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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The following addresses reports the Assessment Committee received in 2011 as well as Assessment 

Committee activities, followed by a section of recommendations regarding both. 

Department/Program Reports 

This year 11 departments or programs submitted assessment reports, leaving four that did not (Biology, 

Geosciences, History, ILCS).  With the exception of Women’s Studies, programs did not submit reports, 

nor were they solicited by the Committee.  Senate Document 98-22 refers to reports that need to be 

submitted by “the department/division/program,” but COAS Faculty Governance Document 9.2.7.1 

refers to “each department’s annual… report” (emphasis added), so it remains unclear whether 

programs such as Peace and Conflict Studies, Gerontology, and International Studies need to submit 

reports.   The Committee did not mention or otherwise offer “waivers” this year because no mention of 

waivers is made in the Senate Document.  None of the departments who had previously asked for and 

been granted waivers asked for them this year. 

All three members of the COAS Assessment Committee read the eleven department/program report 

received.  Members “normed” responses by together reviewing two of the reports and using the rubric.  

Each member was then responsible for an in-depth review and write-up of three to four reports (which 

did not include his or her own department).  Members discussed all of these reviews, however, using 

the rubric, and adjustments were made to the final reviews that reflected consensus among Committee 

members.  

The rubric was very useful for reviewing reports.  It enabled a thorough and consistent attention to 

report content as well as effective comparison between each Committee member’s observations.  The 

Committee decided to record their notations on the rubrics for each report in the form of evaluations of 

1 to 3, a 1 for an element not included (or insufficient), 2 for an element treated to some extent, and 3 

for an element treated very well.  The resulting table can be used to indicate departments/programs 

with very strong reports or strong portions.  This can be useful to determine models that could be made 

available on the Assessment webpage, models that departments could use to see how to effectively 

treat different aspects of program assessment.  Examples could include reports from Psychology, 

Communication, and Anthropology as very good overall models along with examples of excellent 

portions of reports, such as Political Science’s curriculum map.   

A review of the 2011 reports shows a wide variation between department/program treatments of each 

aspect of the rubric and Best Practices assessment model.  Three departments did exceptionally well 

with assessment overall (Anthropology, Communication, and Psychology) and two others treated every 

aspect of the Best Practices for the most part satisfactorily with the exception of one area (English and 

WOST).  This one area, indication of direct or indirect measures, was the one area most neglected by all 

reports, with only four departments making a designation at all.  Assessment Committee members 

agreed that while it is important to distinguish between direct and indirect measures, the rubric 

elements regarding benchmarks and validity (currently listed as desirable but not required features) 



should be requested in the reports.  Eight of the eleven reports addressed or mentioned something 

regarding benchmarks, with three of the reports doing so very well and three others doing so 

satisfactorily.  Six reports addressed reliability and validity, with two doing so very well.  Two areas 

needing the most improvement across the board, pertaining to many departments, are clear 

identification of learning goals and clear description of assessment methods.  The former is perhaps 

most important, being the foundation for the assessment.  Many remarks in the Committees reviews 

suggested attention to these areas. 

Our goal in the reviews was to provide respectful suggestions as well as accolades for what was done 

well.  We spent a great deal of time trying to provide examples and carefully read the reports along with 

outside materials (such as department websites and information referred to in the reports) in order to 

give productive and helpful feedback, with clear direction designed to improve the department’s 

assessment.  We would very much like the Committee to be seen as a resource and not an evaluative 

body.  In keeping with this role and the duties allowed by the Senate Document, we cannot mandate 

that departments submit reports.  This is a strong concern of the Committee, especially because the 

Senate Document requires that departments/programs submit reports.  Several departments/programs 

have used their program assessment to make substantial and impressive changes that have improved 

instruction.  The Committee hopes that including those examples and examples of well-done reports on 

the COAS webpage may provide impetus for assessment where it is lacking. 

 

COAS Assessment Committee Activity 

After the last (2010) COAS Assessment Committee Report was submitted, the Assessment Committee 

continued to meet and address important issues.  The spring 2011 semester saw three events regarding 

changes to report content and procedure, followed by two significant decisions in fall 2011 that changed 

Assessment Committee membership and made the COAS Assessment Committee Chair a member of the 

campus Assessment Council.  The Committee met a total of ten times over the course of the year, 

including a meeting between the COAS Dean and the Assessment Committee Chair as well as two 

Assessment Council meetings the Assessment Committee Chair attended. 

The first issue in spring of 2011 was responding to a COAS Executive Committee memo to the 

Assessment Committee.  The memo reproached two requests for information that the Assessment 

Committee had included in its previous call for reports: indication of how the program’s goals and 

outcomes reflected the Baccalaureate Framework and how learning outcomes had been used in the 

program’s general education courses.  In requesting this information, the COAS Assessment 

Committee’s reach exceeded its permissible grasp, according to Senate Document 98-22.  The 

Assessment Committee responded to the Executive Committee and promptly revised its review letters 

to omit mention of the two pieces of information.  These revisions were sent to each chair/program 

director accompanied by an e-mail acknowledging the overstep. 

The second issue addressed the problem of the COAS Assessment Committee not being aware of or 

participatory in the COAT Team’s meetings to discuss changes in assessment practices for COAS.  The 



COAT Team contacted the Assessment Committee with the “Best Practices” Model for Assessment draft, 

and the Assessment Committee submitted a list of comments on the draft.  The COAT Team agreed with 

one of these comments, regarding the additional work the adoption of the Best Practices and a 

corresponding rubric would require of the three members of the COAS Assessment Committees, and the 

COAT Chair made plans to request a COAS vote on increasing Assessment Committee membership.  The 

Assessment Committee was also invited to one of the last COAT meetings, where concerns were shared 

and where D. Huffman agreed to work with two COAT members in drafting a rubric to use in future 

assessment reviews, based on the Best Practices document.  

In a spring Convocation, COAS faculty voted on and approved the Best Practices document.  A remaining 

important issue regarded making the additional material now being suggested by the Best Practices 

easier for the COAS Assessment Committee to manage in its annual reviews and making the reviews 

reflective of Best Practices concepts as well as consistent.  During the summer, COAT members M. 

Dixson and L. Vartanian and COAS Assessment Committee member D. Huffman developed the rubric.  

The rubric was sent to department chairs for their feedback and approved for use by the Assessment 

Committee in its annual reviews of assessment reports. 

Early in the fall 2011 semester, COAS faculty voted on and approved a change to COAS Faculty 

Governance Document 9.2.7.1, increasing membership in the Assessment Committee from three to six 

(two each from Natural Sciences, Social Sciences, and Humanities).  Presumably this change will take 

effect in fall 2012.  However, the problem of the required two-year staggered terms will need to be 

addressed because two of the current Committee’s members will have completed their terms, and the 

third is retiring.  The COAS Assessment Council for fall 2012 currently stands to be comprised of six new 

members. 

Another committee membership issue was also addressed in the fall by a request sent by the Dean of 

Arts and Sciences and the COAS Assessment Committee to the campus Director of Assessment, 

requesting that the COAS Assessment Committee’s Chair be made a standing member of the IPFW 

Assessment Council.  Director of Assessment Suleiman Ashur welcomed COAS Assessment Committee 

Chair D. Huffman to the Assessment Council in the fall semester. While the COAS Assessment 

Committee believes its representation on the Council is necessary, the membership does pose another 

problem.  Assessment Council membership is for three-year terms, meaning that either the COAS 

Assessment Committee membership term will need to be extended or that the campus Assessment 

Council will have to accept two-year terms from the Assessment Committee Chair. 

 

Recommendations 

Based on the overview above, the COAS Assessment Committee recommends the following changes in 

the coming assessment year.  Who should be responsible or in what manner the changes should be 

made remains to be determined for some of the recommendations. 



• Make models available on the COAS website of outstanding department assessment reports or 

portions thereof 

• Incorporate the benchmarks and reliability/validity elements into the rubric instead of making 

them optional 

• Hold an informative session on how to increase response rates (with faculty help, ideally) 

• Decide whether programs should be required to submit reports or not 

• Provide some kind of rewards and/or sanctions for submitting assessment reports 

• Address the membership problem that will occur with six new members of the Assessment 

Committee beginning at the same time 

 

January 10, 2012 

Dr. Yihao Deng 

Dr. Susan Hannah 

Dr. Debrah Huffman, Chair 
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TO: Dr. Rick Sutter, Chair, Department of Anthropology 

FROM:   COAS Assessment Committee (Dr. Yihao Deng; Dr. Susan Hannah; Dr. Debrah Huffman, Chair) 

SUBJECT:  2010-2011 Assessment Report for Anthropology 

DATE:  January 15, 2012 

 

 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Department of Anthropology’s 2010-

2011 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 report 

commendably begins by identifying all program learning objectives, including how they align with the 

Baccalaureate Framework.  It also includes a curriculum map showing which courses address which 

goals.  One suggestion for developing the curriculum map is to use a legend indicating how much 

emphasis is given to each goal in the relevant course.  The report explains that the department has 

revised its assessment plan to incorporate multiple approaches including direct course course-

embedded assessments and indirect measures such as course grades, graduating senior and alumni 

surveys, and feedback from a community advisory body.  It also commendably integrates the recent 

program review with this year’s assessment process. 

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process.  Specific measures are clearly described. 

Grades in targeted courses, as noted, are valuable “barometers” but get at specific learning goals only 

indirectly.  Course-embedded measures in H455, B426, and in introductory courses E105 and B200 are 

well conceived and include a desired standard of achievement.  It would be useful, however, to have a 

copy of the assessment rubrics referenced in the report and more information about which assignments 

assess which goals.  It would also be useful to know exactly how many students participated in each 

assessment activity.   Survey administration and CAB interviews are described in detail.  The report also 

explains how information collected through the recent program review process (e.g. GRE scores and an 

alumni survey) were integrated into the department’s assessment discussions. 

Step 4:  Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions.   Direct assessment results such as the pre/post 

test scores in E105 and B200 and the learning objectives assessments in H445 and P370 are particularly 

well presented in tables and thoroughly discussed in terms of how well students met the desired 

performance standard.   Results of indirect assessments such as the senior survey (with an enviable 50% 

response rate), CAB feedback, and program review results are also clearly described.  Survey results 

might be easier to read in a table rather than text, but certainly suggest positive student evaluation.  

Recommendations for curriculum changes wisely draw from the results of the multiple assessments 

methods whether direct or indirect, annual assessment, or comprehensive program review.  While the 

department seems generally pleased with overall student learning as demonstrated through multiple 



 
 

methods, faculty focused on particular findings to propose steps to strengthen the frequency of course 

offerings and students’ quantitative skills.  Most importantly, the department appears to have benefited 

from in-depth discussions about how to improve student learning based on the assessment results. 

Overall Recommendations.   Overall the department has met the standards described in the COAS Best 

Practices Model.   Learning goals are identified and located, multiple measures are implemented, results 

are presented, and recommendations for improved student learning and assessment are presented.  

Please consider the following suggestions for next year: 

• Include copies of grading rubrics, especially in the capstone courses, to clarify the relationship 

between the measure and its related learning objective; 

• provide a legend for the curriculum map showing which courses emphasize which goals; 

• present survey results in tabular form, categorizing responses against an established standard 

(e.g. high, middle, low); 

• indicate how many students are involved in each assessment activity and what proportion are 

Anthropology majors; and 

• locate recommendations for improvement at the end of the report to demonstrate the 

cumulative impact of the various assessment methods and results. 

Thank you for your efforts and a useful report.  Please contact us if we can provide any assistance as you 

move forward with your assessment processes. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

TO: Dr. Ronald Friedman, Chair, Department of Chemistry 

FROM: COAS Assessment Committee (Dr. Yihao Deng; Dr. Susan Hannah; Dr. Debrah Huffman, Chair) 

SUBJECT: 2010-2011 Assessment Report for Chemistry 

DATE: January 14, 2012 

 

 

 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Department of Chemistry’s 2010-2011 

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. 

Step 1 and 2: Identification and Location of Measurable Student Learning Outcomes. Your report stated 

a program goal to “Provide students the opportunity to develop their knowledge …”, however, this is a 

broad statement in terms of assessment and is less related to measurable outcomes. It will be better if 

you can rephrase the goals as something like “Students will develop their knowledge …”. We are also 

wondering why you don’t develop some specific goals based on the information available at the 

undergraduate and graduate Bulletins for Chemistry  and/or Guidelines from the American Chemistry 

Society.  

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process. The report explicitly identifies direct 

(students’ performance) and indirect (alumni survey, five-year report to the American Chemistry 

Society) measures in two separate reports, and the report provides a clear description of the assessment 

process. The pre- and post-test comparison is a very good way of measuring students’ improvement of 

their knowledge and skills. It will be better if the department can find some measures in place of the 

pre-test scores for those students who did not take CHM 115 and CHM 265 (if the number of these 

students is significant), so that these students can also be included in the analysis. The number of oral 

presentations seems to be low (5 this academic year) compared with the requirement of all students 

enrolled in CHM 495 and CHM 499, and some explanation would be helpful (such as how many students 

enrolled in these courses). Also, the response rate of the alumni survey is relatively low (16.4%), which 

may affect the representativeness of the data.  

Step 4: Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions.  Your report clearly presents the results from pre- 

and post-test comparison and alumni survey. The report indicates that the department is waiting for the 

evaluation of the five-year report from ACS, reviewing the adoption of the DUCK test, and working on 

establishing the threshold to determine the successfulness of programs. The COAS Assessment 

Committee is curious about what your five-year report looks like and looks forward to the progress and 

changes based on the feedback from ACS. 

Overall Recommendations.  The Assessment Committee suggests that for your next report you do the 

following: 



 
 

• As a starting point, develop specific learning goals and indicate how they can be assessed; 

• develop a rubric to assess the quality of oral presentation, as your report indicated; and  

• provide a conclusion based on pre- and post-test comparison and the alumni survey.  

Thank you for your efforts and a useful assessment report.  Please contact us if we can provide any 

assistance as you move forward with your assessment processes. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

TO: Dr. Marcia Dixson, Chair, Department of Communication 

FROM: COAS Assessment Committee (Dr. Yihao Deng; Dr. Susan Hannah; Dr. Debrah Huffman, Chair) 

SUBJECT: 2010-2011 Assessment Report for Communication 

DATE: January 14, 2012 

 

 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Department of Communication’s 2010-

2011 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.  

Step 1 and 2: Identification and Location of Measurable Student Learning Outcomes. Your report clearly 

identifies learning goals for undergraduate and graduate programs. The curriculum map for 

undergraduate program clearly shows the measureable outcomes for assessing the goals.  It would be 

better if the report could provide more information about the location of outcomes for the graduate 

program (using a curriculum map, for example). 

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process. Your report explicitly identifies direct 

(portfolio review for undergraduate program, synthesis paper for graduate program) and indirect 

(alumni survey) measures, and provides clear description of the assessment process. The rubric for 

undergraduate portfolio review has been used in a pilot study, and results of the study will be used to 

refine the rubric because of the limited number (n=3) of completed portfolios. The result of the pilot 

study displays the difference between two faculty evaluators.  We feel that original ratings of each 

evaluator are also important and should be presented in the future. The report also discusses the 

reliability and validity of the measures, finding that the validity of the synthesis paper measure may be 

questionable, which is an important consideration. The response rate of the alumni survey is low (5%), 

so more attention needs to be paid to increase this rate in the future. 

Step 4: Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions. The report clearly presents the results from 

analyses of the graduate synthesis paper and alumni survey. The longitudinal comparison has displayed 

the progress and improvement of the programs though there are some downward movements in the 

measures. The department is actively looking for reasons, and specific changes—such as revising the 

assessment process for the synthesis paper and keeping the survey available longer and using various 

mediums—have been or will be made in the future.  This shows impressive use of the assessment data. 

Overall Recommendations.  The Assessment Committee recommends the following be addressed for the 

next report: 

• Refine and finalize the rubric for undergraduate portfolio review based upon the findings from 

the pilot study, and use the rubric in future assessment; 



 
 

• incorporate the outcomes of the alumni survey into the goals and outcomes of undergraduate 

and graduate programs, and establish the connections between the goals of programs and 

survey outcomes; and  

• report the proportion of positive ratings (for example, rating of 4 and 5 in synthesis paper and 

alumni survey) in addition to the means in order to better present the assessment results. 

Thank you for admirable efforts and a useful report.  Please contact us if we can provide any assistance 

as you move forward with your assessment processes. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

TO:  Dr. Lucille Hess, Chair, and Dr. Jonathan Dalby, Interim Chair, Department of  

Communication Sciences and Disorders 

FROM:   COAS Assessment Committee (Dr. Yihao Deng; Dr. Susan Hannah; Dr. Debrah Huffman, Chair) 

SUBJECT:  2010-2011 Assessment Report for CSD 

DATE:  January 15, 2012 

 

 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Department of Communication 

Sciences and Disorders’ 2010-2011 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.    CSD’s report does 

not list program learning goals in one place nor does it clarify where the assessment of each learning 

goal is located.  The report is organized around assessment methods; learning goals are discussed in 

terms of how they are measured by each method.   

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process.   Direct measures of academic achievement 

appear to be embedded in a required junior/senior course and in various capstone experiences.  Each 

goal commendably includes a performance standard.  Specific measures for specific goals embedded in 

the course or experience, however, could be more clearly associated. For example, CSD faculty use a 

rubric, (which is not included in the report but referred to as “the Arts and Sciences Task Force on 

Communication”), for evaluating research papers on multiple dimensions.  We also learn about success 

on the group therapy plan, but do not know which specific learning goal(s) it is to address.  Indirect 

assessment measures include an exit survey of graduating seniors (boasting an enviable 67% completion 

rate!), a tally of graduate school acceptance, and an alumni survey. 

Step 4:  Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions.  Results of the embedded assessments, surveys, 

and tallies are clearly presented, most often in tabular format.   The report explains the results of several 

assessments (although none were reported for CSD 399: the theater camp).   The survey results also 

included student suggestions for program improvement. 

CSD’s report concludes with a valuable summary of comments and recommendations based on this 

year’s assessment results, from course embedded to surveys.  In general CSD students appear to be 

meeting the assessed learning goals and report satisfaction with program quality and delivery.  

Suggestions about space, student mentoring, course offering schedules, and clinics with adults are 

clearly focused on program improvement.   

 

Overall Recommendations.    For next year’s report, we suggest that you include  

• a copy of the department’s complete assessment plan;  



 
 

• a list of the program’s learning goals;  

• a clearer explanation of the relationship between an assessment method and a specific learning 

goal;  

• copies of the rubrics used to evaluate specific embedded assessments such as research papers; 

and  

• a report on your progress in meeting the recommendations stemming from this year’s 

assessment results.   

Given your outstanding senior survey response rate, we might also ask you to participate in a larger 

discussion about how to get similar results in other COAS departments. Thank you for your efforts and a 

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

assessment processes. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

TO: Dr. Hardin Aasand, Chair, Department of English and Linguistics 

FROM:   COAS Assessment Committee (Dr. Yihao Deng; Dr. Susan Hannah; Dr. Debrah Huffman, Chair) 

SUBJECT:  2010-2011 Assessment Report for English and Linguistics 

DATE:  January 15, 2012 

 

 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Department of English and Linguistics’ 

2010-2011 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. 

Step 1 and 2: Identification and Location of Measurable Student Learning Outcomes. The report clearly 

identifies the learning goals and outcomes.  It would be nicer if these goals could be more specific as to 

how to measure “student demonstrates understanding of certain knowledge.”  Some standard of 

achievement for the measure(s) in the graduate program could also be established (your undergraduate 

program has such a standard in the assessment report). The location of the measurable outcomes is 

clearer for each concentration with the curriculum map you have been constructing. 

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process. Your report identifies students’ grades on 

essays and their responses to online surveys as the measures for your assessment. It would be clearer if 

they are explicitly classified as direct or indirect measures. Given that both the sample size (n=5) for the 

student essay review and the response rate (4%) of the alumni survey are low, the representativeness of 

your data may be questionable and improvement on these is important in the future. In addition, it will 

be helpful if the report provides more details about the assessment process, such as how the essays 

were selected (for the undergraduate program). 

Step 4: Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions. Your report clearly presents the results from the 

analysis of essay grades and survey responses.  The information presented by numerical responses (raw 

scores) can be strengthened if the percentage of positive rating is also included. A summary of 

satisfaction and concerns in the student survey reflected from those open questions is appreciated. Both 

undergraduate and graduate reports have made some recommendations to the assessment process and 

to the program/curriculum.  The COAS Assessment Committee looks forward to the implementation of 

these recommended improvements and their effects. 

Overall Recommendations.  We suggest the following be considered for next year’s report: 

• Provide a more specific and clearer rubric (for example, in grading the student essay), including 

establishing certain criteria (benchmarks) as to the grading of the essay; 

• offer specific conclusions based on the assessment results for each concentration of the 

undergraduate program, possibly carrying out some comparison of those concentrations to 

determine the weak and strong areas; 



 
 

• provide more details about the data collection process (for example, in student essay selection); 

and 

• report percentages of positive ratings (rating of 4 and 5) in addition to the means (averages) of 

the ratings to make the analysis more convincing.  

