. 
- Tables/Figures have clear titles and can be interpreted on sight.  Should summarize material  
and be limited in number – so may need to combine tables/figures. 
- Paper identifies the proper table/figure. 
 

SYTEMATIC ARGUMENT 
CLEAR ANALYSIS 
CLEAR LOGIC 
 
The strongest papers on evidence were not the 
strongest here due to editing. Two papers 
made up deficiencies in evidence/findings 
here. Most papers were weaker due to too little 
time editing.  This was a problem in 8 of 9 
papers. 
 

 
- Research question and hypothesis (propositions) are handled clearly. 
- Follows the research design clearly and answers the hypotheses and literature review. 
- Clearly explain findings and deal with alternative explanations/hypotheses. 
- Thesis clearly supported and hypotheses clearly addressed in argument/analysis. 
- Leave reader able to explain your findings and their consequences briefly but fully. 
- Make a contribution to the literature. 
- SO WHAT? 
 

CLARITY/MECHANICS 
 
Due to lack of editing, papers suffered here. 
Those with the C & D grades suffered here as 
did the top paper in the class (student suffered 
from confidence problems in writing). 
 

 
- Follows style (Chicago or MLA) 
- Correctly and accurately cites literature (specific pages if quotations or specific concepts). 
- Does not use “I _____” or other personalization – demonstrative, generalizable prose used. 
- Grammar, spelling, topic sentences, clear writing, lack of mistakes, edited exhaustively 
 

 

 



Appendix 5: Final Grades General Education Area VI courses 
 
Grades of Graduating Seniors of courses in other departments (12) 
 
A+  --    1 
A    --     7 
A-   --     1 
B+  --     1 
B    --     2 
 
Current Majors Who Have Completed the General Education Area VI course (as of Summer II, 
2012) (18) 
 
A+  --     2 
A    --     6 
A-   --     3 
B+  --     0 
B    --     3 
B-   --     0 
C+  --     0 
C    --     3 
C-   --     1 
 
These results indicate that majors in the department have been well prepared to undertake major 
research projects in other departments as required by General Education requirements.  The 
grades are given by many different instructors in a number of different departments providing an 
outside source of evaluation of the preparation provided by the department for its majors. 
 
 

 



 

Comparison of General Education Rubrics in General Education Area VI courses offered by the 
department. 
 
Research projects in political science courses that are included in the General Education Area VI 
require an Assessment each year (beginning in 2011).  In the fall of 2011 one such course 
assessed non-majors and majors on the use of diverse (multidisciplinary sources) in their work.  
The majors, of course, were not taking the course to meet a General Education requirement but 
as part of their major program.  Majors were similar to non-majors in regards to relying on 
diverse sources as noted below.  Of course, political science majors had to rely on 
multidisciplinary sources in the courses they took for General Education Area VI outside the 
department.  A significant number of students in both classes failed to finish the course with a 
research paper, but all majors did complete the course. 
 

General Education VI 
Goal 

Reliance on 
materials from 
more than one 
discipline or 
interdisciplinary 
sources (>33%) 

Some use of 
materials more than 
one discipline or 
interdisciplinary 
source (33% or less 
of sources) 

Almost totally from 
one discipline 

Draw upon sources 
from more than one 
discipline 

Non-majors  5 
 
Majors      1           

Non-Majors  7 
 
Majors   2 

 Non-Majors  1 
 
Majors 1               

 
 
In the spring and summer of 2012, students in General Education Area VI courses were 
evaluation on the extent to which their papers.  In three courses the results of an analysis of an 
ability to formulate a research question were used as a basis of evaluation.  No majors in the 
department experienced significant problems in formulating their research question.  It is worth 
noting that a number of non-majors were particularly good in this area. A significant number of 
students in both classes failed to finish the course with a research paper. 
 
 

Core Component Evaluation Criteria Unsatisfactory Satisfactory Excellent 
Research  
question/ 
thesis/ 
hypothesis 

The research 
question/hypothesis/thesis of 
the paper should be clear, 
concise, and indicate the 
specific purpose of the paper. 

Non-Majors 6 
Majors  0 

Non-Majors  
7 
 
Majors 4 

Non-
Majors 7 
Majors 1 

 
The above analyses indicate that majors in the department of Political Science were doing 
reasonably well in the indicated areas of preparing and writing research papers, which is an 
essential part of communicating effectively. No majors were deficient in this area. 
 



General Education Report POLS Y307 
 

MEMO 
 
To:   James Lutz, Chair of the Department of Political Science 
From:  Andrew Downs, instructor of Y307 for spring 2012 
Re:   Assessment of Indiana State Government and Politics (Y307) for meeting Area VI requirements  
Date:    August 21, 2012 
CC:  General Education Subcommittee (GES) 

 
The assessment plan as approved by the General Education Subcommittee (GES) for Indiana State 
Government and Politics (Y307) and the syllabus used in the spring of 2012 are included below.   
 
This course was cross-listed in the graduate Liberal Studies Program in the spring of 2012.  The Liberal 
Studies students are not included in the assessment.  None of the students enrolled in Y307 were 
political science majors at the time the course was taken and none of them has become a political 
science major as of the fall 2012 semester.   
 
General Criteria 
 
The syllabus used in the spring of 2012 matches the sample syllabus submitted to the GES very closely.  
The number of exams was the same and three of the four assignments were the same.  The assignment 
that was different still dealt with the same subject area (historic perseveration in Indiana), required the 
students to conduct research, present their findings, and was conducted as a class project.   
 
Foundational Skills 
 
The foundational skill being assessed this semester is the development of information literacy skills.  The 
history paper was used as the assignment for assessing this skill.  The average score for this assignment 
was 77.5%, or C+.  While this information does not provide an assessment of the foundational skill, it 
does provide insight into the general performance of the students on this assignment.   
 
An explanation of the evaluation of the quality and diversity of the sources can be found below in the 
table below.  Students averaged a 4.3 in the quality rating and 3.5 in the diversity rating.  These averages 
are respectable, but should not be examined in isolation.  The paper with the lowest grade scored just 
below the average.  The two papers with the highest ratings earned grades below the class average.  It is 
possible to use good sources and a wide diversity of sources and still not write a good paper.   



 
Rating Quality Diversity 

1 No sources of a quality that should be used in a 300-
level, post-secondary course 

All sources come from one 
discipline 

2 Less than half of the sources were of a quality that 
should be used in a 300-level, post-secondary course 

Sources come from two 
disciplines 

3 Half of the sources were of a quality that should be 
used in a 300-level, post-secondary course 

Sources come from three 
disciplines 

4 Most of the sources were of a quality that should be 
used in a 300-level, post-secondary course 

Sources come from four 
disciplines 

5 All sources of a quality that should be used in a 300-
level, post-secondary course 

Sources come from five or more 
disciplines 

 
Area VI Criteria 
 
Two Area VI criteria are being assessed this semester.  The history paper is being used to assess Area VI 
criteria.  The first criterion is providing an opportunity to work across disciplinary boundaries.  This 
criterion is being assessed because of its overlap with the foundational skill assessed in the previous 
section.  The table below details the assessment ratings for this criterion. 
 
There were papers from three disciplines.  Students averaged 4.3 in the rating of how interdisciplinary 
their sources were.  The diversity of disciplines covered by students in the history paper and the 
diversity of the sources is not surprising since the students are encouraged to select their own topic for 
this assignment and that the majority the students are not political science majors.    
 

Rating Diversity of Subjects Covered  How Interdisciplinary 
1 All papers from the same 

discipline 
No sources or sources of questionable origin 

2 Papers from at least two 
disciplines 

Sources of questionable origin or from only one 
discipline 

3 Papers from at least two 
disciplines 

More than one source from one discipline and at 
least one source from a second discipline 

4 Papers from at least three 
disciplines  

More than one source from one discipline and at 
least one source from three disciplines 

5 No papers from the same 
discipline 

More than one source from more than one 
discipline or sources from more than two 
disciplines 

 
The second criterion is the requirement for “students to demonstrate the ability to gather, evaluate, 
select, organize, and synthesize material in order to complete a research or creative project.”  The 
average was 3.7.  By the time students are taking 300-level courses, they should have successfully 
completed at least one, and possibly two writing courses.  Students who have done so should be able to 
gather, evaluate, organize, and synthesize material into a coherent whole.  This assignment helps to 
reinforce those skills.  The reality is that factors such as work schedules, course loads, and family 
commitments may keep students from being able to apply themselves fully to all writing assignments.      
 



Rating Gather, Evaluate, Select, Organize, and Synthesize Material 
1 Devoid of synthesis 
2 Simplistic synthesis indicated, but the synthesis is incoherent 

3 Clear synthesis indicated, but the synthesis is incoherent 
4 Clear synthesis indicated, but incomplete 
5 Coherent synthesis of the material 

 
The assessment plan for Y307 as a course meeting the criteria for Area VI requires that ratings of less 
than 3.0 trigger a review of the assignments for meeting the evaluated criteria.  None of the ratings this 
semester were below 3.0, therefore, a review of the assignments for meeting this requirement is not 
necessary.   

 
 



 

Appendix 6  Results from POLS Y395 
 
There were 19 students who originally registered in the course; however, 2 of them dropped the 
course early in the term.  Of the 17 students who remained, the following grade distribution was 
present: 
 
A - 5  
B - 3 
C – 5 
D - 1 
F – 3 
 
Four of the students did not meet the minimum requirements and thus will have to repeat the 
course. This failure to complete rate is well above average.  An analysis of the course results for 
the fall of 2012 will be necessary to determine whether this particular class was an outlier or 
whether there would appear to be problems in this area in the future. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Appendix 7  Law School/Graduate School Admissions 

 
There were 18 students who graduated in 2011-2012.  Of these graduates six applied to law 
school and were accepted at good or very good law schools in various parts of the country. 
 