Thank you for your efforts and a useful report.  Please contact us if we can provide any assistance as you 

move forward with your assessment processes. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

TO:  Dr. Peter Dragnev, Chair, Department of Mathematics and Statistics 

FROM:   COAS Assessment Committee (Dr. Yihao Deng; Dr. Susan Hannah; Dr. Debrah Huffman, Chair) 

SUBJECT:  2010-2011 Assessment Report for Mathematics and Statistics 

DATE:  January 15, 2012 

 

 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Department of Mathematics and 

Statistics’ 2010-2011 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 report indicates 

that the department has adopted an assessment procedure, shared goals and objectives for all math 

options, and specific outcomes for two of those options.  Outcomes for the other options will be 

adopted in Spring 2012.  In general, the plan calls for a course-imbedded strategy in which outcomes are 

to be measured through specific course assignments and activities.   A distributed, course-embedded 

strategy can be successful if the department makes sure that each faculty member understands and 

consistently carries out his/her individual assessment responsibilities.  The department’s assessment 

committee will need to monitor and support faculty as the plan is fully implemented.  Commendably, 

the plan also sets a performance standard (80% score for 70% of the students). We suggest that at some 

point the entire plan be consolidated into one document to facilitate both communication and 

implementation.   

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process.  The submitted materials also include 

summaries of “test runs” in two target courses.  The procedure is clearly explained and presented, 

although only an expert would be able to see the relationship between the outcome and the measure.  

A more complete explanation of the connection between the specific assessment and the outcome it is 

measuring would establish reliability and validity of the measures used.   

Step 4:  Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions.   While the summaries of the two “test runs” 

present results for the selected outcomes, no conclusions are drawn.  Both point out that only a few 

math majors were involved (4 in one; 9 in the other), suggesting caution in interpretation so early in the 

process.  Implementation of the plan in other courses should produce more results and thus a stronger 

basis for drawing conclusions and making recommendations for program improvement.   

Overall Recommendations.   Our only recommendations presented at this point concern the full 

implementation of the assessment procedure and plans for further “test runs” of the proposed 

measures.  For next year’s report, we suggest that you include: 

• a copy of the department’s complete assessment plan;  



 
 

• a copy of the curriculum map showing which courses address which outcome; 

• a description of how the plan will be implemented across options and courses and who will be 

responsible for collecting assessment results and making recommendations for program 

improvement;* 

*Note that the department might well focus on different outcomes different years (e.g., 

Goal G1 Outcome 1 this year; Outcome 2 next year; etc) 

• more detailed explanations of the relationship between learning outcomes and selected 

assessment measures; 

• summative reports of assessment results across course sections by learning outcome and 

assessment method rather than course by course; and 

• a list of any recommendations for program improvement based on the assessment results. 

Math has made a positive and ambitious start in developing an effective assessment program.  Please 

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

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

TO: Dr. Mark Masters, Chair, Department of Physics 

FROM:   COAS Assessment Committee (Dr. Yihao Deng; Dr. Susan Hannah; Dr. Debrah Huffman, Chair) 

SUBJECT:  2010-2011 Assessment Report for Physics 

DATE:  January 15, 2012 

 

 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Department Physics’ 2010-2011 

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.   Your report provides 

six clear department/program learning goals.  While you state that the faculty are trying to reach 

consensus about course learning goals, we suggest focusing instead on locating the six program goals 

within your courses.  A curriculum map that indicates in which courses students are introduced to each 

goal, in which courses each goal is emphasized, and in which courses each goal is reinforced is an 

excellent way to begin to assess how well your program is meeting those overarching goals.  

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process.  We appreciate your candor about the status 

of your assessment program, and we commend you for establishing an assessment committee.  Your 

report mentions three different measures:  faculty discussion in special meetings, chair meetings with 

students twice per year, and audience feedback at student presentations.  As you know, none of these is 

a reliable measure as indicated.  However, each has potential for meaningful assessment if formalized.  

For example, during the chair meetings with students (an admirable practice), have them answer 

specific questions (ideally that address program learning outcomes) or fill out a survey.  Questions 

should also address what they see as strengths of the program and not only what they would want 

changed.  The audience feedback on the student presentations is an impressive gauge and could be 

formalized by a short questionnaire to be filled out before they leave the presentation.  Each of these 

measures would provide a written, objective record of the assessment result, which is very important 

for effective assessment.  Measures should be clearly described and/or included as appendices. 

Step 4:  Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions.   Results are not clearly presented, other than 

the indication that students would like an Astronomy Minor, based on the chair interviews, and that 

three students communicated well during their presentations.  Interestingly, the report provides a 

bulleted list of recommendations and initiatives.  This would be impressive if some assessment 

measures were provided that spurred the recommendations.  For example, the report states that you 

are updating the curriculum “to make it more seamless and integrated,” but how have you surmised 

that it is not?  On what is that conclusion based?  As another example, your report states the initiative of 

improving the sense of community for students.  How do you know they do not have one?  Answers to 



 
 

these questions indicate (potential) assessment measures that can be developed and formalized.  

Nonetheless, it is impressive that you include an update for last year’s changes. 

Overall Recommendations.   Our strongest recommendation is that you reconsider the desire to “change 

the entire program at once. “  Not only is this extremely daunting and apparently causing some faculty 

resistance stated in the report, it is likely not necessary in order to make some very significant and 

effective programmatic changes.  Also don’t neglect to note where your program has strengths that 

should not be overlooked and that can be built on.  We suggest the following for next year’s assessment 

report: 

• Develop a curriculum map that locates program goals in each course (Political Science has a very 

good example); 

• formalize your existing assessment measures; 

• develop at least one new objective assessment measure; and 

• clearly tie plans and resulting conclusions to assessment measures that precipitate them. 

Thank you for your efforts.  Please contact us if we can provide any assistance as you move forward with 

your assessment processes. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

TO: Dr. James Lutz, Chair, Department of Political Science 

FROM:   COAS Assessment Committee (Dr. Yihao Deng; Dr. Susan Hannah; Dr. Debrah Huffman, Chair) 

SUBJECT:  2010-2011 Assessment Report for Political Science 

DATE:  January 15, 2012 

 

 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Department of Political Science’s 

2010-2011 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.  Your report clearly 

lists learning goals for the department, with an admirable tie to the Baccalaureate Framework.  The 

location of these learning goals is thoroughly presented in a curriculum map showing in which courses 

the outcomes are introduced, emphasized, and reinforced. 

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process.  Your report lists a variety of assessment 

measures, which is often a valuable approach to program assessment.  Examining student writing, 

course grades, the curriculum map, courses with diversity, and two surveys provides a variety of 

measures, at least some of which could be considered together to increase reliability of conclusions 

based on results from specific measures.  The report states how each goal was assessed.  The use of 

quantifiable data is helpful, as is the inclusion of a benchmark grade.  However, given the grade 

distribution provided for the statistics course we encourage you to raise the bar a little on what you 

consider success in learning goal number 1, at least for some courses (e.g., where you have a great 

number of Bs, a B- could become a standard of achievement).  It is good to see a plan for assessment, 

and we look forward to seeing developed a rubric that will be shared by all faculty. 

Step 4:  Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions.   As thorough as it is, your curriculum map could 

yield many conclusions about how well the objectives are being covered, the possible effectiveness of 

individual courses, courses chosen for assessment, and the program overall.  Your report states that the 

curriculum map indicates student preparation, but we suggest that it needs interpretation and 

consideration in light of other assessment methods in order to actually indicate how well majors are 

prepared.  Also, your report states that the new requirement of the additional courses ensures that the 

objective will be met, but you likely mean that successful passage of the courses (by any benchmark) will 

do so.  Finally, although we understand that you may choose to focus on different aspects of student 

writing in any given assessment year, the focus on error is a very narrow interpretation of what it means 

to write clearly and effectively and does not include most of the other considerations listed in the rubric 

you state is being created to assess writing skills.   

Overall Recommendations.   To build on the plan you have, we recommend the following: 



 
 

• Complete the department template you refer to as being developed for next year’s report; 

• complete the shared rubric, and be broader in scope with focuses; and 

• incorporate more effective interpretation of assessment results and measures (examples can be 

found in Psychology’s assessment report). 

Thank you for your efforts and a useful report.  Please contact us if we can provide any assistance as you 

move forward with your assessment processes. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

TO: Dr. Carol Lawton, Chair, Department of Psychology 

FROM:   COAS Assessment Committee (Dr. Yihao Deng; Dr. Susan Hannah; Dr. Debrah Huffman, Chair) 

SUBJECT:  2010-2011 Assessment Report for Psychology 

DATE:  January 15, 2012 

 

 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Department of Psychology’s 2010-

2011 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.    Your report clearly 

identifies the eight learning goals for the BA, the four measures to address these learning outcomes, and 

the assessment review cycle.  It also specifies this year’s focus on indirect assessment through student 

and alumni surveys. 

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process.  The report includes a clear description of 

how the surveys were administered.  The 5% return rate, although low, is not unusual for such studies.  

The survey questions, particularly those reported in Table 4 of the Alumni results (page 5) relate directly 

to the learning goals of the major.   The question about whether the major “….helped you understand 

people from a diverse range of backgrounds…” did, however, prompt questions about how a respondent 

might interpret such a question.  Asking about actual experiences might be more useful.  

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process.    The survey results are clearly presented.   

Setting a response benchmark is sound practice.   Arranging the response frequencies by category (“top, 

middle, bottom”) is particularly informative.   Conclusions, although wisely cautious given low response 

rates, are clearly based on the survey results.  The recommendations to incorporate questions about 

career goals and to revise the survey to yield more precise information are well taken.   The ideas for 

increasing response rates are thoughtful and could be shared with other COAS departments who have 

similar concerns.   

Overall Recommendations.  In summary, the report meets or exceeds all of the standards identified in 

the COAS Best Practices Model.  Goals are identified; measures and benchmarks are established; 

implementation is thorough; results are clear; and recommendations are sound.  Hopefully you would 

be willing to serve as a model for other departments, especially for locating learning objectives, 

describing assessment measures, and presenting results.  We have only a few recommendations for next 

year’s report: 

• Please include a copy of your complete assessment plan in next year’s report; 



 
 

• consider rewording the question concerning diversity in the Alumni Survey as presented in Table 

4 to align with questions concerning application--both would then ask for experiential 

assessment rather than a more subjective assessment of “understanding”; and  

• we would like to learn about your progress in implementing this year’s recommendations.   

Thank you for your consistent efforts and an impressive report.  Please contact us if we can provide any 

assistance as you move forward with your assessment processes. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

TO: Dr. Peter Iadicola, Chair, Department of Sociology 

FROM:   COAS Assessment Committee (Dr. Yihao Deng; Dr. Susan Hannah; Dr. Debrah Huffman, Chair) 

SUBJECT:  2010-2011 Assessment Report for Sociology 

DATE:  January 15, 2012 

 

 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Department of Sociology’s 2010-2011 

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.  While this year’s 

report from Sociology shows great improvement over last year’s report, this area of the report is not 

addressed at all.  Identifying learning outcomes is a very important part of assessment because it 

grounds the assessment work and gives it purpose.  Looking at the Department of Sociology’s website, 

some possible learning outcomes are indicated in the description for the undergraduate bachelor’s 

degree and in the mission statement.  Clear and specific learning outcomes are the first step.  Locating 

these in the curriculum, ideally through a curriculum map (see Political Science for an example), is the 

next important step. 

Step 3: Identification of Assessment Measures and Process.  Your report identifies four measures, two of 

which are reported for this year’s assessment:  student papers and an exit survey of graduating majors.  

Each measurement is briefly described.  The inclusion of the Lickert scale for consistency and reliability 

of the measurements is a good idea.  Including a copy of the rubric for evaluating the student papers 

and the actual survey, as appendices, would be very helpful for the Assessment Committee and for 

other departments and programs that could benefit from such examples.   

Step 4:  Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions.  The report states that the student self ratings 

support the conclusions of faculty scores of the student papers.  This would be more convincing if the 

actual numbers from both assessments were provided and if the process were clearer by providing the 

actual survey and rubric.  Without these results being presented objectively, a conclusion that the 

department “is meeting its undergraduate program objectives” (which themselves need to be made 

clear) and that the measurements are valid is less convincing, however justifiable the conclusion may be.  

The department’s plan for better inter-rater reliability and rating definition is a commendable one.  Also 

impressive is the 100% response rate for the survey.  The report states that the program is making 

changes that will address some of the more critical comments students made about the program.  It 

would have been interesting to read some discussion on the conflicting survey reports that cite poor 

teaching (two students’ comments) and not caring about or helping students (one student, possibly two) 

as well as teaching and student interaction being something that “all students felt” was an “overall 

strength.”     



 
 

Overall Recommendations.   As stated earlier, this year’s report is a great improvement over last year’s 

submission.  The Department of Sociology is making significant strides in assessment clearly of benefit to 

the program.  For next year’s report, we suggest the following: 

• Clearly state the program learning goals; 

• locate the learning goals, ideally in a form such as a curriculum map; 

• include the actual assessment measurements (e.g., the rubric for evaluating oral presentations 

and the actual alumni survey); and 

• be sure to address any inconsistencies in results or in conclusions based on those results. 

Thank you for your efforts and a much improved report.  Please contact us if we can provide any 

assistance as you move forward with your assessment processes. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

TO: Dr. Janet Badia, Director, Women’s Studies Program 

FROM:  COAS Assessment Committee (Dr. Yihao Deng; Dr. Susan Hannah; Dr. Debrah Huffman, Chair) 

SUBJECT: 2010-2011 Assessment Report for the WOST 

DATE:  January 15, 2012 

 

 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the Women’s Studies (WOST) Program 

2010-2011 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 WOST.  Especially admirable is the section on how the learning 

goals tie to the Baccalaureate Framework.  To locate the goals in WOST courses, consider creating a 

curriculum map (examples in reports from Political Science and Anthropology). This could also help 

identify other possible assessment points and procedures. 

Step 3:  Identification of Assessment Measures and Process.  Your report identifies four measures:  a 

rubric for interim assessment, an exit portfolio, an exit interview, and a survey.  Two of these—the 

rubric and the survey—are under development or revision.  The portfolio assessment did not apply this 

year, and the exit interview results are provided.  As you develop your rubric and revise your survey 

methods, consider posing questions that elucidate what you mean by “demonstrate understanding” in 

your goals.  That is, the phrase could be interpreted in multiple ways; however, it seems that application 

of theories and problem solving are among the abilities you want your WOST majors to have, so that 

more actively specific language in your assessment tools can allow for more helpful survey results and 

analysis as well as more fruitful project/paper assessment.  You have probably already considered 

quantifiable measures for rubrics and survey questions (e.g. a Likert scale).  Be sure to be as clear as you 

can be about how you actually conduct the assessment measures and what they entail. 

Step 4:  Assessment Results, Analysis, and Conclusions.  Your report presents results, offers conclusions, 

and states changes that you wish to make to both the program and assessment.  The results of the 

survey and exit interview could be more clearly presented, and thus more useful.  Consider putting 

these in an appendix.  As you receive more (than one) responses, also consider conveying them in a way 

that makes them more meaningful statistically or quantifiably, rather than only providing the actual 

questions and responses (see Psychology’s report for how this can be done).  A very nice addition is your 

discussion of a timeline to discuss the assessment problems regarding the rubric and the methods 

course.  Also very helpful is your discussion of changes made from last year’s assessment.  Finally, the 

inclusion of the general education course is very forward-thinking, as is the mention of an assessment 

benchmark (satisfactory or above). 



 
 

Overall Recommendations.  Your assessment report clearly meets the standards set by the “Best 

Practices” model.  For the coming year’s assessment, the COAS Assessment Committee recommends the 

following: 

• Consider including a curriculum map; 

• provide the actual survey, exit interview, and rubric along with the responses; and 

• use quantifiable measures and analysis of results where possible. 

Thank you for a well-covered and forward-thinking report.  Please contact us if we can provide any 

assistance as you move forward with your assessment processes. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
During 2010-2011, 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) began to implement appropriate embedded forms of 
assessment for a number of our Gen Ed course offerings (specifically, in our introductory 
level courses ANTH B200, ANTH E105, and ANTH P200 and in ANTH B426 and 
ANTH P370), (2) developed and implemented an exit questionnaire for our graduating 
seniors and alumni, (3) identified individuals to serve on 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 (40% of graduating 
seniors). 
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ANTHROPOLOGY PROGRAM MISSION 
The purpose of the department's program for anthropology majors is to assist them in 
acquiring a comprehensive and integrated knowledge base within the discipline and the 
skills to apply this knowledge in their professional lives or post-graduate education.  
 
GOALS 

1. Acquire knowledge of core areas within the discipline: theory, methods, 
ethnography, archaeology, linguistics, and bio-anthropology.  

2. Acquire knowledge of a broad sub-area within the discipline.  

3. Develop the skills to analyze and apply this knowledge. 

LEARNING OBJECTIVES 
The specific skills students should acquire in our program include the following learning 
objectives: 
 

1. Achieve familiarity with different cultures in at least two regions of the world 
2. Know the major anthropological approaches to understanding the human 

condition 
3. Be able to explain societies in a holistic manner 
4. Achieve competency in writing 
5. Demonstrate critical thinking 
6. Acquire quantitative skills for analysis 
7. Demonstrate a willingness to engage learning and scholarship as a life-long 

endeavor 
 
These skills address Strategic Goal 1 of the IPFW Strategic Plan, Provide Innovative, 
Relevant and Rigorous Academic Programs. 
 
Our goals also substantially overlap with the IPFW Baccalaureate Framework as follows: 

Baccalaureate Goal (BG1) Acquisition of Knowledge 
Baccalaureate Goal (BG2) Application of Knowledge 
Baccalaureate Goal (BG3) Professional and Personal Values 
Baccalaureate Goal (BG4) Sense of Community 
Baccalaureate Goal (BG5) Critical Thinking and Problem Solving 
Baccalaureate Goal (BG6) Communication 
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ANTHROPOLOGY ASSESSMENT MEASURES 
 
Internal Interim Assessment 
 

1. Student Ability to Perform in Group A and B Courses. Description: As an 
interim measure of our success in transmitting anthropology basics in our core 
courses, student performance in upper level Group A and Group B courses are 
monitored (students typically take these courses after taking the core). These 
grades serve only as an indirect measure, or barometer, of our achievement of 
learning objectives. Systematic patterns of deficiency may indicate areas where 
we are not adequately addressing learning objectives in our introductory courses. 
The faculty will report the numbers of students who receive D’s or below in these 
courses to the chair.  At the end of the academic year, the faculty will review 
systematic deficiencies, if any, in the transmission of anthropology basics from 
the core introductory courses, and recommend changes if necessary.  

 
During the 2010-2011 academic year, 81% of our students in Group A courses 
received grades of “C” or higher, while 83% of our students in Group B courses 
received grades of “C” or higher.  After a discussion among the faculty, it was 
clear that in each case the majority (80%) of the students who performed poorly 
simply stopped coming to class mid-way through the semester, and did not reflect 
on any lack of preparation in the anthropology curriculum. Therefore, our ability 
to meet Learning Objectives 2-4 (familiarity with other cultures, holistic 
understanding, and writing) does not seem to be deficient. Further, our discussion 
of student assessment (in class discussions, essay exams questions that emphasize 
critical thinking skills) within each faculty’s Group A and Group B courses 
indirectly indicates that we are also achieving our Learning Objective 5 
(Demonstrate Critical Thinking). 

 
2. Course Offerings. Every academic year, the frequency with which our courses 

are taught (and therefore the frequency with which we are addressing our learning 
objectives) will be examined in the curriculum map. This allows us to identify 
inadequacies or imbalances in our ability to meet curricular needs. If a course was 
taught, the number of sections offered is placed in bold next to each “X” that 
marks a learning objective.  
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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 2010-2011. 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 23 students enrolled in H445 during Spring 2011 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. The other two failed to hand in all the 
required work. Based upon the written assignments, 87% of the H445 students 
demonstrated an ability to think critically (Learning Objective 5), 84% 
demonstrated a familiarity with at least two different cultures (Learning Objective 
1), 100% demonstrated an acceptable understanding of anthropological theory 
(Learning Objective 2), and 95% an ability to explain culture holistically 
(Objective 3) and an ability to write well (Objective 4). 

 
4. Survey of Graduating Majors. This past Spring 2011 semester represents the 

first time we conducted a formal questionnaire of graduating seniors within the 
context of the ANTH H445 capstone course. The questionnaire consists of 20 
statements that ask our seniors to evaluate our program’s goals, learning 
objectives, advising, overall quality of instruction, and numerous other items on a 
1 to 5 scale with “1” equaling a strong disagreement with the statement and a “5” 
representing a strong agreement with the statement. Seven additional items ask 
more the seniors to provide qualitative information and feedback (i.e., how can 
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the program be strengthened? Are there courses that should be added, etc.)? 
Surveys were handed out to all students during the last class meeting of H445. Of 
the 22 students present on that day, only 11 students turned in their questionnaires 
(50% return rate). 

 
Our graduating seniors rated all items on our program’s questionnaire favorably 
(>4.0 on all items), thereby indicating that they are highly satisfied with their 
familiarity they received from our program’s courses on different cultures 
(Learning Objective 1 = 4.50), their understanding they gained from our 
curriculum of major anthropological approaches to understanding the human 
condition (Learning Objective 2 = 4.55), their ability to explain societies in a 
holistic manner (Learning Objective 3 = 4.73), the writing skills they achieved 
within our courses (Learning Objective 4 = 4.64), their critical thinking skills 
(Learning Objective 5 = 4.64), the quantitative skills gained from our program 
(Learning Objective 6 = 4.00), 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 10 Anthropology graduates in spring and summer 
of 2011, five who applied to graduate school. Among those five, two did not get 
in to a graduate program (but are still actively trying), two are currently enrolled 
in graduate programs (Amber Osterholt and Micki Davis), one will begin 
pursuing a Masters in Public Administration at IPFW beginning in the Spring 
2012 semester (Ben Keplar), while a fourth begin an MBA at IPFW during 
Winter 2011-12 (Jennifer Hess). This represents 40% of last year’s graduates 
who are currently are or will soon be enrolled in graduate programs. 
Additionally, four previous graduates from our program began their studies 
graduate or professional programs (Claire Ewing, Cort Eyers, Curtis Nash, 
Jacqueline Reynolds) last year. However, of the 11 respondents to our exit 
questionnaire administered in ANTH H445, all 11 (100%) responded that they 
eventually – although not immediately – intend on applying to graduate school. 
 
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 14 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 
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measures to better inform us of ways we can serve those students who will not be 
pursuing graduate degrees. 

 
6. Alumni Survey. During the 2010-2011 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 2011-2012 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 2010-2011 
academic year. However, in accordance with our revised assessment plan we are 
anticipating an evaluation of achievement conducted by external visitors 
following the submission of our 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. 
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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 
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. 
Additionally, we are in the process of hiring a tenure track replacement in 
archaeology. The successful candidate will be expected to teach an occasional 
lab-based methods course so that we are providing our majors the opportunity to 
acquire methods training in the three anthropology subdisciplines (i.e., 
Bioanthropology, Cultural Anthropology and Archaeology) represented by our 
faculty. Once we have methods courses developed for each of those three areas, 
we intend on adding a requirement that majors must have methods training in one 
of the three subdisciplines where methods training is offered. 

 
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 
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As explained in last year’s assessment report, prior to the 2009 – 2010 academic 
year, it was apparent to the faculty of the Department of Anthropology that we 
simply were not offering enough Group A ethnographic courses and that 
curricular planning was deficient as the few Group A courses that typically were 
offered (ANTH E330 Indians of South America and ANTH E335 Mesoamerican 
Archaeology) were never taught during the Spring semester. Further, it was 
apparent that not enough Group A courses were being offered, and, instead, our 
faculty tended to rotate between Group B topical courses. This resulted in our 
faculty having to teach ANTH A495 Individual Readings classes in lieu of a 
Group A course and in addition to their normal teaching load. Subsequently, our 
cultural anthropology faculty have developed new Group A courses that intend on 
teaching on a regular basis (annually or bi-annually) as determined by curricular 
needs.  
 
As a direct result of our program’s assessment, last year (i.e., during the 2010-
2011 academic year), we offered two new Group A ethnographic area courses 
(ANTH E356 Cultures of the Pacific, Introduction to the Cultures of Africa). 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 B200 Introduction to Biological Anthropology Embedded Assessment 

ANTH B200 Introduction to Biological Anthropology is a part of our core 
curriculum that can also partially satisfy the General Education Area II 
requirement. Therefore most of the students enrolled in the class are not our 
majors. While ANTH B200 is a class where we often pick up new majors, 
typically, only between 6-7% of students enrolled are Anthropology majors. 
However, while not impossible, it would be impractical to strictly focus our 
program review efforts on the performance of our majors. Many of the non-
Anthropology majors are first year, at-risk students.  
 
As indicated in our program assessment’s curricular map, ANTH B200 is used to 
partially accomplish our program learning objectives 2 (anthropological approach 
to the human condition), 5 (critical thinking skills), 4 (competency in writing), 6 
(quantitative skills), and 7 (life-long learning). A variety of methods are used to 
assess each of these different learning objectives. Specifically, pre-test/post-test 
questions are used to assess learning objectives 2, 5, and 6, while a rubric-graded 
class zoo project is also used to partially assess learning objectives 2, 4, 5, 6, and 
7. In the case of the pre-test/post-test, a pre-test consisting of 30 questions is 
administered on the first day of class. Asking the same 30 questions on the 
course’s cumulative final exam assesses ANTH B200 students’ performance. 
 
ANTH B200 students’ engagement in optional extra-credit assignments (i.e., 
attending and summarizing scholarly talks attended, data collection and critical 
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comparative analysis of questions for a lab-based or zoo-based project) is also 
used to assess learning objective 7. 
 
Given that ANTH B200 represents a science General Education course with a 
high percentage of non-anthropology and at-risk students, our dual goal is to 
achieve a 65% correct response rate and a 50% or greater improvement on pre-
test/post-test comparisons of items addressing each specific learning objectives, 
while we expect an 80% or greater achievement on qualitative assessment items 
(i.e., class assignment, engagement in “lifelong learning” activities like attending 
extra credit talks or completing the optional extra credit assignment). 
 
After discussion among members of the assessment committee, we decided that 
learning objective 7 (demonstration of a willingness to engage in learning and 
scholarship as a lifelong endeavor) should probably be considered an assessment 
item that is “introduced” within the context of ANTH B200. This is justified 
given the large number of non-majors in the class. However, anecdotally, we have 
found that many of our program’s students were first inspired to major in our 
discipline because of having participated in one of the extra credit assignments or 
lectures. In the future, teaching evaluation items will be added to assess this 
anecdotal impression. 
 
Our assessment of ANTH B200 was implemented in four of the seven sections 
taught during 2010-2011. The following pre-test/post-test results of our program’s 
learning objectives 2, 5, and 6 for ANTH B200 are reported below for the 2010-
2011 academic year: 

 
Dept	  Learning	  Objective	   Pre-‐test	   Post-‐test	   Increase	  
2	  -‐	  Approach	  to	  human	  condition	   15.5%	   74.5%	   59.0%	  
5	  -‐	  Critical	  Thinking	   9.1%	   69.6%	   60.5%	  
6	  -‐	  Quantitative	  Skills	   11.3%	   66.3%	   55.0%	  

 
As is apparent from our pre-test/post-test assessment of our program’s learning 
objectives, fewer than 16% of students enrolled in ANTH B200 are able to 
correctly answer items that test their knowledge regarding the bio-anthropological 
approach to the human condition, fewer than 10% are able to correctly answer 
critical thinking-type bio-anthropological questions, and only ~11% can correctly 
answered test items that assess their quantitative abilities on problems of bio-
anthropological significance. However, by the end of the course the performance 
of students enrolled in ANTH B200 on the post-test exceeded 65% correct on all 
of the department’s learning objectives for the course. Further, approximately 
60% of ANTH B200 students improved their ability to both understand the human 
condition from a bio-anthropological perspective and critically evaluate questions 
related to human biology while ANTH B200 students’ ability to quantitatively 
evaluate problems of bio-anthropological significance improved by 55%.  
 
In addition to the pre-test/post-test results we report above, during academic year 
2010-2011 ninety-three percent of ANTH B200 students met or exceeded the 
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expectations for the course assignment (i.e., data collection, and subsequent use of 
quantitative reasoning to address – in writing – the assignment’s goals), while 
57.9% completed optional extra-credit assignments, and an additional 36% 
attended a campus talk related to course material. 

 
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 
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 2010-2011. 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 2010-
2011 academic year: 

 
Dept	  Learning	  Objective	   Pre-‐test	   Post-‐test	   Increase	  
2	  -‐	  Approach	  to	  human	  condition	   29.0%	   84.6%	   55.6%	  
3	  –	  Holistic	  understanding	  of	  cultures	   29.0%	   84.6%	   55.6%	  
5	  –	  Critical	  thinking	  skills	   28.7%	   71.7%	   43.0%	  
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As is apparent from the results provided above, the pre-test performance of 
students enrolled in ANTH E105 was ~30% 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 85% of students’ performance on items related to 
understanding the human condition and the development of a holistic 
understanding of human cultures, while approximately 72% 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 
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 2010-
2011 academic year, 88.2% performed satisfactorily on the written assignment 
according to the grading rubric developed for the assignment. 

 
ANTH B426 Human Osteology Embedded Assessment 

ANTH B426 Human Osteology is a course that is designed to reinforce some of 
the learning objectives introduced in ANTH B200 Introduction to Biological 
Anthropology as well as providing specific biological anthropology theory and 
methods related to assessing human biological variation (i.e., age, sex, stature, 
ethnic affiliation, and skeletal pathologies) using numerous quantitative and 
qualitative techniques. Given the hands-on nature of the course and the limited lab 
size and available skeletal materials, class size is capped at 15 students. Most 
(75% - 80%) of the students who enroll in the course are typically anthropology 
majors. 
 
In addition to learning more than 500 specific parts and landmarks of the skeleton, 
the first half of the semester is spent learning to identify (using both complete and 
fragmented bones and teeth) and determine side all elements of the human 
skeleton. Students’ knowledge on the first half semester is evaluated using 
practical-format timed quizzes and a comprehensive midterm. 
 
The second half of the semester is intended to instruct students on the theory, 
methods, and practice of human osteology. Specifically, students learn how to use 
the numerous techniques, instruments, formulae, charts, and computer programs 
used in human osteological analyses. On the third and fourth quizzes, students 
must demonstrate their competency in the use of these materials, instruments, and 
techniques learned through lecture and lab assignments to accurately measure and 
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assess (critically evaluate) relevant criteria (i.e., in short answer form, explain 
which techniques where chosen, what their strengths and weakness are, and why 
they chose certain techniques over others) to determine stature and sex (Quiz 3), 
and age-at-death and ethnic affinity (i.e., “race”) (Quiz 4) of skeletal materials 
they are presented with on the quizzes. 
 
The final exam is a written report of a “John Doe” or “Jane Doe” complete 
skeleton that has been held back from the students until the last two weeks of the 
semester. Students must follow a specific format of first describing (in written 
form) the quality and condition of the skeletal materials, and in subsequent 
sections (in written form) describe the age, sex, stature, ethnic affinity, and any 
pathologies exhibited by the final exam skeleton. The student must base each 
section of their report upon the data they collected from the skeleton (data sheets 
are used and appended to the report). They are expected to thoroughly collect and 
critically weigh all competing methods used for determining, for example, the age 
of the individual (i.e., which specific methods and bones/teeth were used, what 
the measurements/observations for each technique indicate, how/which data were 
used to determine their final age/sex/stature/race assessment). In this way, 
students are required to collect, quantitatively and critically evaluate, and 
completely and thoroughly write-up their assessment of Jane or John Doe. 
Because of this, the final exam is scored using a rubric that evaluates, on a 1-10 
scale, each student’s performance on written, quantitative, and critical analysis 
criteria. 
 
An 8-10 page term paper is used to reinforce both writing skills (learning 
objective 4) and a willingness to engage in lifelong learning and scholarship 
(learning objective 7). A rubric is used to grade the term papers using a 1-10 scale 
to assess specific writing skills (grammar, spelling, structure and content), and the 
degree of engagement with primary sources (i.e., identification and use of an 
appropriate number of sources, appropriate in-text and discipline specific 
referencing style). 
 
Given that the course is an upper level methods course that is intended to 
reinforce our program’s learning objective, we feel that at least 85% of students 
enrolled in the class should demonstrate an acceptable level (7/10 or greater) of 
performance on specific learning objectives. 

 
Here we report on the performance of students enrolled in ANTH B426 during the 
Fall 2010 semester: 

 
Dept Learning Objective (LO) Method* % Achieving LO 
2 - Anth Understanding hum cond Final course grade (“C” or higher) 87.5% 
4 - Competency in writing Term Paper, Final Report 93.8% 
5 - Critical thinking Quizzes 3, 4, and Final Exam 93.8% 
6 – Quantitative Skills Quizzes 3, 4, and Final Exam 93.8% 
7 - Lifelong learning Use of term paper sources 93.8% 
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Our assessment data suggest that we are exceeding all of our program’s learning 
objectives for ANTH B426. 

 
ANTH P370 Ancient Civilizations of South America Embedded Assessment 

ANTH P370 Ancient Civilizations of South America is a General Education Area 
VI course and approximately half of the students who enroll in the class are not 
our majors. However, given that it is an Area VI class, it is expected that all 
students will build upon information gained from ANTH P200 Introduction to 
Prehistoric Archaeology. The class is a writing-intensive, holistic archaeology 
course that examines prehistoric populations dynamics of South America from the 
initial colonization and settlement (10,000 BC) through the expansion and 
subsequent conquest of the Inca Empire (AD 1432). The assigned readings, 
exams, and term papers cover these topics by emphasizing the interplay between 
paleo/skeletal biological, paleoecology/paleoclimatic, and prehistoric cultural 
(archaeological) changes during the last 10,000 years. Further, these topics are 
interpreted through the lens of modern ethnographic analogy and peri-historic 
sources of data. Because of this, the course re-enforces our program’s learning 
objectives 2 (anthropological approaches to understanding the human condition), 
4 (achieving competency in writing), 5 (demonstrate critical thinking), and 7 (life-
long learning). Given the writing intensive nature and continuous feedback 
provided to students, the class size is capped at 20 students. 
 
Work for the course involves (1) written critical reviews of 18 original journal 
articles assigned during the course of the semester, (2) a 12-18 page take-home 
midterm and 12-18 page take-home final exam that require students to critically 
evaluate specific topics and issues in South American Archaeology, and (3) an 8-
10 page detailed research paper on a specific South American archaeological 
culture or issue (i.e., domestication, emergence of pristine states, emergence of 
status and class, etc.).  
 
All reading summaries are geared toward having the students engage in and 
understand original literature relevant to understanding prehistoric South 
American social dynamics. The readings, class discussions, and lecture notes are 
subsequently used to evaluate and answer multi-part take-home exam questions. 
If turned in, the reading summaries were simply rated as either acceptable and on 
time, acceptable but late (half credit for grading, but considered “acceptable” for 
the purposes of assessment), unacceptable (but students could revise and turn in 
again for credit as “acceptable”), or not turned in (unacceptable). 
 
The goal of the take-home exams is to have students critically evaluate, 
synthesize, and cite information from the assigned class readings, lecture 
discussions, and class notes to address questions related to broader 
anthropological topics (i.e., prehistoric human-environmental interactions and 
cultural adaptations, debates related to archaeologically documented shifts in 
economic strategies, factors and debates related to the emergence of inherited 
status, class, and ethnicity; factors and debates related to the emergence and 
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collapse of complex societies, etc.). Students are expected to provide relevant 
dates and archaeological site data, in addition to topical information from their 
readings, in their written answers. Each question’s answer is evaluated using a 
rubric that evaluates the use of data and citations, writing (grammar, spelling, 
content), and critical thinking skills, in addition to completeness and thoroughness 
of the answer. Opinions are not considered acceptable. Instead, students are asked 
to critically evaluate current hypotheses and suggest – based upon the currently 
available data – which have greater (or lesser) support and which may simply be 
demonstrably false. 
 
Exams and term papers are evaluated using rubrics to evaluate our program’s 
learning objectives. Specifically, learning objectives 2, 4, and 5 (in addition to 
other criteria) are independently assessed on a 1 – 10 scale, with a score of 7 or 
higher for each learning objective being considered acceptable. For the research 
paper, a rubric using a 1-10 scale is utilized to evaluate adequate use and citation 
of resources (>5 original sources), grammar, spelling, content, etc. Specifically, 
for the purposes of assessment, the term paper rubric items are used to assess 
adequate achievement in writing skills (learning objective 4) and life long 
learning (learning objective 7) through the location and use of adequate and 
relevant sources, and – subsequently – the critical evaluation and summary of the 
state of knowledge based upon those original sources used to address the paper 
topic. Given that this is an upper level course with a pre-requisite with the goal of 
reinforcing specific learning objectives, we expect that 85% of students will 
exhibit acceptable performance (i.e., 7/10 or 70%) on specific assessment items. 

 
We report the following performance on specific learning objectives for students 
taking ANTH P370 during Spring 2010: 

 
Dept Learning Objective (LO) Method* % Achieving LO 
2 - Anth Understanding hum cond Performance on exams 100.0% 
4 - Competency in writing Exams, Term Paper 93.8% 
5 - Critical thinking Relevant components of exams 100.0% 
7 - Lifelong learning Use of term paper sources 93.8% 
7 - Lifelong learning Reading Summaries 71.3% 

*For all learning objective methods of assessment, a 7/10 or greater on relevant items on the grading rubric is 
considered “acceptable.” 
 

In the case of learning objectives 2, 4, and 5, >85% of students performed 
acceptably on relevant rubric items. However, in the case of learning objective 7 
(lifelong learning) ~94% of students demonstrated acceptable use of term paper 
sources (proper and sufficient number of sources, appropriate in-text and 
bibliographic citations), only 71.3% turned in an acceptable number (i.e., the 
student turned 13 or more of the 18 reading summaries that were rated as 
“acceptable”).  
 
Given the students’ responses on a teaching evaluation item specifically asking 
them if they were able to keep up with the work, the relatively low performance 



Anthropology Assessment 2010 - 2011  16 

(71.3% of students) on the reading summaries is not surprising: some students 
made comments on the teaching evaluations that they felt that the number of 
reading summaries was excessive. As a direct result of this assessment, the 
instructor will likely reduce the number of assigned readings so that students can 
keep up with the workload. 
 
Overall, however, we are exceeding our program’s learning objectives in ANTH 
P370. 

 



	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

APPENDIX	  I	  
	  

Department	  of	  Anthropology	  
2010	  –	  2011	  Assessment	  Report	  
Exit	  Questionnaire	  and	  Results	  

from	  Spring	  2011	  



Anthropology	  Degree	  Exit	  Questionnaire	  
	  

	  

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	  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).	  
	  
	  
	  



Anthropology	  Degree	  Exit	  Questionnaire	  
	  

	  

QUALITATIVE	  ITEMS	  
	  
21.	  Which	  of	  the	  following	  traditional	  anthropology	  subdisciplines	  did	  you	  gravitate	  to	  the	  
most?	  
	  
22.	  Are	  there	  areas	  of	  the	  program	  that	  should	  be	  strengthened?	  Check	  all	  that	  apply.	  
	  
23.	  How	  has	  our	  B.A.	  program	  helped	  in	  achieving	  your	  educational	  or	  career	  goals?	  Check	  
any/all	  that	  apply.	  
	  
24.	  Has	  your	  course	  work	  and	  other	  experiences	  in	  this	  program	  encouraged	  you	  to	  enroll	  
in	  a	  graduate	  degree	  program	  in	  this	  field?	  	  
	  
25.	  Where	  you	  able	  to	  participate	  in	  any	  of	  the	  following	  programs	  or	  opportunities	  offered	  
through	  the	  Department	  of	  Anthropology?	  Please	  check	  all	  that	  apply.	  
	  
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.	  
	  