One of these students was accepted at William and Mary with a scholarship and was selected as 
a Fellow in the prestigious Election Law Program.  As a fellow he works under the tutelage of a 
professor and is paid for the work. Four other graduates were accepted and received scholarships 
ranging from 50% to 100%.  The individual graduates were accepted at multiple law schools and 
some of them received scholarship offers from these other schools. 
 
In addition, one earlier graduate who received a Fulbright after graduation for work overseas has 
now been admitted to law school with a full scholarship. 
 
 
 
 



 

Appendix 8  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 materials on diversity  
 

Little Material  Some Material  Great Deal of Material  
Fall 2011   2/2    3/14   13/19 
Spring 2012   1/1    5/16    14/19 
Summer 2011    0/0   3/7    3/5 
 

 
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). 

 



APPENDIX 9 SURVEY OF GRADUATES 
 

DEPARTMENT OF POLITICAL SCIENCE 
SURVEY OF GRADUATES, 2010-11 

JUNE 2012 
 

 A. Do you intend to take additional courses beyond the bachelor's degree? 
 
  1. No. 
  2. Yes  
  3. Yes 
  4. No 
  5. Yes 
 
 B. If your answer to the previous question is yes, please tell us either the courses or 

field(s) of study. 
 
  2. I am going to law school  
  3. Law or Public Policy, someday. 
  5. Law.  J.D. College of William and Mary. 
 
 C. If there were any courses, instructors, or experiences connected with your education 

in political science that were particularly important to you, please tell us what or who 
they were. 

 
  1. I enjoyed all of my courses from Y103 to the Seminar, but I particularly enjoyed Intro 

to Political Theory and IR.  I also really enjoyed my study abroad POLS classes and my 
internship in DC.  If I wouldn’t have received credit for those, I doubt I would have 
justified their expense.  Those were both extremely positive experiences, academically 
and personally. 

 
  2. I really loved my constitutional law class.  It sparked my interest in law and made me 

want to go to law school. 
 

  3. Professor Bartky was especially motivating. 
 
  4. Professors Downs, Ulmschneider, and Wolf were really amazing and I think they really 

made the experience great. 
 
  5. All of my courses with Professor Ulmschneider were fantastic and influenced my 

decision to pursue a legal education.  The classes that I took with Professors Wolf, 
Downs, and Toole were also outstanding.  I was and continue to be impressed by all the 



professors in the Political Science Department. 
 

 D. Were there experiences or courses that disappointed or offended you?  Please explain. 
 
  1. I wasn’t a fan of Y395, but that has more to do with my aversion to math than anything 

else. 
 
  2. Yes, but not in the Political Science Department.  I had some issues with one course in 

Lit. that I took for a Gen. Ed. requirement. 
 
  3. Foreign Language pre-requisites and overall how languages are taught. 
 
  4. Nothing that I can think of. 
 
  5. No. 
 
 E. Do you think that there are particular courses that all political science majors should 

take?  Why? 
 
  1. Some sort of international economics.  I took I200 and we had 2 weeks of econ and it 

was very interesting and seemed to tie in well with many of the classes I had taken.  
 
  2. I think political theory is instrumental.  It was a difficult course but I found that I was 

much more able to understand concepts in other courses after taking it. 
 
  3. Economics.  Because of the influence that money has on politics and development in 

the modern world.  Economics should not be a foreign concept. 
 
  4. I’m not sure. 
 
  5. Constitutional Law—although the students in the department are mostly well informed, 

there are many who lack an understanding of the freedoms, laws, rights, and 
responsibilities of American citizens. 

 
 F. What additional courses in political science do you think should be part of our 

program? Why? 
 

  1. I thought the variety of courses was pretty good compared to other departments.  A 
student can kind of choose a focus as an undergrad in our department.  There are 
multiple courses at various levels for IR, Theory, Policy, Law, Voting, etc.  The only 
suggestion I have is to have more than I seminar option per semester. 

 
  2. I would have been interested in a course focused specifically on developing states and 

the problems they deal with. 
 
  3. More history.  A deeper grasp of history or historical events overall would help. 



 
  4. I’m not sure. 
 
  5. A course that focuses on British Politics would be fun.  I know there are courses on 

European government but an in-depth focus on the English system would be great. 
 
 G. Additional comments:  
 

  1. Greatly enjoyed my time at IPFW, with the POLS Department in particular.  When I 
left the Marines and started courses, I thought there would be a bunch of hippie liberal 
professors teaching about how great Marx was.  Instead I found a group of extremely 
intelligent, objective, and professional educators with expertise in a broad variety of 
subjects.  Class sizes were small enough for the professors and fellow students to (?) 
get to know you.  I’m glad I chose IPFW, and political science, and I am glad I stayed 
there through graduation instead of transferring.  I also really appreciate Barb knowing 
everything and always being there to answer questions and fix problems. 

 
  2. The thing that I found the most beneficial as a poly sci student (as do most of the other 

poly sci students I’ve spoken to) is the amount of research and writing we had to do.  It 
seems overwhelming at times, but the amount of writing we had to do really made me 
feel prepared to take on graduate school.  Having to juggle multiple large research 
papers helped me learn to do the research efficiently and to refine my writing style; it 
also made my final paper in senior seminar seems far less daunting.  Some of my 
friends in other departments never had to write anything longer than ten pages, and 
although there were times I wanted to tear my hair out trying to finish three 25 page 
papers, now it seems like the joke is on them.  Thanks for making it tough!! 

 
  3. I firmly believe through my interaction w/students of different majors that overall the 

poly sci dept. is probably the broadest and best education at IPFW.  Thanks for 
everything. 
 

  4. The Political Science Department is incredible.  I loved every class and learned so 
much.  Thank you for an amazing education. 

 
  5. My time at IPFW as a political science major was outstanding.  I learned so much and 

became prepared for my future endeavors.  The professors and rest of the staff are 
focused on the students and really care if they succeed or fail.  The assistance I was 
given by Professor Ulmschneider while preparing for my LSAT and applying for law 
school was invaluable.  The help of Professors Downs, Wolf, and Lutz was also 
essential.  I have encountered many students in political science or government 
programs from other schools and they are not as prepared or informed as the IPFW 
students are.  I am always going to cherish my time at IPFW and with the students and 
faculty. 

 



Appendix 10 

Curriculum Map Template 

DEPARTMENT: Political Science        PROGRAM:  Bachelor of Arts 

Date: Fall 2011and Spring 2012        Dept. Chair:  James M. Lutz 

Courses Objectives     
Political 
Thought 
and Phil 

Amer 
Govt& 
Politics 

Com- 
parative  
Gov’t 

Intern’l 
ions 

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 

Y103      I     E        I       R       I     R         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  
Y301  

 
   R      R      R  E     E 

 
    R          R      E     I 

Y302       E        R      E      E     E         I         R     R      I 
Y307      E        R      R      R     R         R 
Y308      E        R      R      R      R         R 
Y318      R     E        R      E      R      R          I         I      R      R 
Y200/401 
Film 

     E       E       R      R      R        R  

Y200/401 
Terrorism 

     R      E      I      I      E  R–200 
 E-401 

     R          R      R 

Y200/Y401 
Judaism & Pol 

     E     R      I      I      E  R-200 
 E-401 

     E        R         R     R     E 

Y200/401 
Intervention 

       I      E      I      I  R-200 
 E-401 

     E   E     I 

Y200/Y401 
Family Law 

     I     E        I      E  R-200 
 E-401 

     E        I         R      E     R 

Y200/401 
Corruption 

     R     E      I       E      E       E      E        E         E      E     E 

Y200/Y401 
Medieval Pol 
Theory 

     E       I        E   R-200 
  E-401 

    E        R         R      R     E 

Y200/Y401 
Sports & Pub 
Policy 

    E       I     E  R-200 
 E-401 

    R        R         R      R     R 



Y200/401 Comp 
Pol Behavior 

     I      E       R      E   R-200 
  E-401 

     R          R      E     I 

Y200/401 ME 
Foreign Policy 

     R      E       I      I      E   R-200 
  E-401 

     E         R      I 

Y200/401 
Politics & 
Science 

I     E      I       I      R    R-200 
   E-401 

     R  I         I      E     R 

Y203/401      E     E         E  R-203 
 E-401     

     R        R         R      R     E 

Y211      R         I      E       R        R         R      E     R 
Y303      E        R      R      R      E        I         R      R     R 
Y304      E           R      E      R      E          R      R     R 
Y319      E        R      E      E      E        I 
Y320      I     E        R      E      E      E        R         R      E     R 
Y324      E         R      R      E        R         R      R     R 
Y335      I      E       R      E      E      R        R     I 
Y339      I      E      R      E      E      E      E          R      R     I 
Y350       E      R       R      R      R        R  
Y360      E       R      R      E     E      E          R      E     I 
Y371/401 
Int’l Human 
Right Law 

 
     I 

   
     E 

 
     I 

 
      I 

 
     E 

 
     E 

   
     E 

 
    I 

Y381      E     E         E      R      R        R         R      R     E 
Y382      E     E         E      R      R        R         R      R     E 
Y395          E      R      E      E        I         I      I  
Y490 (Toole)         E      R      E       E      E      E        E         R        E     R 
Y490 (Wolf)       R       R       E      E      E      E        R         R        E     R 
             

 

I- Introduced in course     E- Emphasized in course     R- Reinforced in course 

 



To:   Dr. Elaine Blakemore, Chair of Department of Psychology 
From:   COAS Assessment Committee 
Subject:  2011-2012 Assessment Report for Department of Psychology 
Date:   January 15, 2013 
 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Department of Psychology’s  2011-
2012 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 
2011-2012 year clearly identified eight learning goals for undergraduate program. However, the report 
does not identify which courses address which learning goals. 

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process: Your report clearly identified four 
assessment measures, including two direct (field exam scores of graduating students, ratings of 
students’ research papers from upper level courses) and two indirect (survey responses from current 
students as well as from alumni) measures. In the report you have focused on the ratings of students’ 
research papers from upper level courses. Your report mentions the department’s continuing effort to 
develop a reliable system of rating student papers. The COAS assessment committee would like to see 
the implementation of such a system in your undergraduate program in the future. It will be better if the 
department incorporates certain benchmarks or desirable standard of achievement of students’ 
research paper (such as 80% achieving a B or better), to evaluate the success of your program. 