Avg	  (SD) Item
4.64	  (0.50) 1.	  Overall	  the	  course	  content	  I	  received	  in	  my	  anthropology	  classes	  was	  excellent.	  
4.73	  (0.47) 2.	  Overall	  the	  quality	  of	  the	  course	  delivery/instruction	  classes	  was	  excellent.	  
4.40	  (0.70) 3.	  I	  am	  pleased	  with	  the	  basic	  breadth	  of	  the	  knowledge	  I	  gained	  regarding	  the	  discipline	  from	  the	  Intro	  level	  courses
4.50	  (0.71) 4.	  I	  am	  pleased	  with	  my	  knowledge	  of	  the	  different	  cultures
4.22	  (0.97) 5.	  I	  am	  pleased	  with	  my	  knowledge	  of	  topical	  anthropological	  issues	  (Group	  B	  courses)	  that	  I	  studied
4.64	  (0.67) 6.	  I	  feel	  that	  I	  was	  able	  to	  improve	  upon	  my	  writing	  skills	  from	  my	  Anthropology	  degree.
4.64	  (0.81) 7.	  I	  believe	  that	  my	  critical	  thinking	  skills	  improved	  because	  of	  my	  Anthropology	  degree.
4.45	  (0.82) 8.	  My	  degree	  increased	  my	  familiarity	  with	  the	  scientific	  method	  and	  its	  application	  in	  anthropology.
4.82	  (0.40) 9.	  My	  degree	  in	  anthropology	  has	  increased	  my	  familiarity	  with	  the	  important	  findings,	  concepts,	  people,	  and	  pubs.
4.73	  (0.47) 10.	  My	  degree	  increased	  my	  familiarity	  with	  the	  influence	  of	  cultural,	  historical,	  biological,	  &	  linguistic	  influences	  on	  social	  life.
4.55	  (0.69) 11.	  My	  degree	  increase	  my	  familiarity	  with	  cultural	  subsystems	  such	  as	  economics,	  politics,	  technology,	  kinship,	  marriage,	  etc.
4.73	  (0.65) 12.	  My	  degree	  increased	  my	  familiarity	  with	  the	  relationship	  between	  human	  groups	  and	  the	  environment.
4.82	  (0.40) 13.	  My	  degree	  increased	  my	  familiarity	  with	  the	  influence	  that	  race,	  gender,	  ethnicity,	  class,	  etc.
4.73	  (0.47) 14.	  My	  degree	  increased	  my	  familiarity	  with	  theoretical	  approaches	  to	  explain	  human	  diversity.
4.55	  (0.69) 15.	  My	  degree	  increased	  my	  ability	  to	  evaluate	  situations	  (current	  events,	  health,	  psychology,	  etc.)	  from	  an	  anthro	  perspective.
4.82	  (0.40) 16.	  My	  understanding	  of	  anthro	  allows	  me	  to	  understand	  and	  value	  human	  diversity.
4.27	  (0.79) 17.	  My	  degree	  increased	  my	  understanding	  of	  how	  anthro	  can	  address	  social,	  political,	  economic,	  and	  technical	  problems.
4.00	  (0.89) 18.	  My	  degree	  in	  anthro	  increased	  my	  understanding	  of	  research	  methods	  &	  lab	  procedures	  in	  anthro.
4.09	  (0.83) 19.	  The	  quality	  of	  the	  advising	  was	  outstanding.
4.45	  (0.69) 20.	  The	  quality	  of	  the	  opportunities	  &	  experiences	  offered	  are	  outstanding.
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Indiana University Purdue University Fort Wayne
Assessment Report: Direct Measures

Degree or certificate: B.S. in Chemistry
Program: Chemistry
Academic Year: 2010-2011

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.

Assessment measures and criteria Assessment results

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.

There were three CHM 495 and two CHM
499 oral presentations in the 2010-2011
academic year.

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.

We identified 42 chemistry students who took
Test I and Test III. For the 42 questions
concerning general chemistry, the average
score for the pre-test was 8.7 with a range of
scores from 1 to 23 and a standard deviation
of 5.2; for the post-test, the average score was
24.0 with a range of scores from 14 to 42 and
a standard deviation of 6.4. Each of the 42
students increased their score by at least 5
and the maximum increase was 30.

We identified 49 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
1.6; for the post-test, the average score was



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.

5.4 with a range of scores from 1 to 10 and a
standard deviation of 2.1.   44 of the 49
students increased their score by at least 1
and the maximum increase was 8. Four
students had fewer correct responses on the
post-test than the pre-test; one other student
had the same score on both tests.

The average percentage correct on the general
chemistry test increased from 21% to 57%
and on the organic chemistry test increased
from 16% to 39%. 

Use of results
The Curriculum & Assessment committee will be doing a more thorough analysis of the results
of our majors’ performance on Test III to determine absolute performance on each question and 
identify any trends in this performance over the time the test has been administered. 

The Curriculum & Assessment committee has been working this academic year (2011-2012) on
revising the department’s learning goals and objectives to better align them with the
baccalaureate framework; at the same time, the committee is discussing what threshold criteria
can be established to determine if we are successful in meeting these goals.  The analysis of the
Test III questions should be valuable in this effort. 

Effect(s) on the program 
The Curriculum & Assessment committee recognizes the need for establishing a capstone
experience for our students.  To this end, the committee is reviewing the use of the Diagnostic of
Undergraduate Chemistry Knowledge (DUCK) for all graduating students; the American
Chemical Society (ACS) publishes this exam and has established national norms for it.  

The committee is also currently looking at ways to modifying two existing courses (CHM 495
(Senior Seminar ) and CHM 499 (Senior Seminar) to bolster their role in a capstone experience;
we will develop rubrics to provide objective assessment of student presentations in these courses
in light of the new learning objectives previously mentioned.

We will continue to administer these pre- and post-tests and evaluate data annually. 



Indiana University Purdue University Fort Wayne
Assessment Report: Indirect Measures

Degree or certificate: B.S. in Chemistry
Program: Chemistry
Academic Year: 2010-2011

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 be successful at being admitted to graduate/ professional schools or finding
chemically-related jobs.

Assessment measures and criteria Assessment results

We sent an alumni survey in 2010 to 249
IPFW graduates with a B.S. degree in
chemistry; 41 graduates returned the survey.

97% of the respondents believed that they
received a quality degree from IPFW and
97% believed that their study of chemistry at
IPFW adequately equipped them for their
present position.
 
66% of the respondents identified that they
had performed undergraduate research while
at IPFW; of this number, 96% agreed that
undergraduate research was beneficial to their
careers.

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

We are currently waiting for an evaluation of
this report from the ACS. 

The five-year report indicated there were 9
undergraduate chemistry students in the past
5 years who collaborated with 3 different
chemistry faculty members on research
projects under the auspices of CHM 499.

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

In the 2010-2011 academic year, there were
seven graduates awarded a Bachelor’s Degree
in Chemistry; one of these was ACS-certified. 



year. Of these graduates, we are aware of one who
has matriculated at a medical school.

Use of results:

We await feedback from the ACS-CPT on our five-year report.

We are very pleased with the reported results from the recent alumni survey; no changes to our
curriculum are suggested by these results.

Effect(s) on the program
The Curriculum & Assessment Committee has added the following questions to the alumni
survey: 1) Would you like the IPFW Chemistry Department to inform you of potential
employment opportunities in chemistry? 2) Did you perform research as an undergraduate? Was
it beneficial?

We continue to encourage more students to participate in undergraduate research with chemistry
faculty; the description of current research projects has been updated to include those of our two
new faculty members, Drs. Steven Stevenson and Peng Jing.  
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Assessment Report 
Department of Communication 

IPFW 

 

Undergraduate Portfolio Review 

 

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

Curriculum Map 

 

The assessment process in the Department of Communication is stipulated in the Assessment of 

Academic Achievement document (see Appendix A). Previous to the 2010-2011 academic year, the 

Department of Communication developed measurable learning outcomes that correspond with each of the 

two majors. These learning outcomes appear throughout the Communication Curriculum and are outlined 

in Appendix B.  

 

Each of the learning outcomes is assessed through the portfolio assignment. Coursework in each of the 

majors links directly to the portfolio and students are directed to use their assignments in their final 

portfolios. Faculty include relevant information on syllabi that direct students’ attention to the types of 

assignments that are suitable for their portfolios. Data collection for assessment purposes occurs through 

the portfolio process by direct evaluation of outcomes as met through course assignments.  

 

Step 3:  Measure of Student Learning 

Background 

 

In the 2010-2011 academic year, the Department of Communication instituted a change in the curriculum 

that included a required senior portfolio. The portfolio project is designed to be a direct assessment of 

the objectives of the two communication majors: Interpersonal/Organizational and Media/Public 

Communication. The majors have both overlapping and unique objectives that can be measured by the 

completion of the portfolio assignment. In the three required one credit portfolio courses, students are 

tasked with the production of a Web site and a DVD that specifically addresses each objective with 

reflections about their work exemplifying that objective.  

 

Rubric Development 

 

In the Spring of 2010, the assessment committee formulated a rubric to measure the objectives for each of 

the two majors. The rubric was revised in Fall of 2010.  It includes one item per major objective with a 

rating scale ranging from “Unacceptable” to “Excellent.” Two faculty members piloted the rubric to 

gauge its effectiveness as a measurement tool. Only three completed portfolios were available for 

assessment (since the requirement began with entering majors in Fall, 2010). The two members of the 

faculty independently assessed the three portfolios. While the data received provided an initial 

measurement of major objectives, they are not statistically sufficient to gauge the overall major. Instead, 

the assessment committee will use the data to refine the rubric. The outcomes of piloting process are 
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listed in the tables below with the average degree of difference between the two faculty evaluators 

displayed: 

 

 

Media and Public Major 

Outcome 
Avg. Deg. of 

Difference 

Articulate the historical traditions 

of the discipline 
1 

Skillful in the use of new 

technologies 
2 

Explain communication concepts 

and theories 
1 

Explain, evaluate and apply the 

processes involved in productive 

conflict 

2 

Demonstrate awareness of diverse 

perspectives 
1 

Competent reader, speaker, 

writer, and listener 
0 

Interrelation among media 

economics and relevant 

institutions 

0 

Critically analyze media and 

public communication 
2 

Analyze instances of the 

interdependent relations between 

media and society 

1.5 

Demonstrate a basic 

understanding of terminology 
0.5 

Identify form, structure, and 

techniques of mediated texts 
1.5 

Step 4: Use what is learned 

 

Rubric Changes  

 

Based upon the two faculty members experience with the rubric, two major changes have already been 

made to the assessment instrument. First, in a number of instances, the portfolios reviewed were missing 

particular elements. The original rating scale does not provide a measure for missing items from the 

portfolio and has since been updated to provide a space for a “Submission Missing” response. Second, in 

some cases, students placed inappropriate items under major objectives. For example, a student posted a 

video from a production course under the Media and Public objective of “Critically analyze media and 

Interpersonal/Organizational Major 

Outcome 
Avg. Deg. of 

Difference 

Articulate the historical 

traditions of the discipline 
0 

Skillful in the use of new 

technologies 
1 

Explain communication concepts 

and theories 
3 

Explain, evaluate and apply the 

processes involved in productive 

conflict 

0 

Demonstrate awareness of 

diverse perspectives 
0 

Competent reader, speaker, 

writer, and listener 
2 

Evaluate interpersonal and/or 

group interactions 
1 

Communicate competently 

interpersonally and/or in groups 
1 
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public communication.” However, the submitted video did not critically analyze or reflect upon elements 

of mediated communication. Subsequently, the assessment committee has included a space for marking a 

submission as an “Inappropriate Submission.” (See Appendix C for updated assessment forms) 

 

While the above changes to the instrument reflect our development of the rubric, the collected data only 

provide a cursory measure of the two majors. Additionally, in cases of inappropriate or missing 

submissions, the raters had drastically different responses. With the above changes to the instrument, the 

reliability between raters will likely improve and provide more statistically significant results to make 

stronger arguments about the effectiveness of the department.   

 

Plans for 2011-2012 

 

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 

portfolios.  
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Graduate Student Assessment 
 

Step 1: Measurable Student Outcomes 

 Demonstrate an understanding of and the ability to apply research methods relevant to the 

student’s particular area of study 

 Demonstrate the integration of the knowledge of communication theory, communication research, 

and applied communication skills 

 Demonstrate an understanding of the multi-dimensional nature of the discipline 

 Demonstrate performance of and/or critical competence in communication skills relevant to the 

student’s particular area of study 

 

Step 2: Location of outcomes 

 In the graduate program, research methods are taught in separate methods courses, one of which 

is required of all students. 

 Other competencies are spread across the required theory and choices of specialization courses 

dependent of the student’s interests. 

 

Step 3: Measure of student learning 

 Graduate students are required to complete a synthesis paper.  The synthesis paper “is a 

culminating manuscript demonstrating your understanding of communication theory, research, or 

practice. Its purpose is to exhibit knowledge of the academic discipline of communication and confirm 

effective analytical abilities and writing competencies. Because your synthesis paper should reflect your 

approved plan of study, it must be a substantially original work of scholarship, as opposed to a cosmetic 

revision of a paper previously completed for a course.” 

(http://new.ipfw.edu/departments/coas/depts/communication/grad/synthesis.html). 

 

 Our assessment plan calls for:  

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.  

 

This direct assessment of graduate goals was completed for fourteen synthesis papers.  After the names 

were removed, each paper was reviewed by two graduate faculty members using a rubric based on the 

measurable outcomes listed in Step One (see Appendix D for the rubric).  Although we are unaware of a 

reliability statistic for two judges of twelve attributes per subject when the judges are not the same for 

each subject, we applied Ebel’s Intraclass Correlation Coefficient to the two sets of ratings for all fourteen 

http://new.ipfw.edu/departments/coas/depts/communication/grad/synthesis.html
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papers.  The two sets of ratings were significantly correlated ( r = .33; p < .01) and the Cronbach alpa for 

the overall rating scale was .91.  So, we feel the scale is fairly reliable.   

 

However, there are some questions about validity.  Each of the outcomes was measured using three items, 

essentially creating mini-scales of each area.  Given this, we should have had 28 ratings for each mini-

scale (14 papers with two judges each – rather than try to resolve the differences (i.e., use averages etc.), 

we simply used all the data, which inflates the significance some but we think that is ok for these 

purposes).  For the research methods outcome, we only had 17 ratings, indicating that almost 40% of the 

ratings were listed as N/A for at least one of the items.  Thus, the synthesis paper may not be the best 

measure of research methods since the student can choose to do an extended literature review which does 

not use any of the research methods he/she has learned.   Although, again, the reliability on the Research 

Methods subscale was acceptable at .82. 

 

The other three subscales (Knowledge, Mulitdimensionality, and Communication) seem to be more valid 

since they had ratings for 27, 24, and 28 out of 28 possible and alphas of .84, .75, and .86, respectively.   

 

So, one of the issues we need to address is whether the assessment of our research methods objectives 

needs to occur in a different way. 

 

 
 

 

 

 

0 
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1 
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4 

4.5 
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Research 
methods 

Knowledge 
of theory, 
research, 
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2005 3.66 3.71 3.5 3.8 3.65 

2007 4.07 4.54 4.53 4.36 4.37 

2011 3.59 3.78 3.51 3.88 3.58 

Communication Graduate Assessment 
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Step 4: Use what is learned 

 

As the chart shows, the recent graduate students (and due to assessment process changes, this assessment 

was not completed in 2009) seem to be less accomplished than those in 2007.  However, there are also 

measurement issues to consider: 1) there was some adjustment of the rubric itself which could have 

affected the results; 2) of the ten people assessing the synthesis papers, only three assessed the papers in 

2005 and/or 2007; 3) as mentioned, many of the synthesis papers did not allow for adequate assessment 

of a student’s ability to use appropriate and effective research methods.  The Department of 

Communication has decided to look at revising the assessment method itself.  Graduate faculty have 

charged the assessment committee with that task. 
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Alumni Assessment 

 
Step 1 and 2. Measurable Student Outcomes and Location of Outcomes 

 The measurable outcomes for alumni are quite broad because they are expected of all our 

students, Graduate and Undergraduate alike. These goals are identified below. Although they are not 

specifically detailed in one particular course, it is expected that each communication course equip our 

students with the tools necessary to become proficient in these areas.    

 

Step 3.  Measure of Student Learning 

 The Department of Communication Alumni Survey, an indirect measure, is conducted every five 

years. For 2010, we mailed post cards to 200 individuals who have earned either or both a bachelors 

and/or master’s degree in Communication in the past five years. The post card requested that the 

individual visit a website that contained the alumni survey. We received eleven completed surveys. This 

is a response rate of 5%. Of the eleven respondents, three had earned a bachelors degree in Interpersonal 

and Organizational Communication. Seven had earned a bachelors degree in Media and Public 

Communication and two had earned a masters degree in Professional Communication, or PCSA.  

 

Findings: 

a. Results for the alumni survey indicated that the alumni believe that  

i. The program fulfilled its goals well; 4.27 on a 5.00 scale 

ii. Communication coursework helped develop competent written communication 

skills well; 4.55 on a 5.00 scale 

iii. Communication coursework helped develop competent oral communication 

skills well; 4.36 on a 5.00 scale 

iv. Communication coursework helped develop competent analytical skills well; 

4.55 on a 5.00 scale 

v. Communication coursework has been useful in a professional context; 4.36 on a 

5.00 scale 

vi. Communication coursework helped achieve personal goals; 4.55 on a 5.00 scale 

vii. Current employment position utilizes the knowledge/skills gained from degree; 

4.27 on a 5.00 scale 

b. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of internal consistency for these questions is .92. This 

indicates the validity of the use of this survey as an assessment tool.  
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Step 4: Use What is Learned: Responses and Actions for Continuous Improvement  

 While the quantitative responses were generally very positive, the department recognizes 

the need for greater numbers of participation in the survey portion of the assessment to 

give a clearer view of alumni perspectives. That said, even with minimal participation, 

the quantitative data gathered from the survey provides insight that will be useful in the 

department’s assessment process. 

 The survey was conducted using one medium, an online Qualtrics survey. While the 

committee anticipated that an online survey tool would increase the number of survey 

participants, the actual number of survey participants decreased significantly from the 

previous surveys conducted in 2000 (37) and 2005 (55). The department has discussed 

various means of increasing alumni participation. These means included follow-up phone 

calls, reminder emails, and the addition of a traditional mailed survey in addition to the 

online format. 

 Due to the small number of survey participants, an employer survey was not conducted. 

The department considers an employer survey a valuable element to the evaluation 

process because it offers an evaluation of the program from another perspective (other 

than student and instructor). The department will seek evaluative input from alumni 

employers when the alumni assessment is conducted in the future. 

 The Qualtrics survey was available online for roughly two weeks. The department will 

increase the length of time that the survey is available to alumni.  

 200 post cards were sent out to inform alumni that a survey was available. The 

department will increase awareness for the next survey by using various mediums to 
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promote and remind alumni with regards to the survey. (Emails, social media posts, in 

addition to postcards) 

 A more exhaustive survey should be considered to better understand alumni perceptions 

of their educational experience in the communication department. The department will 

address this by creating three different sets of questions depending on the response from 

the survey taker. These sets of questions will be focused specifically on the alums of our 

two undergraduate majors: Media/Public Communication, and 

Interpersonal/Organizational Communication and our graduate degree: Professional 

Communication. 

 The department seeks to be more visible in communicating with alumni. The 

Communication Department plans to develop profiles using two popular social media 

outlets. These outlets, Facebook and LinkedIn, will have pages dedicated to the 

Communication Department and provide channels of communication that can inform 

alumni of upcoming departmental events (ie surveys), news, and other pertinent 

information.  
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Appendix A 
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 4/18/2003 

Amended 3/28/94    Amended and approved 4/29/09 

Amended 4/24/2001 
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Appendix B  

 

Objectives of all Communication Undergraduate Majors (COMI and COMM) 

Objective 120 212 248 253 300 303 308 310 312 314 316 318 324 

Be able to articulate the historical traditions of 

the discipline; 
        X                 

Be aware of and skillful in the use of new 

technologies relevant to your major; 
X           X             

Be able to explain communication concepts and 

theories relevant to your major; 
  X X X X X   X       X X 

Be able to explain, evaluate and apply the 

processes involved in productive conflict in the 

contexts (interpersonal, small group, 

organizational, mediated, public) relevant to the 

major; 

  X       X         X X   

Demonstrate awareness of diverse perspectives;   X     X X   X X X X X   

Be a competent reader, speaker, writer, and 

listener (a course artifact may mean one or 

more of these). 

  X     X X X X   X X X   
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Objectives of all Communication Undergraduate Majors (COMI and COMM), cont. 

Objective 325 330 333 331 332 334 337 338 410 422 471 480 

Be able to articulate the historical traditions of 

the discipline; 
                        

Be aware of and skillful in the use of new 

technologies relevant to your major; 
      X X X X         X 

Be able to explain communication concepts and 

theories relevant to your major; 
X X             X X     

Be able to explain, evaluate and apply the 

processes involved in productive conflict in the 

contexts (interpersonal, small group, 

organizational, mediated, public) relevant to the 

major; 

                X   X   

Demonstrate awareness of diverse perspectives;   X           X X X     

Be a competent reader, speaker, writer, and 

listener (a course artifact may mean one or 

more of these). 
X   X     X     X   X   
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Objectives for Media and Public Major (COMM) 

Objective 248 250 253 300* 318 330 332 333 334 337 338 401 421 422 

Identify and analyse the interrelation among 

media economics and relevant institutions 

and agencies; 

  X                         

Critically analyze media and public 

communication; 
X X X   X X         X X X X 

Identify and analyze instances of the 

interdependent relations between media and 

society; 

  X       X             X X 

Demonstrate a basic understanding of the 

terminology of mediated and public 

communication; and 
X   X   X   X           X   

Identify and analyze the form, structure, and 

techniques of mediated or public texts in 

their entirety, and consider how they 

function in a larger context. 

X   X   X     X X     X X   

 

Objectives for Interpersonal and Organizational Major (COMI) 

Objective 212 310 320 324* 410 

Evaluate interpersonal and/or group interactions (a 

course artifact may meet either context); 
X X X     

Communicate competently (effectively, appropriately, 

ethically) interpersonally and/or in groups (a course 

artifact may meet either context). 
X X X   X 
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Appendix C 

 

Communication: Interpersonal/Organizational Major Portfolio Assessment 

Form 

 

Student Name: _______________________________  Student Advisor:____________________ 

Expected Date of Graduation: _______________ 

 

The student has been evaluated on the manner in which his or her portfolio effectively and professionally 

addresses each of the following communication area learning outcomes.   

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

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

LEARNING OUTCOMES RATING 

Be able to articulate the historical traditions of the 

discipline:  

The student has demonstrated that s/he is able to articulate the 

history and development of communication as a field of study; 

understanding of the development of theories and methods; 

fundamental background in the literature and chronology of 

communication studies, as well as key historical figures 

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 

Be aware of and skillful in the use of new technologies 

relevant to your major;  

The student has demonstrated that s/he is aware of and skillful 

in the use of new technologies relevant to her/his major. The 

student has demonstrated general computer literacy including 

the ability to use software programs, online databases, and 

Internet resources; ability to present ideas professionally 

through media including word processing and presentation 

software (i.e., PowerPoint), creation of website or web-based 

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

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 

Be able to explain communication concepts and theories 

relevant to your major;  

The student has demonstrated a conceptual understanding of the 

communication concepts including knowledge of various 

genres and major theories.  Areas of theoretical study may 

include mass communication, nonverbal, group, cultural and 

gender, rhetoric, interpersonal, and persuasion. 

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 

Be able to explain, evaluate and apply the processes 

involved in productive conflict in the contexts 

(interpersonal, small group, organizational, mediated, 

public) relevant to the major; 

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 
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The student has demonstrated the ability to analyze diverse 

perspectives involved in a conflict and respond in a competent 

manner.  

Demonstrate awareness of diverse perspectives;    

The student has demonstrated awareness of diverse perspectives 

(i.e., in terms of cultural, ethnic, sex, gender, religious, or 

sexual orientation differences.) 

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 

 

LEARNING OUTCOMES RATING 

Be a competent reader, speaker, writer, and listener (a 

course artifact may mean one or more of these). 

The student has demonstrated his/her ability to comprehend 

written and/or mediated text, deliver an effective oral 

presentation (with appropriate organization, support, and 

delivery), write an effective paper (well organized, coherent 

argument, appropriate supported), and listen effectively 

(exhibits active listening skills with appropriate responses). 

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 

Evaluate interpersonal and/or group interactions (a course 

artifact may meet either context); 

Student has demonstrated the ability to evaluate key 

components of an interpersonal interaction (i.e., perspective 

taking, self-monitoring, ways to deal with conflict, 

assertiveness) or group interaction (member roles, leadership 

behavior, productive conflict management, 

task/relational/procedural roles). 

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 

Communicate competently (effectively, appropriately, 

ethically) interpersonally and/or in groups (a course artifact 

may meet either context). 

The student has demonstrated the ability to consider him/herself 

and “other” in the interpersonal or group interaction and to be 

effective (in reaching instrumental and relational goals), 

appropriate (for the situation and the goals) and ethical. 

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 

 

Overall, this portfolio is assessed as: 

 

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 

 

_______________________________    _______________________ 

Faculty Signature       Date 

_______________________________    _______________________ 

Faculty Signature       Date 

_______________________________    _______________________ 

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

 

Student Name: _______________________________  Student Advisor:____________________ 

Expected Date of Graduation: _______________ 

 

The student has been evaluated on the manner in which his or her portfolio effectively and professionally 

addresses each of the following communication area learning outcomes.   

Rating Legend: 10 – Excellent, 9 – Highly Competent, 8 – Competent, 7 – Satisfactory, 6 – Substandard,  

5 - Unacceptable, M – Submission Missing, I – Inappropriate Submission. 

LEARNING OUTCOMES RATING 

Be able to articulate the historical traditions of the 

discipline:  

The student has demonstrated that s/he is able to articulate the 

history and development of communication as a field of study; 

understanding of the development of theories and methods; 

fundamental background in the literature and chronology of 

communication studies, as well as key historical figures 

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 

Be aware of and skillful in the use of new technologies 

relevant to your major;  

The student has demonstrated that s/he is aware of and skillful 

in the use of new technologies relevant to her/his major. The 

student has demonstrated general computer literacy including 

the ability to use software programs, online databases, and 

Internet resources; ability to present ideas professionally 

through media including word processing and presentation 

software (i.e., PowerPoint), creation of website or web-based 

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

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 

Be able to explain communication concepts and theories 

relevant to your major;  

The student has demonstrated a conceptual understanding of the 

communication concepts including knowledge of various 

genres and major theories.  Areas of theoretical study may 

include mass communication, nonverbal, group, cultural and 

gender, rhetoric, interpersonal, and persuasion. 

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 

Be able to explain, evaluate and apply the processes 

involved in productive conflict in the contexts 

(interpersonal, small group, organizational, mediated, 

public) relevant to the major;  

The student has demonstrated the ability to analyze diverse 

perspectives involved in a conflict and respond in a competent 

manner.  

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 
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Demonstrate awareness of diverse perspectives;    

The student has demonstrated awareness of diverse perspectives 

(i.e., in terms of cultural, ethnic, sex, gender, religious, or 

sexual orientation differences.) 

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 

LEARNING OUTCOMES RATING 

Be a competent reader, speaker, writer, and listener (a 

course artifact may mean one or more of these).  

The student has demonstrated his/her ability to comprehend 

written and/or mediated text, deliver an effective oral 

presentation (with appropriate organization, support, and 

delivery), write an effective paper (well organized, coherent 

argument, appropriate supported), and listen effectively 

(exhibits active listening skills with appropriate responses). 

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 

Identify and analyze the interrelation among media 

economics and relevant institutions and agencies;  

The student has demonstrated understanding of how two or 

more of the media industries and some agencies (i.e. 

companies) within those industries influence each other, 

compete with one another, and support one another and perhaps 

other agencies (i.e. governmental). 

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 

Communicate competently (effectively, appropriately, 

ethically) interpersonally and/or in groups (a course artifact 

may meet either context).  

The student has demonstrated the ability to consider him/herself 

and “other” in the interpersonal or group interaction and to be 

effective (in reaching instrumental and relational goals), 

appropriate (for the situation and the goals) and ethical. 

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 

Critically analyze media and public communication;  

The student has demonstrated the ability to critically analyze 

messages in media (possibly including but not limited to 

commercials, advertisements, narratives, technical components, 

etc.) and/or messages in public communication (possibly 

including but not limited to public address, campaigns, news 

media, political punditry, public opinions, etc.). 

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 

Identify and analyze instances of the interdependent 

relations between media and society;  

The student has demonstrated the ability to critically analyze 

how media influence society, and individuals in that society, 

and has demonstrated the ability to critically analyze how 

society and individuals in that society influence the media 

industries. 

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 

Demonstrate a basic understanding of the terminology of 

mediated and public communication;  
10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 
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The student has demonstrated an understanding of terminology 

used within mediated and/or public communication and the 

student has demonstrated an understanding of terminology used 

to analyze mediated and/or public communication. 

Identify and analyze the form, structure, and techniques of 

mediated or public texts in their entirety, and consider how 

they function in a larger context.  

The student has demonstrated the ability to critically analyze 

the form, structure, and techniques in media [possibly including 

but not limited to narrative structure, production techniques (i.e. 

shot composition, lighting technique, mise-en-scene, etc.), 

genre, etc.] and messages in public communication (possibly 

including but not limited to presentational structure and/or 

style, persuasive/rhetorical techniques, etc.). 

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 

 

Overall, this portfolio is assessed as: 

 

10 9 8 7 6 5 M I 

 

 

_______________________________    _______________________ 

Faculty Signature       Date 

_______________________________    _______________________ 

Faculty Signature       Date 

_______________________________    _______________________ 

Faculty Signature       Date 
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Appendix D 
Department of Communication 

Graduate Student Exit Assessment 

 

Date: ____________________ Student Number ______________ 

 

Reviewer: ____________________ 

 

Instructions:    Assess the synthesis paper on the basis of the 5 point scale below, circling the number which best 

indicates whether the paper demonstrates the subcriteria for each objective.  Please use only criteria that apply to this 

synthesis paper. 

Additional comments may be added on the bottom of the sheet. 

 

  Strongly Agree    5 4 3 2 1 Strongly Disagree 

 

To demonstrate an understanding of and the ability to apply research methods relevant to the student’s 

particular area of study, the student: 

1. Selected an appropriate research method   5 4 3 2 1 

2. Effectively applied the research method   5 4 3 2 1 

3. Evaluated the effectiveness (limitations) of the approach   5 4 3 2 1 

 

To demonstrate the integration of the student’s knowledge of communication theory, communication research, 

and applied communication skills, the student: 

1. Chose an appropriate theory/research for understanding the topic.    5    4 3 2 1 

2. Made appropriate conclusions from theory and/or research.         5    4 3 2 1 

3. Effectively implicated/applied the conclusions.          5    4 3 2 1 

 

To demonstrate an understanding of the multi-dimensional nature of the discipline, the student: 

1. Appropriately articulated the topic from an interdisciplinary (e.g., outside of Communication) perspective. 

 5 4 3 2 1 

2. Appropriately articulated the topic from an intradisciplinary (e.g., within Communication) perspective. 

 5 4 3 2 1 

3. Appropriately chose research according to disciplinary focus. 

 5 4 3 2 1 

 

To demonstrate performance of and/or critical competence in communication skills relevant to the student’s 

particular area of study, the student:  

1. Effectively constructed an argument for examining the topic in the synthesis paper. 

 5 4 3 2 1 

2. Effectively applied a writing style (e.g., APA, MLA, Chicago, etc) appropriate for his/her area of study 

 5 4 3 2 1 

3. Displayed effective writing by using the basic mechanics of writing (e.g., grammar, sentence structure, and 

organization) 

 5 4 3 2 1 

 

Comments: 
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Appendix E 
Alumni Survey 

 

Q1 The degree program fulfilled its goals. 

 Strongly Disagree (1) 

 Disagree (2) 

 Neutral (3) 

 Agree (4) 

 Strongly Agree (5) 

Q2 My communication coursework helped me develop competent written communication skills. 

 Strongly Disagree (1) 

 Disagree (2) 

 Neutral (3) 

 Agree (4) 

 Strongly Agree (5) 

Q3 My communication coursework helped me develop competent oral communication skills. 

 Strongly Disagree (1) 

 Disagree (2) 

 Neutral (3) 

 Agree (4) 

 Strongly Agree (5) 

Q4 My communication coursework helped me develop competent analytical skills. 

 Strongly Disagree (1) 

 Disagree (2) 

 Neutral (3) 

 Agree (4) 

 Strongly Agree (5) 

Q5 My communication coursework has been useful to me in a professional context. 

 Strongly Disagree (1) 

 Disagree (2) 

 Neutral (3) 

 Agree (4) 

 Strongly Agree (5) 
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Q6 My communication coursework helped me achieve my personal goals. 

 Strongly Disagree (1) 

 Disagree (2) 

 Neutral (3) 

 Agree (4) 

 Strongly Agree (5) 

Q7 My current employment position utilizes the knowledge/skills gained from my degree. 

 Strongly Disagree (1) 

 Disagree (2) 

 Neutral (3) 

 Agree (4) 

 Strongly Agree (5) 

Q8 What do you remember as the most positive experience in the Communication Department? 

 

Q9 What are some of the challenges you faced as a Communication major? 

 

Q10 What advice would you give to incoming communication majors? 

 

Q11 Is there anything the Department of Communication could have done to provide you with a 

better educational experience? If so, please specify. 

 

Q12 Major 

 Interpersonal/Organizational (1) 

 Media/Public (2) 

 MA/MS Professional Communication (3) 

Q13 Current Position 

 

Q14 May we contact your supervisor with a brief survey? 

 Yes (1) 

 No (2) 

Q15 If yes, please provide your supervisor's name, business address and phone: 

Name (1) 

Business Address (2) 

City (3) 

State (4) 

Zip Code (5) 

Phone (6) 
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 Assessment Report - 2011 
 
 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. 

 
CSD 42000, Introduction to Developmental Speech and Language Disorders in Children was 
selected as the target course for this section of the departmental evaluation.  There were twenty-
eight junior/senior-level students enrolled in the class for the Spring 2010 semester.  CSD 42000 
also serves as the department=s course to meet the IPFW computer literacy requirement.  There 
are three different measures used to determine progress toward graduation.  The first measure is 
a research paper that requires web-based information as well as references to journals and books 
and the proper use of American Psychological Association=s publication format.  An oral report 
is part of the requirement.  After the semester is over, two CSD instructors evaluate about 50% 
of the papers using the new rubric for communication that was developed by the 
Communication Assessment Task Force in Summer 2010.  The papers are randomly selected 
with names removed. 
 
The second measure is a group project to plan an intervention session for an assigned language-
disordered client.  The student group must research the disorder, find appropriate intervention 
plans, and design goals for ten sessions of intervention.  Students rate themselves and the others 
in their group on a pre-assigned form focused on each member=s role and contribution to the 
completed project.  These items are submitted as a written report.  Additionally, the group 
presents the intervention plan and rationale orally to the class.   
 
The third  measure is a report about a specific language test that has been scored for a specific 
client. Students review the test and what specific information should be evaluated; the client=s 
performance on the test; what might be potential findings and what the specific performance of 
the client means. All of the measures are evaluated by the course instructor. The following is 
CSD 420 data from the Spring 2011 semester that was evaluated only by the course instructor. 
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Summary of Measures Evaluated by the Course Instructor 
 
 
Measures 

 
 SATISFACTORY 

 
 FAIR 

 
 POOR 

 
Research paper & oral report 

 
 19 

 
 2 

 
 0 

 
Group Therapy Plan 
   Research skills 
   Oral report 
   Evaluation 

 
  
  21 
             21 
  19 

 
 
 0 
 0 

      2 

 
 
 0 
 0 
 

 
Test Analysis 

 
  19 

 
 2 

 
 0 

 

Nineteen/twenty-one or 90% of the students performed adequately for their paper and oral 
reports on their research topics, all twenty-one or 100% performed adequately for the group 
therapy plan; all twenty-one or 100% performed adequately on the test analysis task.  Two 
students were viewed by their peers as not meeting the class standard/evaluation for group 
participation. 
 

In addition to these course-instructor assessments, CSD had two instructors independently 
evaluate the writing and research of twelve of twenty-one papers produced by the students in the 
course.  Each paper was randomly assigned to two instructors.  Of the papers reviewed, one third 
are evaluated by instructors A and B, one third by instructors B and C and one third by 
instructors A and C.  Using a new rubric developed by the Arts and Sciences Task Force on 
Communication, each faculty member critiques the thesis, development of ideas, organization, 
use of sources, style, and the mechanics of the papers.  The goal is to have 80% or more meet the 
criteria.  The following are the overall data for the research and writing skills that were scored 
independently by two department faculty along with the instructor of the course.   
 
Measure of Research and Writing Independently Evaluated by Two Faculty Members     
                   
 
Ratings 

 
EXCELLENT 

 
SATISFACTORY 

 
 POOR 

 
Research paper N=12 

 
 5       7  

 0      

 

Writing evaluation findings and conclusions 
 
All the scores for writing and research by two instructors for each paper were similar and agreed 
upon.  The scores are presented on the chart.  All twelve papers achieved excellent or satisfactory 
scores.  These scores are consistent with the course instructor=s evaluation of the research 
papers. The major problems in research skills and writing were citation of secondary sources in 
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APA style, APA errors on citations within the body of the paper, narrative skills including 
transitions and use of conjunctions, and proofreading. Although most of the research papers met 
excellent or satisfactory expectations, the faculty continues to be concerned about the writing 
ability of the majors. All students had completed English W233.   
        
B.  Measures of Capstone Experience 

 
Goal: 80% or more of graduating seniors will successfully engage in at least one  culminating 
pre-professional experience as noted below in 1, 2, & 3. 
 
There were 21graduating seniors.  Eleven seniors completed one experience, eight completed two 
culminating experiences and one completed three for a total of 20 of the 21 (95%).  
One did not complete a senior experience and chose not to enroll in clinic, the camp or do an 
independent study. This major was not planning on continuing in the field of speech-language 
pathology or audiology.  
 
1.  CSD 59000 - Directed Study of Special Problems 
 
Goal: Development of research skills while independently pursuing depth 
of knowledge in topic areas of interest. 
 
Five projects were completed.  All projects were successful and each student presented the 
findings of her work to faculty and students in the CSD Spring Research Forum.  
 
2.  CSD 54900 - Clinical Practicum I  
 
Goal 1: 90% of students will meet or make sufficient progress on their self-selected clinical 
goals.   
       
Ten participated in clinical practicum.  Students chose the goals in conjunction with their clinical 
supervisors.  Each student was matched with a single client, for a total of 10 clients.  Baseline 
data was taken and data was updated throughout the semester.  Typically, the student clinician 
needed to display the targeted behaviors 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 was continued in order to determine if the 
clinician continued to maintain or progress in the specific skill. 
 
Of the 22 goals chosen, 22 were met (100%).   
 
Goal 2:  90% of the clients or their families will agree that they were satisfied with 
the progress made; that they would recommend the clinic to others; and if 
previous therapy was experienced at a different locality, that the experience at IPFW 
was as good or superior by comparison. 
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Client Survey Results 
 

Surveys returned 9/10 Strongly Agree,  Agree Superior   Good        Yes       No 
Satisfied with progress 7             2   
Recommend to others   9      
Previous therapy N=13  4       4  

 
Nine respondents strongly agreed or agreed (100%) that they were satisfied with the results of  
therapy.  100% agreed that they would recommend the clinic to others.  All of the participants 
(N=8) 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.   
 
Goal 3: 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. 
 
Thirteen students participated in this experience. 

 
C.  Measures At Exit and After   
 
            
1.  Exit Survey of Graduating Seniors -2011 
 
Goal: To determine the felt merits of the department preparation as judged by the 
most recent graduates once formally departed IPFW.   
 
At the end of the semester in May, 2011 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% 
 
14 of 21 forms were completed (67%).  
 
a. Strengths:  Overall 14/14 (100%) expressed satisfaction based on comments provided by the 
students who returned the forms.  Not all students commented on the areas listed below so raw 
data for each area is reported. 
 1. Academic classes: 14/14 (100%) satisfied with courses  
 2. Clinic: 10/10 (100%) satisfied with clinical experiences   
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 3. Student life: 9/9 (100%) satisfied; 5 did not participate  
 4. Academic advising: 14/14 (100%) satisfied 
 5. Dept. facilities: 14/14 (100%) liked having the labs and library resources within the 
 department areas (see weaknesses also

6. Special dept. meetings: 8/8 (100%) enjoyed the information presented about graduate 
school and career options 
7. NSSLHA (Speech and Hearing Club/ASL-PAH):  
3/3 (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. 

b. Improvement Needed:  Although students are satisfied some did offer  
some suggestions for improvement.  Typical comments made by those who chose to comment 
are shown here. Repeated comments are shown only once. 
 1. Academic classes:  more sections of courses; more structure/organization in a few 
 courses, more hands-on experiences, more on assessment-especially more practice with 
 tests, offer an on-line aural rehabilitation course, more classes on adult disorders, update 
 materials. 
 2,  Clinic: organize clinic lectures to occur prior to doing them in clinic, more space and 
 more than one client, cover various clinical settings in clinic courses, offer two semesters 
 of clinic, offer an audiology lab, offer clinic to all majors.  
 3.  Independent study: awesome experience for me-two or more made the same 
 comment. 
 4.Student life: more involvement for underclassmen; make freshmen and sophomores 
 aware they can come to the clinic areas, more department get-togethers. 
  5.  Atmosphere in department: welcoming, warm, friendly, close-knit, sincere, hard-
 working, nice open door policy, productive, encouraging, like a family, awesome, caring, 
 stressful but in a good way, positive, safe place to make mistakes and learn 
 6.  Other comments: the majority of the students commented on their appreciation of the 
 major, one said she would not have graduated had it not been for the major; suggestions 
 included more group outings, more room especially for clinic, update the audiometric 
 suite. 
 
2.  2011 Annual Tally of Graduate School Acceptance  
Goal: 80% acceptance of those who apply 
 
Number of Seniors                         Applications             Acceptances 
 21             16 (76%)      13/16 (81%) 

Of the fifteen 2011 graduates who applied, eight were accepted into more than one graduate 
program; four were awarded assistantships.  Of the three who were not admitted into graduate 
school, two have opportunities to be employed as assistants to speech-pathologists and one began 
working as a SLP assistant in January 2011.  Of the six who did not apply for graduate school, 
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one plans to be employed with a hearing aid/cochlear implant company and will apply to 
graduate school within in the next two years, one will enter the military, one will apply next year, 
the rest continued with their jobs to work full or part time, marry or raise a family. 
 