This year your department employed two indirect measures: survey of faculty in identifying major 
weakness areas in student writing, and survey of current students about their perceptions of the 
weakness areas with the writing paper. 
 
Step 4: Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions: Based on the results from fall 2011 faculty 
survey, your department has identified the major weakness areas of student writing. Further, based on 
the results from survey of students regarding writing, your department has identified the discrepancy 
between faculty and students in the perception of what the weak areas are. 
 

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

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

• The measures taken to address the major weakness areas as identified in student    
 writing. 

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


Assessment Report for 2011-12
Associate and Bachelor’s Degrees in Psychology

A.A. Degree

Seven students completed the A.A. degree in Psychology during the 2011-2012 academic year. Three
students have indicated intentions to continue toward bachelor’s degrees at IPFW (one in Psychology,
one in Biology, and one in both Theatre and Art Education). Of the five students not continuing on,
three also received degrees (i.e., A.A., B.G.S., or B.A.) from another program (i.e., General Studies and
Philosophy). The intentions of the other two A.A. degree recipients are not known.

The above students were emailed a request to complete our online A.A. exit questionnaire. A second
request was delivered to them personally by a professor in whose class they were enrolled during their
last semester; a final email was sent, again asking them to complete the questionnaire. Of the seven
students, five (71%) completed the questionnaire by the time this report was written.

Our goals for the associate degree are for students to learn basic content in child, social, and abnormal
psychology, and to assist them in deciding their future educational goals. Our exit questionnaire
measures these program objectives indirectly, by asking respondents to rate the extent to which they
believe the program helped them achieve those goals using a 5-point scale. Only three of the fifteen
ratings made by the five students who completed the survey were below a “3” on the 5-point scale.
Three of the five students said that the A.A. degree helped the student achieve his or her future
educational goals; two said it did not.

Findings and Conclusions (Associate Degree)

As has been the case historically, very few students pursue the associate’s degree in psychology, but for
the majority of those who do, obtaining the A.A. degree is their educational goal, and they believe that
the program provided them with the intended educational outcomes.

Responses and Actions for Continuous Improvement (Associate Degree)

In April 2012, following a comprehensive program review process, the Psychology Department voted
to terminate the A.A. degree in psychology for the following reasons:

• In light of the revisions being made to the Psychology major and minor, it would be difficult
to revise the A.A. program so as to distinguish it from the Psychology minor, but still have it
make pedagogical sense;

• our A.A. degree serves a very small proportion of our students (e.g., commonly 1-3%);
• there seems to be an institutional move away from A.A. degrees;
• an A.A. degree in psychology is not generally recognized in the field as professionally useful.

B.A. Degree

The Department of Psychology has articulated eight program goals or student learning outcomes for the
B.A. degree. Upon successful completion of the degree, students will have:
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• 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.

The Psychology Department Assessment Plan identifies four measures to address the learning
outcomes: graduating students’ scores on the Major Field Test in Psychology©, ratings of students’
research papers from upper-level courses, survey responses from current students, and survey responses
from alumni. In accordance with the Department’s Assessment Plan, the administration and analysis of
those assessment measures is spread over a three-year period, such that a subset of measures is
examined each year. The focus for this year’s assessment report is student writing.

Problems Assessing Student Writing

Although the Psychology Department has been examining student papers as a direct measure of
students’ learning for more than 15 years, a serious and consistent problem in doing so has been the
inability to develop a system by which to rate or code the student papers that is reliable. Articulating
what we wish to see in students’ writing (and developing rubrics) has not been an issue. Rather, the
problem has been that when two or more independent coders attempt to use these rubrics to score the
papers, there has tended to be little agreement between them. In other words, our rubrics have lacked
reliability; a reliable rubric should yield the same or highly similar scores when used independently by
two or more coders. Other bodies on campus (e.g., the Gen Ed Committee) have experienced this
problem as well. During the Spring, 2012 semester, members of the departmental assessment
committee conducted a literature search to see if someone else has been able to solve this problem of
poor reliability when it comes to assessing student writing in psychology. This endeavor demonstrated
that our problem is not at all unique; while rubrics not unlike our past ones have been published, they
fare poorly when it comes to interrater reliability (e.g., Stellamck, Konheim-Kalstein, Manor, Massey,
Schmitz, 2009; Thaler, Kazemi, Huscher, 2009).

The fact that we have repeatedly seen the same problems with student writing for close to two decades,
and the fact that other psychology departments across the country have this same issue, speak to the
need for a more useful strategy in assessing student writing. Without a minimal level of interrater
reliability in the scoring/coding, the data collected from the student papers are virtually useless. If we
are to achieve one of the ultimate goals of program assessment–that is, program improvement–we need
to be able to collect reliable data about students’ writing. Those data would then afford the opportunity
to possibly reconsider how we teach our students to communicate in the language and style of our
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discipline.

Typically, reliable coding systems used in other domains of inquiry have in common three properties:
1) the operational definitions of the codes to be assigned are highly specific, 2) there exists a codebook
or training manual for coders that elucidates those operational definitions, typically giving concrete
examples of how data would be coded, and 3) coders undergo fairly intense training on the system in
preparation for actual data coding (Hruschka et al., 200). Historically, we have felt that we were
achieving specific operational definitions of what we were looking for in the papers–especially for the
“best” and “worst” papers–but clearly specifying what is lacking in the papers that are neither
“excellent” nor “unacceptable” has been much more difficult. Achieving the other two properties of
successful coding systems has not been attempted. 

Near the end of the Fall, 2011 semester, the department’s assessment director (Vartanian) drafted a
proposal for a VCAP–Vice Chancellor Assessment Project–grant (see Attachment A). The proposal
outlines a multi-phase project to develop a reliable coding system for psychology student papers by
incorporating the three properties of such systems described above. The proposal was funded, and the
project is underway. As of September, 2012 we are nearing the end of the codebook development
phase. 

The remainder of this report will address three topics connected to our assessment of student writing:
1) the results of a survey of PSY faculty regarding students’ writing, 2) the results of a survey of
students regarding writing in PSY courses, and 3) a status report on the simultaneous development  of
the coding rubric, codebook, and training of coders.

Survey of Psychology Faculty Regarding Students’ Writing

With the goal of identifying more clearly the major weaknesses or problems in student writing as
perceived by the psychology faculty, a brief survey was developed and administered to full-time faculty
members (N = 14) during Fall, 2011. Members of the department’s assessment committee generated
eleven issues, problems, or weaknesses, and asked faculty to first rate each in terms of how often they
encounter each issue/problem/weakness in the written work of students in their upper-level PSY
courses using a 5-point scale (1 = “not very often at all” to 5 = “very often”). Then, faculty were asked
to consider the list and select what they believed to be the five “most serious or important weaknesses.”
Table 1 lists each weakness, its average encounter rating, and the number of times it was identified as
one of the most serious/important.
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Table 1: Results from Faculty Survey of Student Writing

Issue/Problem/Weakness Average Encounter
Rating

(SD)

% of N=14 Faculty Identifying
Weakness as One of 5 Most

Important/Serious to Address

Basic mechanics (e.g., spelling, grammar, sentence

construction) 
3.51
(1.02)

36%

Plagiarism (e.g., “lazy writing” as well as “copy-&-

paste” varieties)
2.14
(.77)

43%

Failure to make logical connections/transitions

between main points
3.71
(1.14)

57%

Difficulty using sources to support/develop an

argument/thesis
3.79
(.89)

57%

Difficulty evaluating sources/evaluating past research 3.21
(.98)

50%

Difficulty selecting a paper topic of appropriate

focus/breadth/scope
3.21
(1.25)

29%

Difficulty drawing appropriate conclusions from the

data/sources presented
3.36
(.75)

79%

APA formatting errors (e.g., citations, references,

levels of headings, title page)
3.50
(1.35)

14%

Problems conveying and/or interpreting

results/statistical information 
3.42
(1.00)

7%

Difficulty putting together a compelling thesis or

main point
3.93
(.73)

64%

Difficulty organizing paper logically when moving

from one topic to the next
3.93
(1.07)

57%

Note: On the 5-point rating scale used for encounter ratings, 1 = “not very often at all” and 5 = “very often.”

As shown above, the faculty report encountering these weaknesses in student writing fairly often, as all 
means (except for the one regarding plagiarism) are above a “3” on the 5-point rating scale. More than
half of the faculty agreed that students’ difficulties developing a thesis supported with evidence and
organizing their papers logically and with solid connections/transitions between main points were
among the top issues or problems to address. In particular, “drawing appropriate conclusions from
data/sources presented” stood out as the weakness identified most often as one of the most serious to
address.

Survey of Students Regarding Writing in Psychology Courses

Having considered faculty members’ perceptions about student writing in psychology, we wondered
about students’ perceptions and experiences with writing in our discipline. During Summer, 2012 an
online survey for students was developed. We asked students how skilled they felt with various aspects
of writing assignments and  how much they enjoy such assignments. We took the eleven weaknesses
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that comprised the faculty survey, converted them to self-statements (e.g., “I struggle to develop a
thesis or focal point for my papers”), and asked students to rate how much they agreed with each
statement. All survey items asked students to use a 5-point rating scale (1 = “not at all” to 5 = “very
much”) to indicate their answers. Psychology faculty with summer teaching assignments were asked to
distribute the survey to their students, either by posting the link in their Blackboard courses or by
handing out a slip of paper with the link on it.

A total of 198 students completed the online survey; 56 of whom were psychology majors, 48
psychology minors, and the remaining 94 were neither. Nearly half of the sample were seniors (98); 42
were juniors, 29 were sophomores and 29 were freshmen.