3.  Alumnae 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.  2011 was not a year to 
survey the post-graduates one to three years away from IPFW and CSD.    
 
4.  Findings and Conclusions 
 
Measures at exit and up to three years after graduation  
All of the graduating seniors who responded stated they were well satisfied with their 
academic, clinical, advising and student-life experiences.  However, they comment on the lack of 
space, the need for more sections of courses and more opportunity to engage in department and 
club activities.   
 
II Comment 
 
Closing the loop: Responses/Actions for continuous improvement: 
 
From the survey comments: There were four major themes. 
 
A.  More clinic space/opportunity: 
 
Space on campus is tight for everyone.  Although we would like to expand the work/lab areas for 
the students, there is no place to expand.  This problem may be remedied in a few years when the 
new buildings on campus are completed.  However, as the MA in speech-language pathology is 
implemented within the next 4 years it is essential that more space be found.  The problem is that 
we have two-to-three times as many senior majors than we did several years ago when the space 
was adequate.  The department may consider a GPA average for entry into the major. 

 
All clinic records and preparation must be done in the clinic areas to protect confidentiality in 
compliance with HIPPA rules.  Further, we only have two faculty members who can supervise 
and that is not enough currently to meet the needs of the seniors.  CSD needs another full time, 
tenure track faculty member who also has clinical certification.. 

 
B.  Involve underclass students earlier and provide more interaction with upperclass 
majors: 
Mentoring attempts have been tried in the past to include freshmen and sophomores and match 
them with upper class majors.  It was not successful.  However, the upcoming seniors and juniors 
are interested in involving the freshmen and sophomores.  The department will support all efforts 
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to have gatherings for all majors.  The department will also consider an all-major gathering in the 
fall to start this process. 

 
C.  More sections of courses and more flexibility of course order: 
 
The faculty in the department work at 100% efficiency according to Dean Drummond.  Without 
more full-time faculty, the department cannot offer multiple sections or have flexibility in when 
the courses are offered.  To accommodate the burgeoning number of junior and senior majors, we 
offer sections of four upper level courses both spring and fall instead of two sections during one 
semester per year.  This may ease the problem for students since they can take core courses now 
in either term which will help them gain entry into the courses with pre-requisites in a more 
timely way.   A qualified limited term lecturer (Ph.D.) was found to teach one course thus 
allowing the full time faculty member to become interim chair for 2011-12.  We enlarged the all 
upper level courses to the maximum, thus limiting some of the hands-on experiences our students 
enjoy.  We are not happy with that solution.  CSD needs another full time faculty member.  

 
D. 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 majors use some of their electives courses to earn a Certificate in 
Gerontology and want to have more hands-on experiences.  Until we have another tenure-track 
faculty member these opportunities will be limited. No new courses can be added due to the lack 
of enough faculty who have the areas of expertise needed to discuss adult disorders in more 
depth.  A new clinical practicum for majors earning a gerontology certificate was implemented 
spring 2011. This experience provided for the participating seniors a good hands-on experience 
with adult clients. See description below. 
 
E.  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 performed at the IN State Conference for Speech Language 
Pathology and Audiology in April and at the IPFW graduation ceremonies.  There were eight 
students in the choir last year.  The Sign Choir is another way for students to socialize and to 
participate in meaningful activities. 
 
Photography as Language was a special clinical experience designed for majors earning a 
certificate in gerontology.  Elderly adults who have had neurological injuries (strokes) were the 
clients for this innovative way to stimulate both oral and written language in adult clients.  The 
program was a success and will be offered again as needed. 
 
 
Submitted by: Lucille J. Hess and Jonathan Dalby 
Title: Chair, 5/2011 and Interim Chair, 7/2011- - CSD      
   
November 2011 
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Memorandum 

To: Dr. Debrah Huffman, Chair 

 Arts and Science Assessment Committee 

From: Dr. Hardin Aasand, Chair HLA 

 English and Linguistics 

Date: 1/14/2012 

Re: 2010-11 Assessment report 

Please find attached the 2010-11 assessment reports from both the Undergraduate Studies and Assessment 
and Graduate Studies Committees.  I provide an overview of our current undergraduate program and 
graduate programs as well as our current assessment strategies. 

Undergraduate Program 

The stated benefits of a major in English, reflected in the departmental website, are as follows, delineated 
by the respective concentrations that comprise the English degree: 

• Literary study provides a basis for understanding various forms of cultural expression.  

• Linguistics teaches the structure and function of languages from a global perspective. 

• Folklore introduces the student to voices otherwise neglected by the dominant culture.  

• Writing studies help students develop the ability to create forceful, effective documents in various 

media.  

To engender these benefits for our students, the program has established the following overarching 
learning outcomes for all of our majors, outcomes that are interwoven throughout all of the concentrations 
students choose for their program focus.   

• Students display the ability to write critically, precisely, and persuasively, especially about topics 
relevant to their major field and their selected concentration.  
 



• Students demonstrate the ability to communicate knowledge of literary, linguistics, and rhetorical 
conventions and traditions, especially those of America and England. 
 

• Students can apply the appropriate research tools and methods to demonstrate critical 
understanding of their selected concentrations. 
 

During the 2010-11 academic year, the Undergraduate and Graduate Studies Committees began the 
implementation of a new assessment model; these reports reflect the implementation of these assessment 
protocols.  The past assessment model was an arbitrary one: the departmental chair was charged with 
selecting a 200-level class and a capstone course for essay/portfolio submissions.  This process lacked a 
logical process and a clear rubric that would assess program outcomes. Given the emerging curriculum 
map that the department has been constructing, the department has developed a new assessment practice 
for future assessment reports: we will select one of our program concentrations for detailed assessment 
each year, supplemented with online surveys of students for indirect data from current and graduating 
students.  This process will entail the designation of appropriate courses for the chosen outcomes and the 
establishment of clear assessment rubrics appropriate for the level of course content. This process will 
provide a stronger, more logical assessment protocol for departmental practice.  

Undergraduate Program 

While I will allow the attached undergraduate report speak for itself—both the evaluation of the 
submitted essays and the summation of the surveys, I can highlight the fact that this year’s incarnation of 
the report focuses on our creative writing program (writing studies will be the focus for the 2011-12 
report). The committee observes the general satisfaction of our students with our courses and instructors, 
with a disparity evident between satisfaction with the lower-division and upper-division courses. The 
survey also suggests that student satisfaction was lower for our mentoring/advising, internship, and guest 
speakers. While our numbers are respectable, we should clearly address our advising and internship 
programs, the latter which has been already supplemented with the establishment of an advisory council. 

Graduate Program 

With the installation of a new graduate director and the transitional nature of our graduate assessment 
process, this year’s report demonstrates a responsive assessment, not only of our graduate curriculum (e.g. 
700-level seminars, graduate advising, online/F2F offerings), but also of our non-curricular offerings for 
our students.  The report demonstrates our candid admission of problem areas but also a statement of the 
improved quality of our program, its instructors, and our openness to program revision. 

In general, I am pleased with the quality of these reports given their candor and the systematic way they 
have begun to address our undergraduate and graduate programs to improve the curricula and the future 
assessment efforts. 

 

 

 

 



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

Department of English and Linguistics 

 

Assessment 2010–11 

 

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 online surveys.  The committee believes that the collection of essays for 

evaluation and the percentages of respondents to surveys can continue to be improved to provide a more 

logical and consistent basis for program assessment.  The surveys discussed below include both include 

students in the program as well as those exiting, an improvement recommended in last year’s assessment 

report. 

 

Assessment of Sample Graduate Essays 

Each year, the committee reviews a set of papers from a graduate-level course (rotating between literature 

and composition courses) using a three-question rubric based on our graduate program outcomes.  For all 

responses, 5 indicates strongly agree and 1 indicates strongly disagree.  Collection of essays for the 2010-

2011 assessment was complicated by the transition to a new Director of Graduate Studies.  The sample 

essays examined by the committee were drawn from essays collected by the TENL program.  The 



committee believes that a more consistent method of identifying and collecting sample essays can be 

implemented, as recommended at the end of this report. 

 

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 (2011) 

The sample essays (n=5) were collected from Linguistics P512 and L532, both offered in Spring 2010.  

The committee evaluated each essay and assigned scores based on the rubric. 

Essay Q1 Q2 Q3 

A 2.7 2 1.7 

B 3.3 3.3 3.3 

C 4.3 4.3 4.3 

D 5 5 4.7 

E 3.7 4 4 

    

Overall Average 3.8 3.7 3.6 

P512 Average (A–C) 3.4 3.2 3.1 

L532 Average (D–E) 4.4 4.5 4.4 

 

MA Exit Survey 

In the past, the committee has solicited exit surveys from graduating graduate students. In last year’s 

assessment report, the committee based its findings on 5 surveys from graduating graduate students out of 

15 total graduating graduate students, for a response rate of 33%.    For this year’s report, an online 

survey was emailed to 37 current graduate students on September 29, 2011.  Students had until October 

14 to respond.  We received a total of 7 responses, for a response rate of 19%.  Six of the seven students 

who responded were enrolled in the M.A. program; one student was pursuing a M.A.T. degree. 

Numeric Responses 

For all responses, 5 indicates strongly agree and 1 indicates strongly disagree. NR indicates no response. 

Question seven refers to students’ employment: “How useful were the following skills to your attaining 

employment?  Indicate your level of agreement by rating it on a scale of 1 to 5.  One meaning strongly 

disagree and 5 being strongly agree.” 



 7.1  Critical Thinking 

 7.2  Reading and Interpreting Texts 

7.3  Writing and Revising 

7.4  Research 

 5 4 3    2 1 NR Average (n=4) 

7.1 1 2   1 2 3.50 

7.2 3    1 2 4.00 

7.3 3   1  2 4.25 

7.4 1 1 1 1 1 2 3.50 

 

Question eight refers to the graduate program: “Please rate the value of these components in your English 

program by indicating your level of agreement by rating it on a scale of 1 to 5.  One meaning strongly 

disagree and 5 being strongly agree.” 

 8.1  Course offerings 

8.2  Class size, format, and assignments 

8.3  Faculty 

8.4 Mentoring and advising outside the classroom 

 5 4 3    2 1 NR Average (n=6) 

8.1 2 2 1  1 1 3.60 

8.2 2 2  1 1 1 3.50 

8.3 2 3   1 1 3.80 

8.4 1 1 2 2  1 3.20 

 

Question ten refers to student learning: “Please indicate your level of agreement of disagreement with the 

following statements…” 

10.1 “Program requirements provide or provided you the opportunity to gain satisfactory 

knowledge of the area.” 



10.2  “You have or are acquiring an adequate basis for further study in the area, either 

independently or as an advanced graduate student.” 

10.3  “The program provides or has provided you with subject-area knowledge adequate for 

teaching.” 

 

 5 4 3    2 1 NR Average (n=6) 

10.1 2 3  1  1 4.00 

10.2 2 3  1  1 4.00 

10.3 2 3   1 1 3.80 

 

Question thirteen asked students to rate the following statement: “The courses you need or needed have 

been offered regularly.” 

 

 5 4 3 2 1 Average (n=7) 

13 1  3  3 2.40 

 

Question seventeen refers to the graduate curriculum: “You should be able to demonstrate an 

understanding and appreciation of the diverse scholarly approaches to major issues in the study of 

literature, language and linguistics, or rhetoric/composition/writing.” 

17.1  “The MA/MAT degree requirements afforded you the opportunity to develop an 

understanding of major issues and approaches in your areas of study.” 

17.2 “The specific courses you took addressed the major issues and approaches in your areas of 

study.” 

17.3 “Your teachers encouraged you to challenge and critique the various theoretical approaches 

you studied.” 

17.4 “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=6) 

17.1 1 2 2 1  1 3.50 



17.2 2 2 3   1 3.60 

17.3 2 2 1  1 1 3.60 

17.4 2 1 1  2 1 3.20 

 

Question twenty referred to students’ skills in research and writing: “You should be able to write 

professional papers which demonstrate critical and analytical thinking and other skills necessary for 

independent research and writing.” 

20.1“You are or were taught or encouraged to develop the research skills needed for graduate-

level work in English.” 

20.2 “You were or are challenged to use these skills in your courses.” 

20.3 “You were or are taught or encouraged to develop the writing skills needed for graduate-

level work in English.” 

20.4 “You were or are challenged to use these skills in your courses.” 

20.5 “Your seminar(s) required or require original and independent research as well as a mastery 

of previous scholarship on the topic.” 

 5 4 3    2 1 NR Average (n=5) 

20.1 3 1   1 2 4.00 

20.2 3 1   1 2 4.00 

20.3 3 1   1 2 4.00 

20.4 3 1   1 2 4.00 

20.5 2 2   1 2 3.80 

 

Question twenty-one posed focused on queries: 

21.1  “The program allowed or allows you to pursue your intellectual and creative interests in 

English.” 

21.2  “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.” 

21.3  “The graduate was or is available and accessible to you when needed.” 



 5 4 3    2 1 NR Average (n=5) 

21.1 1 3   1 2 3.60 

21.2 1 1 2  1 2 3.20 

21.3 1 2 1 1  2 3.60 

 

Written Responses 

6.  How helpful was your English degree in your attaining employment? If it was, how? If not, why not? 

NR 

Helpful because it allowed me to be eligible for pay raises and also to specialize in Writing Studies 

and courses for high school students. I also have the option of pursuing other professions in the future 
depending on budget and teacher cuts in the Indiana educational system. 

I have not completed my degree yet.  A master's degree will earn me more pay as a teacher but will 

make it harder for me to switch jobs and work at a different school, as schools are always looking for 

the cheaper option. 

NR 

We will see. My Bachelor's was not in English, though I have a heavy English concentration. My 

Bachelor's was not at all helpful with regard to qualifying me for jobs in the public sector, the 

exception being substitute teaching; any Bachelor's degree qualifies you for that. I am hoping my 

master's degree will open more doors for me. 

I teach in another discipline 

At this point in time, being in the Masters of Arts program at IPFW was my specific choice so I would 

be able to teach while going to school in order to gain experience (teaching at the college level) and 
remain actively teaching in the classroom. The South Bend and Kokomo, IN locations of IU (which 

are closer to my home location) do not offer this TA opportunity.   

 

11.  Are there aspects of your program that you are mastering or have mastered most successfully? 

NR 

NR 

Learning how to deeply analyze texts. 

NR 

My research skills and knowledge of theory. 



I believe that writing studies and rhetoric and composition have gone well. 

The aspects of the program that are most beneficial are the components related to continued 
improvement in the writing concentration and exposure to research areas I have never been exposed 

to before.  

 

12.  Which least successfully? 

NR 

NR 

NR 

NR 

Theory into practice. More opportunities for community service outside of the graded project is 

desperately needed to develop best practices for teaching composition in a 'real world' 

environment! 

none 

I feel that I am mastering classes successfully that include reading, research, and writing. I have to 

allow extra time for all of these areas on my own which I do so successfully. The only class I have 
struggled with involved vision concentration with memorization. I was not on vision disability 

status at that time, but I am now on vision disability status and hope that the next class I will be 

taking the Spring of 2012 will me mastered more successfully with this status and 

accommodations in place.  

 

14.  If the courses you needed were not offered regularly, what problems did you encounter? 

The core classes are not offered every semester and then some even require permission from the 

instructor to enroll 

The amount of courses provided in the core and concentration categories were few compared to  

electives.  

I really need more online classes.  There is no university where I live, and it is an hour away from 

IPFW.  I picked this university because of the online options I was told about, but I am coming to 

find there are not very many online options at all.  With a full-time job and a commute, it is really 
hard for me to make the few classes available at 4:30 or later. 

NR 

Rotation has been a bit tricky. Had I not taken a year off voluntarily, I would have still been 
delayed a year for graduation. 

None 



With regard to the core classes, it seems that at times there is difficulty in obtaining access to these 

core classes on what I understand to be the three semester rotation. I have watched this area of 
course offerings very closely since my official acceptance into the program. With the assistance of 

Teri Luce, I have been able to track which semesters of which years these courses are offered 

which I must include in the program in order to complete my degree and gain more full time 

employment as soon as possible. When there is a change in these core course offerings in which the 
"time" schedule does not fit the "graduate level" (for example for those graduate students working 

outside of their graduate program full time) and the course is offered prior to 4:30 p.m. it makes it 

difficult for graduate students.  

 

15.  Which courses were the most beneficial to you and how? 

NR 

NR 

Young Adult literature was beneficial to me because the books we studied were options that would 
fit with the students I teach. 

The courses involving writing style - C682 - and research (B780) have been the most interesting 
and motivating.  

ENG C505 Teaching Composition, ENG C517 Prof Schlrship Writing, ENG C780 Fam Hist & 

Community Literacy, ENG C625  Res Method Pro Write, ENG C682 Intro To Classical Rhetoric, 
ENG C682 Rhetoric Of Pop Culture, LING L505 Prof Schlrshp Lang Stdy & Ling. All of these 

courses furthered my understanding of, and broadened my knowledge of research, scholarship, and 

the teaching of composition and rhetoric. 

The classes that provided a means of understand students who are not as well prepared as the 

average for college. 

The courses have all been helpful in some way. I feel that I did take an initial summer course in 

2010 that was not something I should have taken because it did not directly correlate to my overall 
goal of teaching (writing and/or literature) at the college level. This was my mistake to choose this 

course, but it was a good course and taught well. In this situation, I believe more thorough initial 

counseling advisement when choosing classes (which classes and why) would have been more 

beneficial. I simply just picked a course as an elective to get started.   

 

16.  Which courses were not helpful and why not? 

NR 

NR 

NR 



The core courses are quite broad. While the texts are somewhat explanatory, the teachers don't have an 

authoritative grasp on the material. You can pitch questions, but more often than not, you get a general 
answer. 

All courses have been helpful/enlightening in some way due my approach to comp/rhet studies: 

through the lens of popular culture. Having said that, the department is lit heavy to a fault, and creative 

writing courses prevail over research and teaching in composition and rhetoric. Though I felt I 
benefited greatly from my linguistics courses, as well as lit courses, not all students truly need these 

beyond an initial introduction, and I spent much time in lit classes simply because of the shameful 

dearth of comp/rhet focused classes. 

none 

See the comment in the above section.  

 

18.  Which scholarly approaches to literature, language and linguistics, or rhetoric/composition/writing 

has the MA/MAT program enabled you to understand best? 

 

NR 

NR 

NR 

NR 

As Writing Studies is in it's toddler stages, the courses which addressed the field gave me a solid 

historical background in the development of the field, and the topics covered were very current. 

Discussion groups and various readings. 

The best approaches in all of these areas are the graduate courses which contain only graduate 
students. This allows for a more cohesive understanding of the challenges and the goals of specific 

graduate courses and the intended degree.  

 

19. Which scholarly approaches, not covered or covered inadequately, would you have liked to study or 

study in greater depth? 

NR 

NR 

NR 



NR 

More writing courses for those of us not bound for MFAs in creative writing. PhD programs in 

comp/rhet are becoming more competative and IPFW needs to at least provide for the opportunity 

for further study in this area. 

none 

I am not sure how this could be accomplished but to closely link a few more courses such as the 

C780 directly to the "teaching of writing" would be beneficial for those graduate students who plan 

to teach in the classroom. I suppose the same would be beneficial in any of the areas of 
concentration. For example C505 is an excellent course about teaching composition but there are 

components of this course that do not cover all areas of "teaching" in the classroom. The course 

covers teaching writing very sufficiently. But it was in C780 where I learned to write a syllabus and 

design more in-depth writing assignments for different cultural students. It was the combination of 
these two courses that prepared me to be a TA in addition to my prior teaching experience as a 

licensed secondary teacher in the classroom.  

 

22.  In your view, what aspect of the MA/MAT program contributed or is contributing the most to your 

fulfilling your educational goals?  Explain. 

NR 

NR 

NR 

NR 

While there are really no courses offered that addresses my particular bent in writing studies, all of 

my professors have been very willing to help me craft my projects in such a way that I was able to 

address the requirements of the class as well as fulfill my  educational goals and personal interests in 

the field of comp/rhet. 

NR 

The aspects of each of my classes have been fulfilling to my goal of teaching writing (or literature as 

a secondary choice which was my undergraduate concentration). I am learning new ways of critical 

thinking, many new methods of research and how to tie this research into my writing.  

 

23.  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. 

 

Not offering the core classes every semester.  Offer the core classes every semester and not require 

the instructor's permission for required courses. 



NR 

NR 

NR 

Again, the lack of variety in available writing studies classes has been my only frustration. 

NR 

Again, I think a closer examination of new graduate students (working with their adviser in person 

to examine program materials) as to the courses they need to be thinking about for electives would 
be more fulfilling in the beginning process of the program.  

 

24.  What additional comments would you care to add about the department, IPFW, or your experiences 

since completion? 

NR 

NR 

NR 

NR 

NR 

NR 

I am pleased with the English department office staff as well as the faculty. The office staff is always 

helpful and answers questions when needed. The English faculty is also obviously dedicated to their 
profession and the success of their students. For graduate students, the most productive and long term 

effective classes are those which are not in lecture format but in a discussion and seminar format.   