We asked respondents a few questions to try to discern their level of experience with writing in
psychology to date–such as the number of upper-level core courses in PSY (i.e., PSY 203, 314, 329,
416) they had successfully completed to date (i.e., final grade of C- or better), and whether they had
completed various other writing intensive elective courses in PSY (e.g., PSY 345, 353, 444, etc.). We
also asked how many empirical reports (in which data newly collected by the author to address a
specific research question are reported) and how many literature review papers they had written for
PSY classes to date, along with the typical letter grade they receive on such papers. The composition of
the sample with respect to these survey items is presented in Table 2 below:

Table 2: Nature of the Sample with Respect to Writing Experience in PSY

Item Reflecting Experience with Writing in PSY to Date % Sample

# of PSY Core Courses Successfully Completed zero = 69%
1 to 4  = 31%

# of Writing Intensive PSY Electives Successfully Completed zero = 77%
1 + = 23%

# of Empirical Reports Written for PSY Courses  zero = 73%
1 + = 27%

# Literature Reviews Written for PSY Courses zero = 48%
1 + = 52%

Typical Letter Grade on PSY Research Papers “A”s = 44%
“B”s = 30%
“C”s = 3%
“D”s =  1%

none reported = 23%

Generally speaking, as reflected in Table 2, the majority of respondents have had limited experience
writing in the discipline. The most common experience had by respondents was that of writing at least
one literature review paper; nearly three-quarters of the sample who report having written PSY research
papers report that they commonly earn “As” or “B”s on them. 

While considering the responses of the entire sample is not without some value, it seems most
appropriate to the task at hand to look at those respondents who have had some experience to date with
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writing in psychology. Given that just over half of the sample reported having written a literature
review paper for a PSY course, we created two groups based on this variable–those with and those
without PSY writing experience. Of the respondents who had reported having written at least one
literature review paper for a PSY course (N = 103), 41 were PSY majors, and 35 were minors. Roughly
85% were upperclassmen (i.e., 25 juniors and 63 seniors). Nearly 47% reported having successfully
completed at least one PSY core course; 34% reported successfully completing at least one writing
intensive PSY elective. With respect to typical grade earned on PSY research papers, 93% of this
subgroup reported that they usually receive “A”s or “B”s on their papers. 

Although responses from students who have not written a literature review paper for a PSY course to
date could be said to have limited value, Tables 3 and 4 present the mean ratings for both “experience
groups” on the remaining survey items.

Table 3: Means (and Standard Deviations) for Survey Items Reflecting Perceptions of Writing
Strengths and Weaknesses as a Function of PSY Writing Experience

Survey Item Have Not Written a PSY
Lit Review Paper To Date 

Have Written at Least
One PSY Lit Review
Paper

How much do you ENJOY writing research

papers for PSY courses?
2.60
(1.21)

2.74
 (1.00)

How much do you think your LEARN about

your TOPIC when writing a research paper for

a PSY course?

3.68
(1.03)

3.75
(.92)

How much do you think your LEARN about

WRITING RESEARCH PAPERS in your PSY

courses?

3.34
(1.14)

3.15
(1.10)

How SKILLED do you feel when it comes to

locating articles using PsycInfo?*
2.91
(1.21)

3.36
(1.16)

How SKILLED do you feel when it comes to

writing in APA style/format?
3.22
(1.26)

3.50
(1.12)

How SKILLED do you feel when it comes to

the MECHANICS of WRITING in general?
3.97
(1.04)

3.94
(.86)

Note: * indicates a significant difference (p < .05) between the two groups. On the 5-point rating scale used for the above

survey items, 1 = “not at all” and 5 = “very much.”

As reflected in Table 3 above, averages for these survey items hovered around the midpoint of the 5-
point scale; students who had written at least one literature review paper rated their skill with PsycInfo
(an electronic database of psychology journals) significantly higher than those who had not. 

We also asked respondents to indicate the extent to which they agreed (1 = “strongly disagree” to 5 =
“strongly agree”) with a series of statements reflecting various self-perceptions regarding specific
aspects of writing. These items were intended to parallel the items from the faculty survey. Table 4
presents the means and standard deviations for these items, again, for those students who have written
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at least one literature review paper for a PSY course and for those who have not.

Table 4: Means (and Standard Deviations) for Survey Items Reflecting Self-Perceptions of
Specific Aspects of Writing as a Function of PSY Writing Experience

Survey Item Have Not Written a PSY
Lit Review Paper To Date 

Have Written at
Least One PSY Lit
Review Paper

“I often worry about whether I’ve accidentally

plagiarized a source.”
2.25
(1.18)

2.50
(1.23)

“I am not a good speller.” 2.32
(1.34)

2.23
(1.28)

“I often don’t understand how to summarize or

synthesize or “pull together” the findings of the

sources I read on my topic.”

2.42
(1.00)

2.54
(.99)

“I am often confused as to how I am supposed to

cite sources properly within the body of my

paper(s).”

2.61
(1.07)

2.50
(1.06)

“I often have trouble finding sources/articles for my

research paper topic.”
2.44
(1.02)

2.54
(.99)

“I often procrastinate when it comes to my research

paper assignments.”
3.15
(1.17)

3.41
(1.11)

“I have a very hard time understanding the results

sections of articles.”
2.57
(1.06)

2.68
(1.01)

“I struggle to develop a thesis or focal point for my

papers.”
2.68
(1.11)

2.85
(1.01)

“I am always making APA formatting errors in my

papers.”
2.64
(.91)

2.66
(1.00)

“I find it easy to write in APA style.” 3.16
(1.07)

3.34
(1.10)

“I rarely make grammatical errors when writing.” 3.43
(1.19)

3.53
(1.12)

“Making logical transitions from one idea to the

next in a paper comes very easily to me.”
3.60
(.86)

3.48
(.97)

Note: On the 5-point rating scale used for the above survey items, 1 = “strongly disagree” and 5 = “strongly agree.”

With respect to the group of survey items included in Table 4, none of the pairs of means differ
significantly, although again, because many of the items specifically address writing PSY research
papers, the responses from students who have not yet had that experience are not terribly useful.
Perhaps of some interest is that the positively-worded survey items tended to be agreed with more so
(as evidenced by the higher means) than the negatively-worded ones (for both groups of students).
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Students’ mean ratings for having a hard time developing a thesis, making logical connections and
transitions, summarizing/synthesizing sources and understanding results sections (which essentially
map onto the top five weaknesses in student writing identified by the faculty survey) were below the
midpoint of the scale (indicating a tendency to disagree with the statements) and appear to suggest that
students do not see themselves as having much trouble with respect to these aspects of writing. This
seeming gap or disconnect between student and faculty perceptions might be worthy of further
consideration.

“Developing a Reliable System for Coding Student Papers in Psychology”: VCAP Status
Report

As noted earlier in this report, we developed a proposal for the Vice Chancellor’s Assessment Project
grant program, “Developing a Reliable System for Coding Student Papers in Psychology” (see
Attachment A) which was funded. The project is being overseen by Vartanian and Lawton. Three
former psychology majors who had been identified as skilled writers in the discipline (by faculty
recommendation) have been hired as readers. To date we have met five times, and collectively, over
120 hours have been invested in the project. In July 2012, we began modifying a published psychology
research paper rubric (i.e., Stellmack et al., 2009, which, although published, still had poor interrater
reliability). Five rounds of pilot coding/rubric revision using a small subset of student papers have
occurred, resulting in the development of nine coding criteria (see Table 5). Papers are coded along a 3-
point system for each criterion. The codebook in which criteria and their codes are defined is nearly
complete. In addition to a definition/explanation of each criterion and the specific codes under it,
exemplars of those codes with discussion are provided. Table 5 below provides the percent agreement
evidenced for each criterion on the latest (i.e., 5 ) round of pilot coding.  th

Table 5: Coding Criteria and Percent Agreement* Among 3 Independent Coders

Criterion Number of Rounds of
Pilot Coding Completed

Number of Papers
in Pilot Sample

Percent
Agreement

Strength of Thesis 5 12 92%

Clarity of Presentation of Past
Scholarship

5 12 92%

Cohesiveness of Literature
Chosen For Review

5 12 100%

Integration/Synthesis of Evidence 5 12 75%

Strength of Conclusion(s) 5 12 100%

Consideration of Future
Directions/Applications

5 12 67%

Attention to Mechanics of
Composition

1 6 100%
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Scientific Writing Style 1 6 100%

Formatting of Citations and
References

1 6 100%

Note: * “Agreement” is defined as perfect agreement among all 3 coders OR exact agreement among 2 coders, with the

third discrepant code adjacent in the system to the two in agreement.

As Table 5 shows, agreement among coders (defined as at least two of the three coders assigning the
same code, with the discrepant code being adjacent in the scheme to the two that are in agreement) is
well above the conventional level of desired reliability (i.e., 80%) for seven of the nine criteria. 

At this time, we will complete one more pilot round with Criteria H, I and J. Assuming the reliability
for those three criteria holds, we will proceed with the coding of a larger subset of our student papers
for the purposes of generating program assessment data (as opposed to coding for the purpose of
coding system development). At that time, we will bring on two new coders, who have not participated
in the development of the system. Doing so will provide a fairly powerful test of the system’s
reliability, in that if “naive” coders who have not participated in the development of the system assign
codes like trained/experienced coders, the operational definitions of the codes are clear. Completion of
the examples of specific codes for all criteria and the discussions of those examples is about 50%
complete. We are hopeful that this codebook will be highly valuable not only because of how it will
contribute to interrater reliability in the coding of papers for assessment purposes, but also because of
its potential use in teaching students how to write effectively in the discourse of our discipline.