*Please forgive any typos in this survey as the print is small for me to read! I have taken extra time and 

hopefully caught most of these.  

 

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 expressed a desire to determine, at a future date for later assessments, how much 

writing and research knowledge our students are actually gaining from the faculty, and how much is 



brought into the classroom beforehand.   Toward that end, we recommend that the following 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. 

 The department should consider changing the application procedure to include a writing sample 

along with the statement of purpose now required.  This sample would give future committees a 

basis for ascertaining how much writing ability and knowledge students are gaining from our 

courses. 

We also recognize that the sample from our student survey needs to be bigger to provide us with a more 

complete assessment of student needs and concerns.  We therefore recommend that instead of, or in 

addition to, the online survey, a new policy should be put in place to conduct student surveys at the 

beginning of all core courses and seminars.  This would provide the committee each year with a high 

percentage of respondents and a more accurate picture of student opinions, as well as with a picture of 

how student opinions change over time as they move through the program. 

Last year’s assessment also called for the creation of a new entry-level course that would address basic 

issues such as: writing with secondary sources; professional rhetoric and academic audiences; and the 

incorporation of secondary research material in a professional manner.  While the committee agrees with 

the goals of this recommendation, we also believe that it is more urgent that we address student concerns 

about course scheduling and availability and the need to improve the graduate experience of our students 

by finding ways to offer more graduate-only courses.  The implementation of a new entry-level course 

must be done in such a way as to address rather than exacerbate these concerns.  

Students’ concerns continue to focus on the availability and attention of the graduate advisor, and on 

course diversity and scheduling, especially for those who work at outside jobs or who commute from 

outside of Fort Wayne.  As per last year’s recommendation, the department conducted during the 2010-

2011 academic year a workshop on graduate school and applying for jobs or to doctoral programs.  Last 

year’s committee also recommended that more be done to facilitate communication between students and 

the graduate advisor, and to review students’ transcripts and audit bingo sheets to keep track of their 

progress.  The new graduate studies director has begun a systematic review of student progress and is in 

the midst of updating student records on the departmental drive.  Also, the director has begun to develop a 

more user-friendly document to help students evaluate their progress and devise a path toward completion 

of their degree program.  In addition, he has communicated with all graduate students to inform them of 

the change in the directorship and to encourage them to contact him for advice on their progress. 

The committee believes that student concerns about course diversity, availability, and scheduling should 

be addressed as two separate but related issues: first, student complaints about core courses reveal a 

misunderstanding of the design of the M.A. degree, a misunderstanding which is often at the heart of 

student frustrations with a perceived inattention to advising.  The director needs to do more to educate 

students on the purpose of the four core courses and their relationship to both the concentration and the 

choice of electives.  This can be done through mail and email communications as well as advising, but 

could also involve 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.  Second, complaints about availability and scheduling not only point 

to matters of organization and staffing, but also speak to the need, as noted in the previous assessment 

report, to assure that students benefit from a specifically graduate experience.  The four required 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.  The committee recommends that the director and the 

department explore ways to offer these core courses more frequently, perhaps even through summer 

courses as some students have requested, and/or to reevaluate the design of the core to look at increasing 

the alternatives for meeting these requirements. 

The committee also recognizes that one of the benefits of the core courses is that they provide a graduate-

specific experience, an experience which the department should seek to grow.   Last year’s assessment 

report emphasized this need:  

The majority take courses in which they are the only graduate-level participants in sections 

consisting of sophomores and juniors who have very different needs, and to whom the course in 

question must naturally be aimed.  The expectation that instructors will have extra sections for 

graduate students on writing or research is not realistic or reasonable, since no further financial 

compensation is offered to faculty for doing so. Nor is it practical or desirable to expect students 

to make extra time for such instruction that would be convenient for their peers as well as 

themselves. 

We concur, and recommend that the director and the department consider ways to increase the number of 

graduate-only courses and to discuss the possible impediments to this goal.  Toward that end, we note the 

following: 

 online courses, and even online seminars, could provide a greater diversity for graduate students 

while also addressing issues of scheduling 

 graduate-only summer courses and seminars could be increased to help students complete their 

degrees in a more timely manner 

 faculty members should be encouraged to teach 700-level seminars covering a more diverse 

selection of topics and concentrations 

 

The committee also recognizes that staffing issues sometimes prevent some faculty members from 

offering graduate-only classes, especially those faculty who teach high-enrollment undergraduate courses 

or who have administrative duties and so have limited opportunity to develop and teach 700-level 

seminars.  One way to begin to address this issue would be to survey faculty about their experiences and 

willingness to develop and teach 700-level seminars.  Also, the committee recommends that the director 

work with the graduate secretary to design and implement a more consistent procedure for soliciting and 

approving seminar proposals and for supporting and encouraging faculty to develop such proposals. 



Department of English and Linguistics 
Undergraduate Studies and Assessment Committee (Bassett, Crisler, Huffman, Hume, 
Kalamaras)  

 
Assessment 2010-11 

 
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 response to last year’s assessment report, the department has reworked its method of 
assessment going forward.  Each year, the assessment for the BA will include: 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 course 
rotating among literature, writing studies, creative writing, and linguistics.  This year, the 
committee conducted the survey and examined two creative writing courses.  Next year, 
the committee will examine writing studies. 
 
I. Student Survey Results 
In Fall 2011, the department sent out a web survey to 364 current and recently-graduated 
English majors (a copy of the survey is in Appendix 1 and the results are in Tables 1 and 
2).  Fifteen students replied (4%), of which ten students fully completed the survey. 
 
Generally, students expressed satisfaction with their undergraduate experiences.  The 
students on average agreed that the skills they acquired (critical thinking, reading and 
interpreting, writing and revising, research) help them acquire employment.  The students 
also on average rated the department highly in course offerings (4.0), class sizes/format 
(4.4), faculty (4.6), mentoring/advising (3.8), internships (3.1), and guest lectures (3.4).  
The written comments generally support these numbers with numerous specific 
instructors and courses singled out for praise. 



 
II. Assessment of Sample Essays from English W203 and English W403 
In the current assessment, 36 samples were collected from three creative writing courses 
given in the Spring 2011 semester: 13 final papers from one section of English W203 
(fiction), 12 final papers from another section of English W203 (poetry), and 11 final 
projects from one section of English W403 (poetry).  Two member of the committee 
independently evaluated each sample and the two scores were averaged.  Using a three-
question rubric based on undergraduate program outcomes in relation to the creative 
writing 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 creative writing. 
• The paper/project shows competence in interpreting comprehending 

creative texts. 
• The paper/project is rhetorically sound, reflecting the clear and sustained 

thought necessary for independent creative writing. 

The results can be found in Tables 3 and 4.  For the two sections of English W203, the 
average score was 2.6 (n = 25).  Of the 25 papers, 10 were judged to be competent or 
better (40.0%).  There was no significant statistical difference between the scores in the 
two sections.  For the one section of English W403, the average score was 4.2 (n = 11).  
Of the 11 projects, all were judged to be competent or better (100%). 
 
The below-average scores from the lower-level course may be the result of the 
introductory nature of the course (i.e., for many students, this is their first introduction to 
creative writing), the mix of majors and non-majors in these courses, or the need to refine 
our assessment instrument (see below). 
 
Conclusions and Recommendations 
Our committee concludes that, based on the assessment of final projects, our students 
demonstrate average or better quality in their work in the upper-level course and below 
average quality in their work in the lower-level courses.  Major students, based on the 
survey results, express general satisfaction with the English program (e.g., course 
offerings, faculty).  At this time, the committee does not recommend any changes to the 
department’s programs. 
 
Last year’s committee established the rotation for the assessment of sample final essays 
and this year’s committee recommends that it continue with an assessment of two lower- 
and upper-level writing studies classes for next year.  This year’s committee expressed a 
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).  (However, given these concerns of the committee 
this year, the committee was in general agreement in their assessment of individual 



papers since only four out of 36 papers received raw scores with a difference greater than 
one.) 
 
The committee recommends that the online survey be continued.  The small number of 
respondents (15 out of 364) is a concern, so ways of increasing the response rate need to 
be explored by the committee and department.   
  



Appendix 1: Survey of Current English Majors 
Thank you for making the time to take the following survey. We welcome your candid 
answers to as many of the questions as you feel comfortable answering. Please be assured 
that the Department of English will put the information you provide to very good use in 
our ongoing efforts both to assess and strengthen our programs, as well as to describe our 
efforts and your own achievements to prospective and current students, donors, and the 
university and state system administrations. Thanks for your generous assistance to our 
department and university. 
 
Be assured that we are taking every precaution to guarantee that your survey is and will 
remain anonymous. To ensure the survey's integrity while allowing us to keep in touch 
with you, we're asking for your name and address and an e-mail, if you wish to provide 
one. Please know that your contact information will be kept entirely separate from your 
survey answers, so that no one will ever be able to associate a responder with a response. 
 
Please use the space provided below to tell us your name, mailing address, and/or email 
address. 
What year were you admitted to IPFW? 
What year did you graduate, or what year do you anticipate graduating? 
Degree(s) with Department of English at IPFW: 
 Associates Degree 
 Bachelor's Degree 
 TENL Certificate 
What is your current field of employment? 
How helpful was your English degree in your attaining employment?  If it was, how?  If 
not, why not? 
 
 How useful were the following skills to your attaining employment?  Indicate your level 
of agreement by rating it on a scale of 1 to 5.  One meaning strongly disagree and 5 being 
strongly agree. 
         1 Stongly Disagree  2  3  4  5 Stongly Agree 
Critical Thinking             
Reading and Interpreting texts             
Writing and Revising             
Research             
 
Thinking of the four areas listed in the previous question, how effective were the English 
and Linguistics courses in helping you develop the above skills?  Could you elaborate? 
 
How have your English/Linguistic courses contributed to your quality of life since 
graduation? 
 
Which courses were the most beneficial to you and how?  
 
Which courses were not helpful and why not? 
 



Please rate the value of these components in your English program by indicating your 
level of agreement by rating it on a scale of 1 to 5.  One meaning strongly disagree and 5 
being strongly agree. 
         1 Strongly Disagree  2  3  4  5 Strongly Agree 
Course offerings             
Class size, format and assignments             
Faculty             
Mentoring and advising outside classroom             
Internships/service learning             
Guest lectures 
             
Thinking of the areas listed in the previous question, how effective were these 
components?  Could you elaborate? 
 
What do you believe are the greatest strengths or most valuable aspects of this program? 
 
What areas do you believe need more improvement and why? 
 
What additional comments would you care to add about the department, IPFW, or your 
experiences since completion? 
 
  



Tables 
 
Table 1: Student survey data (quantitative) 
Question Raw Scores Average (std dev.) 
How useful were the 
following skills to your 
attaining employment: 
Critical thinking 

5,4,5,5,4,4,5,3,4,5 4.4 (0.70) 

How useful were the 
following skills to your 
attaining employment: 
Reading and interpreting 

5,4,5,5,5,5,2,2,4,4 4.1 (1.20) 

How useful were the 
following skills to your 
attaining employment: 
Writing and revising 

4,4,5,5,5,4,2,1,4,4 3.8 (1.32) 

How useful were the 
following skills to your 
attaining employment: 
Research 

3,4,4,3,2,4,2,1,4,4 3.1 (1.10) 

Please rate the value of 
these components in your 
English program… Course 
offerings 

4,4,3,4,4,5,5,4,5,2 4.0 (0.94) 

Please rate the value of 
these components in your 
English program… Class 
size, format 

4,5,4,5,4,4,5,4,5,4 4.4 (0.52) 

Please rate the value of 
these components in your 
English program… Faculty 

3,5,4,5,5,4,5,5,5,5 4.6 (0.70) 

Please rate the value of 
these components in your 
English program… 
Mentoring, advising 

3,4,4,5,5,2,4,3,5,3 3.8 (1.00) 

Please rate the value of 
these components in your 
English program… 
Internship, service learning 

3,2,4,4,2,3,3,3,5,2 3.1 (0.99) 

Please rate the value of 
these components in your 
English program… Guest 
lectures 

4,2,4,3,3,2,4,3,5,4 3.4 (0.97) 

 
Table 2: Student survey data (written responses) 
Q: Thinking of the four areas listed in the previous question, how effective were the English 



and Linguistic courses in helping you develop the above skills? 
• English courses have helped me in all the skills listed above. 
• All of the professors I had classes with were well skilled in their respective areas. 
• The courses I have taken have been very effective in covering these topics.  
• Based on the classes I took while in college, I believe Writing/Revising was the area in which 
my classes seemed the most effective.  I took many creative writing courses, so the revision 
process was an incredibly important skill to learn.  I also took many literature classes, which 
certainly helped develop the other areas. 
• The professors taught a narrow interpretations of the texts, basically the texts were used to 
illustrate whatever the main concept of the course was.  But they were very open to student 
interpretations and were very lenient when it came to paper topics and content 
• I didn't really need any for my job.  However, I think that the courses are helping me gain 
experience for jobs more in the area that I would like to work in. 
• It helped me to be more aware of what is involved in seceond language acquisition.  Helped 
me to better understand the stuggles of my students. 
Q: How have your English/Linguistic courses / contributed to your quality of life since 
graduation? 
• They make me miserable, but I have learned much about the world.  
• again, I've not graduated yet but I can say that the courses have helped me in various times in 
my life now. 
• I have always had a deep appreciation for reading and writing, so it only managed to heighten 
my appreciation.  I came to a deeper understanding of literature and the writing process, thanks 
to the creative writing and linguistic classes I took.  By taking these classes, I have become a 
well-rounded, articulate communicator, both in my professional and personal life. 
• Source of pride, given me a new way and new reason to read books and has molded how I 
perceive written works 
• I have not yet graduated. 
• I haven't graduated yet. 
• It has helped me to be a better teacher and has broadened the range of jobs that I am 
qualified.  In addition, it has created job security for me. 
Q: Which courses were the most beneficial to you and how? 
• ENG L301, Native American Literature, Victorian Literature because I actually learned 
something and the teachers taught well.  
• They've all been beneficial, more so than IPFW General Education required classes, which 
appear to just be filler for the university and serve no one in their post-graduate lives. 
• Upper-level writing courses have been most beneficial to me, because I am focusing on 
becoming a graduate student and teacher of composition.  
• Cain's "Composing the Self" was most beneficial of all the classes I've taken in helping me 
develop my researching skills. The projects exposed me to a variety of genres and forced me out 
of my writing comfort zone, which has given me confidence in taking on other new areas of 
study and writing. 
• The creative writing courses were definitely the most beneficial.  Fiction writing helped me 
develop my voice in my writings.  Poetry classes were probably the most helpful.  Not only did I 
gain a deeper appreciation for the writing process, I gained a sense of community within the 
class, as we all were able to lean on each other for guidance and support.  It taught me new 
interpersonal skills while also heightening my understanding and overall appreciation for poetry 
and writing in general. 
• The writing courses mostly, but I learned alot from literature and comparative literature 



• Children's Literature, Milton, Rhetoric of Pop Culture, Business Writing, and Technical Report 
Writing were the most beneficial to me because the teachers had a strong understanding of the 
material and were able to show and teach you how to find understanding in the texts. In the 
literature classes, they taught first and then lead discussion, which allowed me to learn about 
the importance and meaning of the texts. In the writing classes, I learn many useful formats to 
use in writing for other classes. 
• It's my first year so I've only started taking two. 
• Second Language Acquisition, Methods and materials 
Q: Which courses were not helpful and why not? 
• 20th Century Literature-honestly couldn't learn anything from this teacher.  
• see above about Gen Ed classes 
• The only English classes I seemed to struggle with were the courses I took early in my college 
career.  I felt like some of the courses were far too generic.  The instructors refused to 
personalize assignments for specific situations.  In my own experience, I had already taken 
similar courses to Intermediate Expository Writing while in high school, so I had a vast 
knowledge of the writing that was expected in the course, yet my instructor felt the need to 
"dumb it down" for the few students who seemed to be struggling.  The rest of us were not 
challenged in the course, which made the class seem tedious and not effective whatsoever.  I 
had similar experiences in other courses where the instructors were clearly only involved in 
teaching the course to get through graduate school. 
• I can't think of an example 
• American Literature and Romantic Literature were not very helpful because the professors 
relied completely on discussion and hearing what we thought of the texts. They did not explain 
the importance of the texts to the field of literature or the standard interpretation of the text. I 
did not feel like I was equipped with the tools I needed. 
• None. 
• Linguistics 
Q: Thinking of the areas listed in the previous question, how effective were these 
components? 
• As far as faculty goes, I've had some great teachers, but on the other hand, I've had two really 
awful ones. My advisor is okay. I don't know much about the internships/mentoring. 
• more classes could be offered that are degree/concentration specific 
• The English Department as an amazing faculty. Often, I select courses based on the instructor.  
• There were a number of guest speakers available, and they were advertised well and strongly 
recommended. Of the guest lecturers I was able to attend however, I was less than impressed 
by Susan Douglas, but thoroughly enjoyed the female poet who spent time in India and in the 
Himalayas, though I can't remember her name. 
• I took many classes during my college years and the creative writing and folklore faculty were 
easily some of the highest quality professors I came across.  They were always knowledgeable 
about the subject matter and communicated ideas extremely well.  This was not always the case 
in other courses, so when I returned to a creative writing or folklore course, I was always 
grateful for the professor's ability to communicate well.  Course offerings were always diverse; I 
never had any complaints. 
• I found the types of courses to be more limitted some semesters than I would have liked, but 
this caused me to take classes I normally would not have considered. The class sizes were always 
small, which allowed us students to have a better individual instruction. Most were formatted 
well with one concept building on another. Some assignments were very beneficial to learning 



the material, but others required too many sources to allow me to put forth my own ideas. 
Professor wish to see original ideas, but it is hard to write about your original ideas when you 
have to have six sources supporting your idea in your paper. I often wrote about what I could 
find sources to bring into the paper, not about what I wanted or thought was interesting. Some 
faculty members were very helpful, and I learned well from them. Others did not teach very well 
at all, and I did not learn at all or learned just from reading the textbook. I have not had much 
experience with the other three areas as of yet. 
• I’ve only been in classes for a few months, but so far all of the courses are great. 
• More options for classes.  More flexibility for internships.  Teaching practicum should be 
available all year.  Not just one semester or summer 
Q: What do you believe are the greatest strengths / or most valuable aspects of this 
program? 
• The greatest strengths of this department lie within the faculty and support staff. They are the 
most helpful and knowledgeable of any other department on campus.  
• The faculty, assignments, and availablity of the faculty to assist in the progress of their 
students.  
• The faculty is enthusiastic and genuinely interested in helping students further their skills, 
inside and outside the classroom. The staff absolutely makes the department what it is. 
• The English/Linguistics department seemed to be the most consistent in terms of offering 
quality courses with faculty that were knowledgeable, understanding, and fun.  I appreciated 
this consistency, as other departments seemed to fail in terms of their ability to provide quality 
courses with good professors.  The literature and linguistic courses were challenging, yet I 
always walked away from the courses with a better understanding of the subject matter.  
Creative writing and folklore were the most valuable to my own learning experience. 
• the overall quality of the faculty lends a great deal to the overall quality of the education 
• The greatest strenghts of this program are some of the teachers (especially Dr. R. Hile, Dr. L. 
Roberts, and Dr. White) that really undertand how to teach and how to inspire students with the 
desire to learn. The assistance with finding interships is also very strong. Dr. S. Rumsey has 
greatly helped me in this area with finding opportunities and writing resumes. 
• The teachers are great. 
• Staff genuinely cares. 
Q: What areas do you believe need more improvement and why? 
• Offering required literature classes both semesters (although, I realize, there's probably a 
good reason why you don't). 
• The linguistics area of the English department could stand improvement in adding more 
classes and making the Linguistics major available. 
• Course offerings. Some semesters it is difficult to enroll in a course if it is only offered every 
other semester or every third semester.  
• I don't believe Intro to Linguistics should be taught as an on-line course. It is impossible to find 
some of the symbols needed on the computer. I had to drop this class so I could take it in a class 
room as a lecture for that very reason. 
• I believe the graduate level needs some improvements.  In my experience, when left to their 
own devices as instructors, graduate students were not effective.  They made no secret of the 
fact that they were only teaching in order to get through graduate school, which made it seem 
like they genuinely didn't care about the success of the individual student.  It made the early 
required English courses incredibly miserable and therefore ineffective. 
• The degree requirments on the Oasis portal, unofficial degree evaluation, do not match the 



departmental bingo sheets. 
• Refer to answer for the first question in this section. 
• Nothing. 
Q: What additional comments would you care to add about the department, IPFW, or your 
experiences since completion? 
• I switched majors because of the support I received in the English Department and I've not 
been sorry. I love this department and the classes but I feel this department is being cheated out 
of important offerings that students who are attending not only need, but want as well. Most 
specifically the linguistics major--many students want this, and many have graduated already 
having given up  on it being available. 
• Nothing. 
• Dr Bischoff does a fantastic job.  He is genuinely concerned about his students.  He wants to be 
sure that they learn.  He is humble, practical, thought-provoking and challenging.  His 
assignments are relevant and rigorous. 
 