Findings and Conclusions (Bachelor’s Degree)

We took a slightly different tack this year with respect to our assessment of student writing. We
employed two indirect measures of students’ ability to communicate effectively in the discourse of the
discipline as measured by their psychology research papers: We surveyed psychology faculty members
regarding specific weaknesses they encounter in students’ papers, and we surveyed current students
about their perceptions and experiences with psychology writing assignments. The results of the faculty
survey reiterate what we’ve reported regarding student writing for some time: faculty continue to see
certain problems with student writing. However, the survey provides more specific information about
those weaknesses, as well as some sense of which ones faculty believe are most critical to address. This
information should be helpful in terms of getting faculty to think about ways they might instruct
students to overcome these weaknesses. The results of the student survey suggest that students need to
be made more aware of what constitutes “success” in writing psychology research papers, as it appears
that students overestimate their abilities and underestimate their weaknesses when it comes to
writing–at least when compared to faculty perceptions. The development of a reliable system of coding
student papers is long overdue; a system that not only yields an overall, summative evaluation of
student writing but that can also identify with some precision the exact nature of problems or
weaknesses could go a long way to helping instructors modify pedagogical strategies for use in the
domain of writing research papers. We appear to be making good progress toward the delivery of such
a system.
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Responses and Actions for Continuous Improvement (Bachelor’s Degree)

We look forward to the completion of the VCAP project within the next 3-4 weeks; once the system is
in place, it will be used to code a random sample of student paper collected over the past three years.
Findings from those data will be presented to the faculty, along with the system. We will urge that
faculty incorporate use of the rubric (with its codebook)–for example, as they formulate their own
writing assignments for their courses, and consider showing students how they might use it to assess
their own papers before submitting them for a grade. We will continue to collect student papers each
year; we will assess student writing again in three years and see to what extent there is any
improvement.

Report prepared by:
Psychology Department Assessment Committee
(Blakemore, Drouin, Lawton, Vartanian, Yoder)
Lesa Rae Vartanian, Chair
Approved by the Psychology Department, September 19, 2012
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Vice Chancellor Assessment Project (VCAP) Grant Proposal
Department of Psychology

Project Title:

Developing a Reliable System for Coding Student Papers in Psychology

Project Head:

Lesa Rae Vartanian, Associate Professor/Associate Chair, Psychology

Project Description:

Although the Department of Psychology has been using research papers written by majors
as part of its assessment processes for over fifteen years, a consistent and serious problem
in doing so has been the inability to develop a system that is reliable. (Other bodies on
campus–e.g., the Gen Ed Committee–have experienced this problem as well.) That is, in
the past, when two coders use our rubric for scoring student papers, there has tended to be
little agreement between them. A reliable rubric should manifest highly similar scores
when used independently by two or more coders. Without a minimal level of interrater
reliability, the data collected from the student papers is virtually useless. We need to be
able to collect reliable data about students’ writing so that we can use those data to
improve how we teach our students to communicate in the language and style of our
discipline. The fact that we have repeatedly seen the same problems with student writing
for close to two decades speaks to the need for a more useful strategy in assessing student
writing.

This project will involve five phases as follows:

Phase 1: Psychology department faculty will be surveyed regarding their
perceptions and experiences with student writing, and students will be surveyed
regarding their perceptions and experiences with writing assignments in
psychology. These indirect measures will provide potentially useful information to
guide the development and implementation of the coding system. To date, Phase 1
has been partially completed–faculty have been surveyed. Examination of those
data suggest a follow-up survey would be useful; that follow-up as well as the
student survey will be completed by March 1, 2012. The surveys will be created
and administered by members of the Department of Psychology’s Assessment
Committee (Drouin, Lawton, Vartanian, Yoder), and overseen by the
Department’s Assessment Director (Vartanian).

Phase 2: An exhaustive search of the literature will take place; other psychology
departments across the nation have expressed similar problems in using student
writing samples for assessment purposes. We will first search for conceptual and
empirical works relating to this topic to discern if a rubric that demonstrates



reliability has been developed. This phase of our project has already begun, and
thus far, it appears that rubric development has not gone much beyond the
conceptual level and the rubrics that do exist do not have high reliability. This
phase will be completed by February 1, 2012. Members of the departmental
assessment committee (Blakemore, Drouin, Lawton, Vartanian, Yoder) will
conduct the search.

Phase 3: A rubric will be developed–by modifying an existing one to suit our
needs and/or modifying ones we have tried to use previously. Additionally and
most importantly, a scoring or coding manual for the rubric will be developed.
The manual will contain specific instructions and concrete examples of student
writing falling under each score. The estimated completion date for Phase 3 is
May 1, 2013. Again, departmental assessment committee members will work on
this phase of the project.

Phase 4: This phase will involve the training of 3 graduate students (e.g., from the
College of Education’s counseling program) to use the system; reliability will be
assessed, and changes made to the system (i.e., the rubric and the manual) as
needed to achieve minimum acceptable inter rater reliability (i.e., 65%
agreement). The estimated completion date for Phase 4 is July 30, 2012. Vartanian
will administer this phase of the project with input from the other committee
members.

Phase 5: This phase will involve the use of the system to code the N = 133 student
papers that have been collected to date. The data resulting from phase 5 will then
be analyzed and reported as per the Department’s Assessment Plan. The estimated
completion date for Phase 5 is September 15, 2012. Vartanian will administer this
phase of the project with input from the other committee members.

Project Significance:

Although we have an assessment plan that is highly effective in many respects, with this
project the Department of Psychology would be “going beyond where we are now,” in
that we are trying to improve our process for assessing writing. As such, the proposed
project meets Criterion #1. 

We have developed rubrics in the past, but never a scoring or coding manual that explains
and/or demonstrates how to use the rubric. In this way, the proposed project meets
Criterion #2.

Moreover, the development of a reliable rubric with examples of good and poor writing
sets the stage for an exciting new direction for the future: the use of the rubric as a
teaching tool, where it could be used as a checklist by the students themselves to improve
their own writing. Thus, the proposed project meets Criterion #3.



Use of Funds:

We are requesting $1500. The money will be used to pay 3 graduate students stipends of
$500 each during the summer for their role in the project (see Phases 4 and 5 above).



TO:   Dr. Peter Iadicola, Chair, Department of Sociology 
FROM:   COAS Assessment Committee  
SUBJECT:  2011-2012 Assessment Report for Sociology 
DATE:   January 15, 2013 
 

 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Department of Sociology’s 2011-2012 
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. The Department of 
Sociology continues to improve its assessment report with this year’s submission. The report begins with 
statements of the department mission and the goals and outcomes for the undergraduate and graduate 
programs, something suggested by the Assessment Committee last year. It is unclear why scholarship 
and service are listed as well, if this is a report of assessment of student learning outcomes, but if 
students are encouraged and/or provided opportunities in these areas, this could be clearer. Having 
identified learning outcomes that are measurable, the department would benefit by locating these 
outcomes in the curriculum. Especially since the report notes the issue of course offerings and the 
possibility of completing the degree in four years—despite a decrease in faculty due to retirement and 
the subsequent limitations on new course offerings—inclusion of a curriculum map that clarifies where 
students are exposed to certain learning outcomes would be very helpful (the report refers to a map 
being completed and attached for both the undergraduate and graduate program, but they are not). 

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process. Inclusion of your current assessment plan 
would also help by contextualizing your assessment measures and the conclusions drawn from them, as 
well as the need stated for a new assessment plan. Your report identifies two measures used this year, 
an exit survey and an alumni survey.  Your report clarifies how the exit survey and alumni survey were 
conducted, how many students participated, and what areas were addressed. This is much clearer 
information, as requested by last year’s letter from the Assessment Committee.  

Step 4: Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions. Your report this year also improves by 
quantifying the exit survey results from graduates and the alumni survey. With a 66% response rate, exit 
survey results are presented in a clear table showing the Likert scale ratings of the survey. The scale is 
not only a clear presentation of assessment data, it allows the department to see where strengths and 
weaknesses, and disagreement between the two, exist in student views. Although your report notes 
areas students cite as needing improvement as well as being satisfactory and quantifies that data, what 
is more notable is the discrepancy in responses regarding features of the sociology program. It would be 
beneficial for the department to address how the ratings on both sides and across the scale can or 
should be regarded. Results from the exit survey questions that address learning outcomes show more 
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agreement, with student evaluations clearly on the higher end of the scale. Your report indicates 
disappointment with the alumni survey, and Sociology is certainly not alone in its difficulty generating a 
significant enough response from which to draw helpful conclusions. It is notable to include what 
positions the respondents currently hold, however, because that information itself can be regarded as a 
measure of success, especially since four of the five responding are pursuing work directly associated 
with the sociology major or pursuing graduate work. Responses are listed in tables here as well. The 
report also explains the need for assessment plan revisions and indicates the intention to include 
assessment of its general education course. 

Overall Recommendations: The Department of Sociology is making admirable progress not only in its 
assessment process but in its assessment reports. To help the department progress toward its 
assessment goals, we suggest the following: 

• Include the current (and any progress on proposed) assessment plans (Note that all revised 
assessment plans must first be approved by the COAS Assessment Committee and then by the 
University Assessment Council.) 

• Include curriculum maps for the undergraduate and graduate programs 
• Address any inconsistencies in results or inconclusive results 

Thank you for your continue efforts and a much improved and more inclusive 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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Sociology Department Assessment 2012 Report 

 

Executive summary 

For this cycle in program assessment for the undergraduate program oral reports from the 

capstone class were to be reviewed and exit interview and alumni survey was to be done.  As a 

result of problem of coordinating faculty schedules and a change in the final project for the 

students in the S470 course from previous semesters that it was taught, the review of the 

capstone course oral reports of the assessment was not completed.  In regard to the student 

surveys, respondent indicated that they were able to meet the program goals and that the 

education that they received was helpful in finding employment and in doing the job once 

employed.  Graduating students noted that the improvements could be made in the offering of a 

greater variety and frequency of courses.  Unfortunately, given the reduction in faculty with the 

loss of a position due to faculty retirement it will be difficult at this time to increase the offerings 

of courses.  However, the current rotation of courses for the undergraduate program allows 

students to complete the major within four years.  We will continue to request additional faculty 

positions in order to meet the needs of our students.  Undergraduate committee members also 

realized that there were weaknesses in the current assessment program’s reliance on only 

assessing the capstone course student project in that it did not provide information as to where in 

the curriculum students may be having in achieving program goals.  The department faculty is in 

the process of redesigning the assessment plan for the undergraduate program and developing an 

assessment plan for the graduate program modeled on the undergraduate program that will 

include course level assessment of the learning objectives in all required or core courses.   When 
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both plans are finalized by the faculty they will be submitted to the College of Arts and Sciences 

Program Assessment Council for review and recommendation.  

Department Mission Statement 

The Department of Sociology at Indiana University-Purdue University, Fort Wayne is dedicated 

to excellence, integrity, and freedom of inquiry in the creation and dissemination of sociological 

knowledge through scholarship, teaching, and service. 

Undergraduate Teaching 

The undergraduate program focuses on theoretical, methodological, critical thinking and 

communication skills and the application of sociological knowledge necessary to analyze social 

structures and processes.  Through use of excellence in teaching and research we prepare 

students for gainful employment and further education. 

Graduate Teaching 

Through excellence in research, teaching and mentoring, the graduate program seeks to prepare 

skilled practitioners of sociology.  Sociological practitioners couple their knowledge of 

sociological theory with skills in both quantitative research methods to conduct research, engage 

in analysis of social problems and social policy, and design interventions to effect change in the 

functioning of social groups, organizations and/or institutions.  In addition, sociological 

practitioners are skilled at translating sociological theory, analysis, and research findings to a 

non-academic audience. 
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Scholarship 

Scholarship refers to the production of information that contributes to the knowledge within the 

discipline of sociology and its practice.  Scholarship includes the development of theories and 

concepts, the testing of theory through the collection and analysis of data, and the application of 

theory and knowledge through the practice of sociology.  The successful accomplishment of the 

department’s teaching and service missions are dependent upon a faculty engaged in scholarship 

activities. 

Service 

Service at the department, school, university, community, and disciplinary levels is an intrinsic 

component of the duties of a teacher/scholar.  Providing service t the department, school, and 

university by membership on various committees and governing bodies is a significant way to 

apply sociological expertise and perspectives.  Service to the community includes delivering 

public lectures, consulting, serving on community and advisory boards, and interacting with the 

media.  Engaging in professional service includes serving as officers, participating on 

committees and editorial boards, reviewing manuscripts and book proposals, and organizing 

sessions for conferences. 

 

Undergraduate Assessment - Report on Student Surveys 

This year’s assessment report includes results from the exit and alumni surveys.  Per the schedule 

of the assessment plan for the BA degree, a faculty team was also scheduled to review the oral 

presentations that students gave in the capstone course, S470.  Unfortunately, problems arose in 

the scheduling of the faculty team attending all the presentation so this could not be completed as 

plan.  However, there was a larger problem noted in that the project assignment for the capstone 
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was not the same as the previous years which made the evaluation non-comparable to previous 

years that the course was taught.  The undergraduate committee also reviewed the assessment 

plan and has decided to submit a revised plan once approved by the department.  I will report 

more on this new plan later in this report.   

Exit Survey of Graduates, class of 2011. 

Six of the nine students who graduated in 2011 responded to an online Qualitrics Survey which 

asked them to report on areas for improvement in the undergraduate program.  Results reveal 

needed improvement in the following areas, note that the number of students is provided in 

parentheses:  advising (1), frequency of course offerings (1), diversity of course offerings (1), 

and faculty availability (1).    Table 1 on the next page reports the student ratings of features of 

the sociology program.   Students were most concerned about the frequency and diversity of 

courses taught in the Undergraduate program.  Although, students generally rated other features 

of the program more positively, two students reported that faculty members were not as available 

to them as they would have liked.   

 As to the overall strength of the program, all students reported that the quality of faculty, 

their passion for the subject matter and teaching were strengths of the program.  Students were 

also asked if there should be more writing assignments in sociology courses. Three of the 

students reported that the amount of writing in the courses was about right and three reported that 

there could be more assigned. 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,” two 

students reported that they had problems with the theory course that they received, one student 
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appreciated the hands on activities in the methods course, and one student reported that the core 

courses covered what they felt was necessary for the major.    

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) 

 Mean 

1 
Advising 
within the 
department 

0 2 0 2 2 6 3.67 

2 
Frequency 
of course 
offerings 

2 1 1 2 0 6 2.50 

3 
Diversity 
of course 
offerings 

2 1 1 1 1 6 2.67 

4 Availability 
of faculty 1 1 1 2 1 6 3.17 

5 
Sociology 
club 
activities 

1 0 1 2 2 6 3.67 

         
 

 Graduating students were also asked to report the degree to which they had met the 

learning objectives for the sociology major.    The table 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 

students rated their skills most highly were in their ability to identify and explain the three major 

theoretical paradigms, write and present a research paper, and demonstrate an understanding of 

the American Sociological Association Code of Ethics.   
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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 

 Mean 

1 

Identify, 
define and 
explain the 
three major 
theoretical 
perspectives 
in sociology 

0 0 0 2 4 6 3.67 

2 
Engage in 
theoretical 
analyses 

0 0 1 2 3 6 3.33 

3 
Theoretically 
interpret 
social issues 

0 0 1 3 2 6 3.17 

4 

Demonstrate 
the use of 
quantitative 
methodologies 
in the field of 
sociology 

0 0 1 2 3 6 3.33 

5 

Demonstrate 
the use of 
qualitative 
methodologies 
in the field of 
sociology 

0 0 0 4 2 6 3.33 

6 

Critically 
evaluate 
different 
research 
methodologies 
in sociological 
research 

0 0 0 4 2 6 3.33 

7 
Interpret 
social science 
data 

0 0 1 2 3 6 3.33 
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8 

Correctly 
select the 
appropriate 
statistical 
technique 
when 
analyzing data 

0 0 1 2 3 6 3.33 

9 

Use a 
statistical 
software 
package 

0 0 1 2 3 6 3.33 

10 

Critically 
evaluate 
theoretical 
arguments 

0 0 2 1 3 6 3.17 

11 

Develop 
evidence 
based 
arguments 

0 0 2 2 2 6 3.00 

12 

Critically 
evaluate 
published 
research 

0 0 1 3 2 6 3.17 

13 
Successfully 
write a 
research paper 

0 0 0 2 4 6 3.67 

14 

Successfully 
present a 
research 
report 

0 1 0 1 4 6 4.17 

15 

Understand 
the ethical 
standards as 
related to the 
use of human 
subjects in 
research 

0 0 0 3 3 6 3.50 

16 

Demonstrate 
an 
understanding 
of the ASA 
Code of 
Ethics 

0 0 0 2 4 6 3.67 
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Alumni Survey (classes of 2009 and 2010). 

 Unfortunately, the response rate for the alumni survey was quite low.  Twenty two 

alumni who graduated in 2009 and 2010 were attempted to be contacted and we received five 

alumni responses (three students were from the 2010 graduating class and 2 were from the 2009 

class), a 22 percent response rate.  All five students reported that they were full time students 

while attending IPFW.  The following is the list of their current positions reported by the alumni 

respondents; Development and Alumni Relations Coordinator, Clinical Counselor, graduate 

student and assistant in English, social worker, and homemaker.  The following is the list of 

employers identified; University of St. Francis, Otis Bowen Center, IPFW, and the Women’s 

Bureau.     

 As to the survey item; “Please indicate the values of the skills and knowledge you 

developed as a sociology major in securing the position,” two of the students reported that the 

skills and knowledge developed as a major was of great value and three students reported that it 

was of some value.   As to the survey item, “Please indicate the value of the skills and 

knowledge you developed as a sociology major in preparing you 

for your current position,” all five alumni reported that the major was of some value in preparing 

them for their current position.  When asked to list the “specific skills or areas of knowledge that 

you acquired as a sociology major which has been useful to you in your current position” they 

provided the following responses noted in table 3. 
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Table 3: Text Response to the question “What specific skills or areas of knowledge that you 
received as a sociology major which has been helopful to you in your current position.” 
My research skills have helped in my work with donor research for development efforts. 
Survey writing, scales 
theory, learning about cultures, violence in society, how groups function 
Teaching and understanding group behavior, an understanding of research, social theories and 
how they apply to composition 
I was last employed with Lutheran Social Services and knowledge about deviant behavior and 
the role of the family helped me with assessing new mothers. 
 

Alumni were also asked to “Please indicate your level of satisfaction with the undergraduate 

sociology program at IPFW in preparing you for your current job,” four reported that they were 

satisfied and one reported that they were very unsatisfied.  Alumni were also asked to respond to 

the following item: “Overall, how satisfied are you with the quality of the sociology program at 

IPFW?”  One responded that they were very satisfied with the quality of the sociology program 

at IPFW and four responded that they were satisfied.  In response to the item, “Please indicate 

any suggestions that you would like to make that may improve the quality of the sociology 

program at IPFW,” the alumni reported the following comments as noted in Table 4;  

Table 4:Text Response to the survey item “Please indicate any suggestions that you would like 
to make that may improve the quality of the sociology program at IPFW.” 
It would be great for some classes to focus on how to relate sociology to the business world, 
because that is where many graduates will end up eventually. 
offer more classes at 300 and 400 levels!! 
A varying of course offerings would be great.  Seeing the same classes offered every semester 
did not allow me to branch out as much as I would have liked. 
    

Proposed Changes in Assessment Plan 

The sociology department faculty are currently reviewing proposed changes to the current 

assessment plan to include assessment to be done each year in all core (required courses) in both 
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undergraduate and graduate programs.  The members of the undergraduate committee decided 

that we could better track problems with the program if we included an assessment of learning 

objectives for all of the required courses for the undergraduate and graduate programs.  The 

assessment only of the capstone course in the undergraduate program assessment did not allow 

us to isolate where there were problems in the delivery of the curriculum.  The only exception 

would be for the S161- Principles of Sociology course.  The rationale for excluding this course 

from program assessment is because the vast majority of the students in the approximately 26 

sections of S161 taught each semester are non-majors.  A separate assessment plan for S161 

courses will be developed to regularly assess this course for the general education program.  

During the spring semester, the faculty who teach the various core courses will meet to 

determine the specific methods of assessment that will take place in each of the core courses.  

 For the undergraduate program, the learning objectives that are emphasized and 

reinforced will be assessed on a semester by semester basis for each of the core courses.   For the 

graduate core courses there is no distinction of introduced, emphasized or reinforced, all learning 

objectives indicated for a course will be assessed.  I have attached the curriculum maps for both 

undergraduate and graduate core courses.  For both undergraduate and graduate programs there 

will also be an exit survey and an alumni survey conducted each year.  The undergraduate 

program assessment surveys are reported in this report, the graduate survey are to be developed 

this spring to be administered during the summer.   

Conclusions 

Overall, recent graduate and alumni rated the program positively in fulfilling their educational 

needs.  There were areas of needed improvement noted including providing a greater diversity of 

course offerings and times of courses to be offered.  Unfortunately, at this time the department of 
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sociology has one replacement position that needs to be filled to bring us back to the minimum 

number of faculty required to offer all necessary courses for students to fulfill both 

undergraduate and graduate programs.  The proposed modifications in the assessment plan for 

the undergraduate major to develop course level assessment techniques for each of the core 

courses is seen as an important improvement in the assessment of the undergraduate major.  The 

creation of an assessment plan for the graduate program that is modeled on the undergraduate 

assessment plan will be developed and sent to the College of Arts and Sciences Program 

Assessment Council for review and recommendation and possible implementation for this next 

academic year.   
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TO:   Dr. Janet Badia, Director of Women’s Studies Program 
FROM:    COAS Assessment Committee 
SUBJECT:  2011-2012 Assessment Report for the WOST 
DATE:    January 15, 2013 
 

 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Women’s Studies (WOST) Program 
2011-2012 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.  As in previous 
reports, WOST clearly identifies the learning goals for its major and certificate.  Although specific ties to 
the Baccalaureate Framework are not delineated this year, the report refers to those goals as being 
integral to its mission, which is important to show how the program fits into the IPFW mission.  The 
report also refers to its curriculum map, an element suggested in last year’s Assessment Committee 
response, although this is not included in the report.  It would be very helpful to include this map as it 
would clarify and specify the thoughtful consideration that WOST clearly puts into its curriculum. This 
thoughtfulness is evident in the description of the core curriculum and cross-listed courses and how 
they maintain the program’s interdisciplinary nature as well as its integrity as a major. 

Step 3:  Identification of Assessment Measures and Process.  The Assessment Committee congratulates 
WOST for its receipt of a grant to improve its assessment measures and process.  The report explains 
that the grant is allowing the creation of a rubric that will better assess the portfolios used in the 
required course, WOST 304, and that this rubric is expected in spring 2013. Rubrics for assessment of 
the capstone course portfolios and for the general education course are also expected in spring 2013. 
The exit survey has also been postponed for further revision.  The WOST program has likely already 
considered this, but an anonymous survey would be ideal.  Anonymity would allow students to feel 
more comfortable making critical comments and suggestions, removing any concern on their part for 
how those criticisms may be received, especially by interviewing faculty with whom they have had 
courses or from whom they are requesting letters of recommendation.  Also consider implementing this 
survey more often than every four years.  The survey results used in conjunction with the exit interviews 
could provide a clearer picture of program strengths and weaknesses on a yearly basis.  Two other 
measures the WOST report refers to, new instructor evaluation and capstone course portfolios, are both 
strong.  New instructor evaluation in four different aspects, including peer observation, is excellent.  The 
blind review of W400 portfolios is also an excellent measure, providing more objectivity. 

Step 4:  Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions.  Your report includes transcripts of three exit 
interviews, which is a very helpful appendix.  The report calls attention to strengths cited by more than 
one, and often all, of the three interviewees:  sense of community, support, and non-authoritarian 
(student-centered) learning environments.  The report also cites two criticisms evident in the interviews:  

Page 1 of 2 
 

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


a lack of (or lack of helpful placement of) a research methods course in the curriculum and a need for 
more information about the WOST major earlier in the undergraduate academic career.  The program 
report addresses the limited conclusions that the interviews offer and clearly shares concerns about 
program learning outcome alignment with the curriculum.  While the new rubrics will very likely 
improve the assessment results, consider the value of including a curriculum map as well as an exit 
survey that directly includes questions tied to the (revised) learning outcomes and curriculum.  The 
report has a very clear plan to address the concerns raised in the exit interviews. 

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: 

• Clearer learning outcomes 
• A curriculum map 
• Consider including an anonymous survey in addition to the exit interviews 
• use quantifiable measures and analysis of results where possible 

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.   

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	  for	  AY	  2011-‐2012	  
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.	  	  

Currently,	  we	  are	  in	  the	  process	  of	  substantially	  revising	  our	  assessment	  practices,	  though	  the	  basic	  plan	  
remains	  the	  same.	  In	  particular,	  in	  attempting	  to	  implement	  our	  assessment	  plan	  over	  the	  past	  couple	  
years,	  we	  discovered	  several	  shortcomings,	  including	  a	  lack	  of	  assessment	  rubrics	  that	  would	  allow	  us	  to	  
gather	  meaningful	  data	  about	  the	  raw	  materials/student	  work	  that	  we	  selected	  to	  assess.	  To	  remedy	  
these	  shortcomings,	  in	  January	  2012,	  Women’s	  Studies	  received	  a	  VCAA	  Assessment	  Project	  Grant	  to	  
revise	  and	  fine-‐tune	  our	  interim	  and	  exit	  assessment	  processes,	  as	  well	  as	  improve	  our	  assessment	  of	  
our	  general	  education	  course.	  The	  grant	  covered	  work	  to	  be	  completed	  over	  spring	  and	  fall	  semesters	  
2012.	  While	  we	  originally	  planned	  to	  have	  the	  work	  completed	  by	  now,	  in	  the	  process	  of	  working	  on	  the	  
objectives	  set	  out	  in	  our	  grant,	  we	  discovered	  more	  significant	  problems	  with	  the	  foundations	  of	  our	  
assessment:	  namely,	  a	  lack	  of	  clear,	  relevant,	  and	  measurable	  learning	  outcomes	  for	  our	  degree	  
programs.	  We’ve	  decided	  to	  use	  the	  opportunity	  of	  the	  grant,	  then,	  to	  address	  these	  larger	  structural	  
problems,	  a	  decision	  which	  has	  delayed	  the	  development	  of	  rubrics	  and	  the	  completion	  of	  assessment	  
for	  AY	  2011-‐2012.	  Thus,	  we	  do	  not	  have	  as	  much	  to	  report	  as	  we	  would	  usually.	  However,	  we	  do	  have	  
some	  assessment	  results	  to	  report	  in	  those	  areas	  less	  affected	  by	  the	  grant,	  and	  we	  can	  also	  respond	  to	  
how	  we	  are	  improving	  assessment	  based	  on	  last	  year’s	  review	  of	  our	  efforts	  by	  the	  COAS	  Assessment	  
Committee.	  

	  

I. Assessment	  Activities	  

ASSESSMENT	  OF	  THE	  WOST	  BACHELOR	  OF	  ARTS	  PROGRAM	  

Interim	  Assessment	  Activities:	  	  

We	  have	  a	  plan	  in	  place	  for	  interim	  assessment,	  which	  includes	  the	  evaluation	  of	  final	  student	  projects	  
collected	  from	  WOST	  W304:	  Feminist	  Theories,	  and	  we	  have	  collected	  the	  student	  projects.	  However,	  
because	  we	  don’t	  yet	  have	  a	  rubric	  for	  assessing	  these	  papers	  and	  because	  we	  would	  like	  our	  rubric	  to	  
reflect	  our	  (still-‐being-‐revised)	  new	  learning	  outcomes,	  we	  have	  delayed	  this	  process	  until	  early	  spring	  
semester.	  	  

Exit	  Assessment	  Activities:	  

We	  have	  a	  plan	  in	  place	  for	  exit	  assessment,	  which	  includes	  the	  evaluation	  of	  student	  portfolios	  
produced	  for	  our	  capstone	  course	  WOST	  W400,	  as	  well	  an	  exit	  interview	  with	  graduating	  seniors.	  We	  
conducted	  exit	  interviews	  with	  3	  of	  our	  4	  graduating	  seniors	  (1	  of	  them	  was	  not	  available	  for	  an	  
interview).	  And	  we	  have	  collected	  student	  portfolios	  for	  all	  of	  the	  students	  from	  WOST	  W400.	  However,	  
because	  we	  don’t	  yet	  have	  a	  rubric	  for	  assessing	  the	  portfolios	  and	  because	  we	  would	  like	  our	  rubric	  to	  
reflect	  our	  (still-‐being-‐revised)	  new	  learning	  outcomes,	  we	  have	  delayed	  this	  process	  until	  early	  spring	  
semester.	  	  



	  
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	  conducted	  
every	  four	  years,	  and	  we	  originally	  planned	  to	  conduct	  one	  for	  the	  current	  reporting	  period.	  In	  light	  of	  
our	  revision	  to	  our	  other	  areas,	  however,	  we	  have	  decided	  to	  revisit	  and	  revise	  the	  survey	  before	  doing	  
another,	  especially	  in	  light	  of	  the	  expense	  and	  time	  involved	  in	  conducting	  this	  survey,	  and	  our	  current	  
focus	  on	  other,	  more	  pressing	  concerns	  related	  to	  assessment.	  
	  
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.	  	  

Assessment	  of	  General	  Education	  Course:	  We	  currently	  have	  one	  course	  in	  our	  curriculum	  that	  meets	  a	  
general	  education	  requirement:	  WOST	  W301,	  which	  is	  included	  in	  Area	  VI	  of	  the	  general	  education	  
curriculum.	  Developing	  rubrics	  for	  the	  assessment	  of	  this	  course	  is	  also	  among	  our	  VCAA	  Project	  Grant	  
tasks.	  We	  just	  recently	  received	  notice	  from	  the	  Director	  of	  General	  Education	  that	  this	  assessment	  
should	  be	  completed	  by	  January,	  so	  we	  will	  have	  information	  to	  report	  to	  the	  COAS	  Assessment	  
Committee	  about	  these	  assessment	  activities	  next	  year.	  	  

	  

II. Findings	  

As	  mentioned	  above,	  we	  have	  not	  completed	  our	  interim	  assessment	  or	  the	  portfolio	  review	  portion	  of	  
the	  exit	  assessment	  plan	  for	  last	  year,	  pending	  revision	  of	  our	  learning	  outcomes	  and	  development	  of	  
rubrics.	  If	  requested,	  I	  would	  be	  happy	  to	  submit	  an	  addendum	  to	  this	  report	  once	  these	  are	  complete.	  	  
	  
In	  terms	  of	  the	  other	  half	  of	  our	  exit	  assessment	  plan,	  transcripts	  of	  our	  (oral)	  exit	  interviews	  with	  our	  
2012	  graduating	  majors	  are	  attached.	  Students	  this	  year	  highlighted	  many	  of	  the	  same	  strengths	  and	  
weaknesses	  as	  past	  students	  have.	  In	  particular,	  they	  seemed	  to	  agree	  that	  the	  interdisciplinary	  
perspective	  we	  provided	  was	  invaluable;	  that	  our	  small	  classes,	  student-‐	  and	  discussion-‐centered	  
pedagogy,	  and	  strong	  sense	  of	  community	  among	  majors	  were	  considerable	  assets	  in	  their	  learning	  and	  
development;	  that	  women’s	  studies	  courses	  were	  central	  to	  developing	  their	  overall	  critical	  thinking	  
skills	  and	  thus	  in	  advancing	  their	  success	  in	  their	  other	  courses;	  and	  that	  service-‐learning	  and	  practicum	  
opportunities	  provided	  a	  unique	  learning	  experience	  and	  gave	  them	  a	  new	  appreciation	  for	  what	  it	  
would	  be	  like	  to	  do	  advocacy/non-‐profit	  work	  in	  the	  community.	  Among	  the	  few	  weaknesses	  they	  
singled	  out:	  they	  noted	  that	  their	  education	  in	  feminist	  research	  methods	  came	  too	  late	  in	  our	  
curriculum	  and	  that	  they	  found	  the	  Women’s	  Studies	  major	  too	  late	  in	  their	  academic	  careers	  to	  make	  
the	  most	  of	  it.	  	  

	  

III. Conclusions	  

It	  is	  difficult	  to	  measure	  what	  we	  learned	  from	  the	  students’	  exit	  interviews	  against	  our	  current	  learning	  
outcomes	  for	  the	  B.A.	  degree	  in	  Women’s	  Studies	  because	  of	  the	  disconnect	  between	  the	  articulation	  of	  



the	  current	  outcomes	  and	  the	  reality	  of	  how	  students	  articulate	  what	  they	  have	  learned	  in	  our	  program.	  
As	  I	  noted	  above,	  trying	  to	  develop	  a	  rubric	  to	  measure	  our	  outcomes	  opened	  our	  eyes	  to	  the	  very	  real	  
limitations	  of	  our	  current	  learning	  outcomes.	  We	  realized	  our	  outcomes	  do	  not	  adequately	  articulate	  
what	  we	  are	  teaching	  in	  our	  classes	  and	  that	  the	  outcomes	  fall	  short	  of	  reflecting	  the	  current	  state	  of	  
women’s	  studies	  as	  a	  discipline.	  Discussion	  among	  instructors	  teaching	  our	  core	  Women’s	  Studies	  
classes	  and	  a	  review	  of	  the	  learning	  outcomes	  articulated	  by	  other	  women’s	  studies	  programs	  around	  
the	  nation	  have	  confirmed	  this.	  We	  are	  addressing	  these	  shortcoming,	  as	  noted	  above,	  and	  we	  are	  
proceeding	  from	  the	  conclusion	  that	  what	  are	  teaching	  (i.e.,	  our	  curriculum)	  is	  for	  the	  most	  part	  sound	  
and	  well-‐aligned	  with	  national	  standards	  for	  education	  in	  women’s	  studies,	  but	  that	  our	  articulation	  of	  
student	  learning	  outcomes	  is	  not	  very	  well-‐aligned	  with	  the	  reality	  of	  our	  curriculum.	  	  

	  

IV. Actions	  to	  Be	  Taken	  

Obviously,	  the	  most	  significant	  action	  we	  are	  taking	  is	  the	  revision	  of	  our	  learning	  outcomes,	  which	  will	  
improve	  our	  assessment	  practices	  considerably.	  In	  the	  meantime,	  based	  on	  what	  we’ve	  learned	  from	  
exit	  interviews,	  we	  have	  other	  actions	  we	  can	  begin	  to	  take.	  We	  recognize	  a	  need	  for	  a	  women’s	  studies	  
research	  writing	  and	  methods	  course,	  and	  the	  WOST	  Program	  Committee	  is	  in	  agreement	  that	  we	  
should	  develop	  and	  propose	  one.	  It’s	  simply	  of	  matter	  of	  finding	  the	  time	  to	  do	  so.	  After	  the	  completion	  
of	  the	  work	  for	  our	  VCAA	  Project	  Grant,	  we	  will	  begin	  the	  process	  of	  developing	  the	  course.	  However,	  
developing	  the	  course	  addresses	  only	  half	  the	  problem.	  Since	  the	  course	  would	  be	  offered	  as	  a	  
substitute	  for	  English	  W233,	  we	  need	  to	  attract	  majors	  to	  our	  program	  earlier	  than	  we	  now	  do	  (i.e.,	  
when	  they	  are	  first-‐year	  and	  sophomore	  level	  students	  who	  haven’t	  yet	  completed	  their	  general	  
education	  courses).	  Our	  strategy	  for	  doing	  this	  is	  in	  place:	  we	  are	  now	  attempting	  to	  certify	  WOST	  
W210:	  Introduction	  to	  Women’s	  Studies	  as	  a	  general	  education	  course	  in	  hopes	  of	  exposing	  students	  to	  
women’s	  studies	  courses	  much	  sooner,	  and	  we	  are	  developing	  a	  comprehensive	  marketing	  plan	  to	  bring	  
better	  visibility	  to	  the	  major	  across	  campus	  so	  that	  students	  learn	  about	  us	  sooner	  in	  their	  academic	  
careers.	  	  

	  

V. Improvements	  to	  Assessment	  Process	  

Again,	  we	  are	  taking	  several	  significant	  steps	  toward	  strengthening	  our	  assessment	  process,	  and	  last	  
year’s	  report	  was	  helpful	  in	  leading	  us	  to	  identify	  some	  of	  our	  weaknesses.	  As	  the	  report	  noted	  then,	  our	  
learning	  outcomes	  were	  vague	  and	  could	  be	  “interpreted	  in	  multiple	  ways”	  (we’ve	  obviously	  gone	  
further	  than	  this	  in	  our	  self-‐critique).	  The	  report	  also	  noted	  that	  we	  could	  strive	  for	  results	  more	  
“statistically	  or	  quantifiably”	  meaningful.	  We	  agree,	  and	  our	  new	  learning	  outcomes	  and	  rubrics	  will	  
keep	  this	  goal	  in	  mind.	  We	  also	  plan	  to	  develop	  a	  curriculum	  map	  once	  we	  have	  our	  new	  learning	  
outcomes	  in	  place.	  	  	  

	  

Submitted	  by	  Janet	  Badia,	  WOST	  Program	  Director	  
Nov.	  9,	  2012	  	  
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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. 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. All degree 
and certificate programs follow the same mission with only slight modification in the 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.  To this end 
instructors will be encouraged to continue defining academic goals for all courses.  All 
instructors will be reminded that the department's mission-and-goal statement was written to 
reflect the unique mix of WOST-specific and WOST-cross-listed courses. Those academic 
goals are normally included on the syllabi of all departmental courses.  Thus, course grades 
should reflect the program's mission and goals. 
 
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.  Goals for the Bachelor of Arts: 

Upon completion of the Women’s Studies major, students should: 
1. demonstrate understanding of feminist approaches to research and learning in at least 

two disciplines; 
2. demonstrate understanding of major categories of feminist critical analysis, such as 

gender, race, and class; 
3. demonstrate understanding of how traditional fields of study or artistic canons are 

expanded and reshaped when the contributions of women are taken into 
consideration; 

4. demonstrate the ability to think critically about issues in feminism past and present. 
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C.  Goals for the Certificate in Women’s Studies: 
Upon completion of the Certificate in Women’s Studies, students should: 
1. demonstrate understanding of major categories of feminist critical analysis, such as 

gender, race, and class; 
2. demonstrate the ability to think critically about major issues in feminism. 

 
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. Women’s Studies 
reexamines the traditional disciplines and explores complex bodies of knowledge. 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 the department-generated courses that 
provide feminist perspectives within specific disciplines.  
 
The core curriculum provides the required courses for the major 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. 
 
WOST 301: International Perspectives on Women meets Area VI Inquiry and Analysis in the 
General Education distribution requirements. Several cross-listed courses meet other area 
distributions including BIO 250: Women in Biology that meets Area II: Natural and Physical 
Sciences. AFRO A210: Black Women in America meets one of the Area III: the Individual, 
Culture, and Society requirements. FINA A170: Women Artists meets one of the requirements 
in Area IV: Humanistic Thought. PSY 345: Psychology of Women meets the requirement of 
Area VI: Inquiry and Analysis.  
 
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. These courses considerably broaden the women’s studies-
offered classes and are also vital to the program. However, since they are generated within 
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specific departments and are supported by the Women’s Studies Program, they cannot 
respond to the program’s emergent needs nor serve the specific needs that the core 
curriculum does.  
 
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 
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 
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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. 

 
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.  
Results of peer evaluations and student evaluations are given to the instructor as they are 
completed.   
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