Table 3: Assessment of final papers from two sections of English W203 
Paper Number Raw Scores Average Score 
1 4, 3 3.5 
2 2, 1 1.5 
3 3, 2 2.5 
4 3, 2 2.5 
5 4, 3 3.5 
6 4, 4 4.0 
7 4, 2 3.0 
8 3, 4 3.5 
9 3, 4 3.5 
10 3, 3 3.0 
11 3, 1 2.0 
12 3, 2 2.5 
13 3, 2 2.5 
14 5, 3 4.0 
15 3, 3 3.0 
16 4, 3 3.5 
17 2, 2 2.0 
18 1, 1 1.0 
19 1, 2 1.5 
20 3, 2 2.5 
21 2, 2 2.0 
22 1, 2 1.5 
23 2, 2 2.0 
24 3, 2 2.5 
25 2, 2 2.0 
Average (all) (n = 25)  2.6 
Average (1–13) (n = 13)  2.9 
Average (14–25) (n = 12)  2.3 
 



Table 4: Assessment of final projects from one section of English W403 
Paper Number Raw Scores Average 
1 4,3 3.5 
2 5,4 4.5 
3 5,5 5.0 
4 4,3 3.5 
5 5,5 5.0 
6 5,4 4.5 
7 5,3 4.0 
8 5,4 4.5 
9 5,4 4.5 
10 4,3 3.5 
11 4,3 3.5 
Average (all) (n = 11)  4.2 
 



 MA 175   Assessment of math majors – Summer 2011 

 

The following assessment information comes from the final exam in MA175 during the Summer 
I semester. This exam also included the 6th of 6 quizzes, and therefore has an overabundance of 
probability and counting relative to the material covered during the entire semester. There were 
four math majors, an unfortunately small sample [I’d like more majors!], and their exams were 
checked. I selected some of the questions on this exam that addressed each goal, and specifically 
the outcome to be assessed from MA 175. I note the questions selected, their total point value, 
and the number of these four students who achieved at least 70% of those points.  A copy of the 
exam is attached. 

 

1. Sets (Questions 1d, 1e, 11, 12 with total point value: 26) 

 2 of the 4 students achieved more than 19 points. 

 

2. Logical inference (Questions 1a, 1c, 2, 3 with total point value: 30) 

 2 of the 4 students achieved more than 20 points. 

 

3. Proof techniques (Questions 4, 5 – 32 with total point value: 32) 

 1 of the four students achieved more than 23 points. 

 

4. Induction and recursion (Question 17 or 18  [student’s choice] with total point value: 20) 

 All 4 of the four students achieved at least 14 points, 3 exceeding 14.  

 

5. Counting principles (Questions 1f, 1l, 6b, 15b with total point value: 26) 

 3 of the 4 students achieved at least 18 points, 2 exceeding 18. 



MA 175 Summer I 2011 Quiz #6 and comprehensive   ______________________________________ 

 

(90)1.  True/False [True means always true.  False means not true in at least one 

circumstance.] 

a. (p→ q) ↔ �⌐	p		∨∨∨∨ 	q�.        ____________ 

 

 

 

b, ∃	� ∈ �, 7x < �.	         ____________ 

 

 

 

 

c. ∀	�	 ∈ �, �x > 	 √x	� ↔ (x� > �).       ____________ 

 

 

 

 

d. ∀	set	A, A ⊆	P(A).         ____________ 

 

 

 

 

e.	∀	set	A, A ∈ P(A).         ____________ 
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1. continued. 

f. Suppose that gcd(5m,n) = 2. Then gcd(m,n) = 2.     ____________ 

 

 

 

 

g. ∃	�	, 		 ∈ 
	so	that	xy	 ∈ �.         ____________ 

 

 

 

 

h. ∀	� ∈ 
, 25|n� 	↔ 5|n.        ____________ 

 

 

 

 

i. ∃	�,	 ∈ 
�	n	 ≠ m,√m	and	√n	both	irrational, . but	√nm 	∈ �.  ____________ 

 

 

 

 

j.  ∀	n >  > � > 2	 ∈ 
, ��
�
� ∙ ��

�
� = 	 ��

�
�.      ____________ 
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1. continued. 

k. The first few terms of a sequence are 1,
�

�
, 4,

�

�
, 16,

�

��
.		The	next	term	is	64.  ____________ 

 

 

 

l. Suppose two events P(E) = .75 and P(F) = .6. Then P(E ∩ F) > .3.  ____________ 

 

 

 

m. A coin is flipped 3000 times.  P(at least 500 heads) = P(at most 2500 heads). ____________ 

 

 

 

n. Suppose that for some event E, P(E) = 0.  If F is any other event. Then E and F are 

independent.             ____________ 

  

 

 

 

(10) 2. Build a truth table for �p	∨∨∨∨ 	q� ∧∧∧∧  (p → q). 

  



MA 175 Summer I 2011,  Quiz #6 and comprehensive, page 4 

 

(10) 3. Determine if the following argument form is valid (A truth table is legitimate, but  I 

do not recommend it.) : 

 p or q. 

 � → �. 

 q. 

   

 ∴ �. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(16) 4. Suppose that integer n is not a multiple of 3 (3 does not divide n.).  

Prove that gcd(n,n+3) = 1.   
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(16) 5. Suppose that x ∈ �, and	both	x�	and	x	 	∈ �. Prove	that	x	 ∈ �. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(16) 6. We know there are exactly ⌊
�



�
⌋ integers between 1 and 100 that are divisible by m. 

a. How many integers n, with 1 ≤ n	 ≤ 100, are odd multiples of 7? 

 

 

 

 

b. How many integers n, with 1 ≤ �	 ≤ 100, are both even and not divisible by 7? 
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(8) 7. A fair coin is flipped 6 times. Find the probability of getting the same number of 

heads and tails. 

 

 

 

 

(8) 8. A fair coin is flipped 7 times. Find the probability of getting the same number of 

heads and tails. 

 

 

 

(14) 9. An urn contains 6 red balls and 4 green balls, identical except for the color.  Two 

balls are drawn at random simultaneously from the urn. 

a. Find the probability that both balls are red. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

b. Find the probability that both balls are the same color. 
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(8) 10. Again the urn contains 6 red balls and 4 green balls, identical except for the color.  

Suppose two balls are chosen at random from the urn one at a time.  If the first ball is red, 

find the probability that both balls are the same color. 

 

 

 

 

 

(8) 11. In Ms. Grimvisage's morning Pre-Kindergarten Klass (You will be quiet.) there are 7 

left-handed children and 14 brown-eyed children. 4 children are both left-handed and 

brown-eyed.  6 children are neither. How many children are in her morning Klass? 

 

 

 

 

 

(8) 12. There are 21 children in Ms. Grimvisage's afternoon Pre-Kindergarten Klass (You 

will be quiet.). There are 5 left-handed children, 15 brown-eyed children, and 3 children 

who are both left-handed and brown-eyed.  How many children in her afternoon Klass are 

neither left-handed nor brown-eyed? 
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(8) 13. The 8 of spades is removed from a standard deck of cards, leaving 51 cards. A single 

card is selected at random. Find the probability that the card is neither an 8 nor a spade.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(16) 14. A 5-card hand is chosen from a standard 52-card deck. 

a. How many hands are possible?   

 

 

 

 

 

 

b. How many hands contain no spades? 
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(24) 15. Again a 5-card hand is chosen from a standard 52-card deck. 

a. How many hands contain no aces? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

b. How many contain exactly one ace? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

c. Find the probability that the hand contains at least two aces. (Problem 14 may be useful.) 
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 (24) 16. An experiment consists of rolling a standard 6-sided die seven times, giving a 

sequence of seven numbers between 1 and 6. 

a. How many sequences are there? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

b. Find the probability that the sequence contains no sixes. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

c. Suppose that the first five rolls are 5, 3, 4, 1, 5.  Find the probability that the completed 

sequence has no sixes. 
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(20) Prove one of the following.  Tell me which one to grade. _________________ 

17. ∀	n ≥ 4, n! > 5n�. 

18. ∀	n ≥ 1, 1 + 4 + 7 +	∙∙∙ 	+�3n − 2� = 	 �(����)
�

. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

[5] BONUS. Tell me something you liked about the course.  Tell me something you disliked 

about the course. 

 



MA 351   Assessment of math majors - Spring 2011 

The following assessment information comes from the final exam in MA 351 during the Spring 
semester. I selected the final exams from math majors, nine in all. I identified questions on the 
final exam that addressed each goal, and recorded how many points each student received on the 
selected questions. I have given the questions selected, the total possible points for those 
questions, and the percent of math majors who earned at least 70% of the possible points. The 
“matrix” goal was too vague for me to evaluate based on questions on the final exam. I will 
consult with AAC on this issue in the spring. Attached is a copy of the final exam. 

1. Systems of equations (Questions 1 and 2 – 18 possible points) 

 88.9% earned at least 70% of the possible points 

 

2. Matrices 

 Many questions involved matrices, but I didn’t think they directly addressed a deep 
  understanding of matrices. In the fall I will include problems the first exam that may 
 better assess this topic. 
 

3. Determinants (Question 3 – 10 points possible) 

 66.7% earned at least 70% of the possible points 

 

4. Finite Dimensional Vector Spaces (Questions 4a,b,c,d; 6a and 7a – 31 possible points) 

 100%  earned at least 70% of the possible points 

 

5. Linear Transformations (Questions 11 and 12 – 10 possible points)  

 88.9% earned at least 70% of the possible points 

  



MA 351 Spring 2011 Final Examination Name ______________________________ 

Show all work. No work, no credit! 

      4    5   

1. Let A be a 3x3 matrix. Suppose  2   is a solution to AX = 0    , and   

3    1   

 -1    0 

  4 is a solution to AX =   0     .  

 -3    0 

                         5 

a) Find another solution to AX =    0    . 

          1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    0 

b) Find another non-trivial solution to AX =    0   . 

  0 

 

 

 

 

2. The set of solutions to a system of equations AX = B with four equations in five unknowns is  

 x1 = 5 – 2s + t;    x2 = s - t;    x3 =s;   x4 = t and x5 = 2. Find the reduced row echelon form (RREF) of the 

 augmented matrix [A|B] for the system. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



          Page 2 

3. Let   a b c     3a   3b  3c 

 

        A =  d e f and B =     g    h   i 

  g h i   -2d  -2e -2f . 

a) Find det(B) if det(A) = 5. (You must show how you got your answer.) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

b) Find det(3A) if det(A) = 5 (You must show how you got your answer.) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4. Let      1  2  1 1 3   1 2 0 -1 0 

   2  4  3  4 0   0 0 1  2 0 

   A =  3  6  4  5 3       then RREF(A)= 0 0 0  0 1   

  -2 -4 -3 -4 5   0 0 0  0 0 

 

 a) Find a basis for the row space of A. 

 

 

 

 

 b) Determine whether or not (2,4,-1,5,11) is in the row space of A (by hand). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 c) Find a basis for the column space of A. 
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4. (continued) 

 

 d) Find a basis for the null space of A. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5. Let v = (1,2,4) and u = (-1,3,-2) be vectors in R
3
. 

 

 a) Find a vector orthogonal to v. 

 

 

 

 

 

 b) If v has initial point (-5,2,6), find its terminal point. 

 

 

 

 

 c) Find the angle between v and u. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 d) Find a unit vector having the same direction as u. 
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6. Complete the following definitions: 

 

a)  Let V be a vector space. The set B = { v1, v2, . . . , vr } is a basis for V if 

 

 

 

 

           

 b) Let A be an nxn matrix. The scalar λ is an eigenvalue for A if   

 

 

 

 

7. Let V be the set of all ordered pairs (a,b) with addition and scalar multiplication define as follows: 

   (a,b)  +  (c,d)  =  (ac,bd)       and        k(a,b) = (ka,kb). 

a) Does there exist a vector 0 in V so that for any vector u in V we have 

u  +  0  =  0  +  u  =  u? If so, find it. If not, show why not. 

 

 

 

 

             

 

b) For each v in V does there exist a vector -v so that v + (-v) = 0? If so, find it. If not give a specific 

vector for which there is no such vector (-v). 
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8. Find parametric equations for the line that is the intersection of the planes 2x – y +z – 3 = 0 and  

 3x + 2y – z – 7 = 0. (Hint: The normal vector for each plane is orthogonal to the line of intersection.)  

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

-2     0 0 -4 

9. Suppose   a is an eigenvector for A =  2 4  2 

 1     2 0  6    . 

a) Find a. (Hint: What is the definition of an eigenvector?) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

a) Find the eigenvalue corresponding to this eigenvector. 
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10.  Solve the following linear system of differential equations   y1′ =   y1 +   y2 

(Don’t solve for any arbitrary constants that arise.)  y2′ = 4y1 – 2y2  . 

 (  1 1    has eigenvalues λ=2 and λ = -3 with corresponding eigenvectors  1  and  -1 

    4       -2             1     4    .) 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

11. Suppose T is a linear transformation with T(1,0) = (2,3) and T(0,1) = (-1,4). Find T(-2,2). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

12. Suppose T: R
2
 → R

2
 is the orthogonal projection of the vector onto the x-axis. Find the standard matrix 

for T. (You must show how you got it.) 

           

 



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]  



Physics Department Assessment Report – 2011

Preface
As stated in our previous year's report, we have been trying to build a reasonable assessment program. 
Due to various distractions, we have not completed an assessment program.  We have progressed 
towards developing an assessment program, we now have an assessment committee.  We had numerous 
departmental meetings about individual course outcomes.  These meetings continue this semester (Fall 
2011).  We implemented a special meeting at the end of each semester in which we talk about the 
progress of our students, our attempts at changing teaching methodology and the results of such.  Our 
first meeting was at the end of the spring 2011 semester.  Finally, the department chair meets with the 
students twice a year to discuss how they would like to see the physics program change.  

In our assessment discussions we are considering embedded final exam questions and artifacts.  

The 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 

From my meetings with students, we found a desire to have an Astronomy Minor.  We have taken steps 
to provide such an opportunity to our majors as well as other students at IPFW.  We also found that 
students would like to have concentrations within the major.  We are presently developing the first one: 
Biophysics.  It should be noted that concentrations were also in our last program review.  

An informal assessment of our student communication skills was provided by three student 
presentations at a national meeting (AAPT Winter Meeting 2011) in which faculty from other 
universities thought the students might be graduate or even post-docs.  This provides some evidence 
that we are succeeding in developing communication skills.  

From last year's assessment we had a number of recommendations as listed below.  Italicized text notes 
progress on these issues.  

• Develop course learning goals – this is necessary so that we can track student outcomes in more 
detail.  We are still working on consensus on course learning goals.  

• Increase the number of credits of all laboratories post introductory to 2 credit hours to provide 
an hour of lecture in conjunction with the laboratory to improve laboratory skills.  We have not 
yet done this.  

• Change advanced lab to 0 or 2 credits so that in the first semester it can be taken with a lecture 
component and the second semester it is 0 credits.  Degree requirements will be changed to two 
semesters.  We have dropped this because it seems to conflict with the senior project.  

• Revise the classes we teach and how they are taught using learning goals.  This is difficult.  Not  
everyone is on board yet about teaching classes in a less traditional manner or achieving  
learning goals  



• Update the entire curriculum to make it more seamless and integrated.  Still working.  We are 
still replacing 500 level classes with 300 and 400 level classes.  

• Revise/revitalize/consolidate how we teach introductory laboratories.  We have completed this – 
the introductory laboratories are consolidated and it has been fairly effective so far.  

• Develop a coherent assessment plan. Still working on this.
• Adding writing and computational components to every course. This will hopefully be  

implemented in the Spring 2012 semester.
• Add a senior project. No progress yet.  We are waiting to change the entire program at once.  

This means we have to change all of the classes.  

New initiatives
• Add the Astronomy Minor
• Add a concentration in Biophysics to the major.  
• Improve the student sense of community
• Add at least one experimental investigation to every advanced class (reintegrate experiment 

with theory).



ASSESSMENT REPORT 
DEPARTMENT OF POLITICAL SCIENCE, 2010-2011 

 
 
General Information:  Fourteen political science majors graduated from December 2010 through August 
2011.  This number is in keeping with past numbers of degrees awarded (between 11 and 16 from 2001 to 
2007).  These figures indicate that majors are continuing to graduate at an acceptable rate.  The 
department currently has 102 majors seeking B.A. degrees and four seeking A.A. degrees.  These numbers 
are in keeping with our enrollments in recent years and reflect a significant increase from earlier years 
(between 77 and 95 from 2001 to 2007). 
 
Key components for assessment, 2010-2011: writing course required of all majors, statistics course 
required of all majors, senior seminar (capstone course) required of all majors, curriculum map of 
courses taught, measures of course offerings with diversity, survey of graduating majors, survey of 
alumni.  
 
Learning Goals (department will develop a template to be used for next year’s report)  
 
1.  To know: Identify (basic) and explain (advanced) key terms and concepts in the major fields of the 

discipline. (BF Goal: Depth of knowledge in your field.)  
a. Political Thought and Philosophy  
b. American government and politics  
c. Comparative government  
d. International Relations  
e. Quantitative and Qualitative Methods 

 How Assessed:  
 
 The department already requires majors to pass, with a C- or better, a statistics course and the 

departmental second-semester writing course (or its equivalent) in order to meet the requirements 
for a major in Political Science. Passage of the required courses demonstrates success in this area  

 
1)  Thirteen students (of 23 enrolled) successfully passed the departmental writing course in Spring 

Semester 2010 while four did not.  
2)  Fifteen of sixteen students successfully passed the statistics course in the Spring Semester 2010 

with a grade of C or better, one student had a grade of D.  (Grade distribution:  A – 4; B – 8; C – 
2; D – 1). 

 
 The department recently incorporated a change in requirements for majors that will require them to 

take at least one course in the four areas of American government and politics, comparative 
government, political thought and philosophy, and international relations. This change ensures that 
students will meet this objective of knowledge in all major areas of political science. 

 
2.  For 2010-11 assessment the focus is on the ability to demonstrate the ability to fulfill item a) of the 

department learning goals. 
 



a.  Write/communicate clearly and effectively. (BF Goal: Effective communication skills in multiple 
media.)  

 
 Detailed evaluations for two sections of POLS Y205 and one section of Y490 are attached.  

Similar evaluations will be utilized for other courses with a preponderance of majors.  A rubric 
has been developed for General Education courses that is different since it applies to non-
majors.  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. 

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

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

critical thinking and problem solving.)  
 
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: Writing skills are assessed by analysis of the work done for the departmental writing 

course, by analysis of the papers written for the senior seminar, and by individual reports on majors 
in other upper-division courses with research papers.  

 
1)  Students in the senior seminar all passed the course with a grade of B- or better in the Fall 

Semester 2010 and all but one passed the senior seminar in the Spring Semester 2011.  
2)  The department is working on a rubric by which it can assess the skills of majors preparing 

papers in other upper-level courses focusing on content, organization, grammar and structure; 
use of sources and citation; and synthesis of information. It is anticipated that instructors will 
evaluate papers on one item per year on a rolling basis.  

3)  The department statistics course will continue to be used to guarantee the use of quantitative 
and qualitative research skills (which also can be seen in the senior seminar papers).  

4)  The papers from the senior seminar require students to demonstrate the ability to research and 
analyze political issues and engage in problem solving.  

5)  Ethical and professional standards are determined by issues of academic dishonesty or 
attempted plagiarism in a given year.  In 2010-2011 there were no reported cases of such 
violations by majors taking courses in the department. 

 
3.* To be prepared for:  (BF Goal: Lifelong application of knowledge using appropriate technologies.) 
 a. Employment in government/public service/political system or related areas. 
 b. Graduate study/law school. 
 c. Becoming active and involved citizens and leaders in the local community, the nation, and 

beyond. (BF Goal: Citizenship and leadership in diverse communities.) 
 



How Assessed:   

 The accompanying curriculum map indicates the level of preparation for employment and graduate 
school that is done within the department.  It also provides information on how students are 
prepared in terms of citizenship. 

 
 In addition, the department regularly offers courses that deal with diversity on a domestic and 

global level that helps prepare majors (and other students) to interact appropriately in local, 
national, and global communities. 

 
 Semester      Number of Courses/Sections materials on diversity 
      Little Material   Some Material   Great Deal of Material 
 Fall 2010    2/2             4/13      10/13 
 Spring 2011       1/1              7/16                  13/14 
 Summer 2011   1/2              3/6       5/6 
 
 [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). 

 
 The department surveys graduating majors every year in early summer and surveys alumni every 

five to six years.  The alumni survey has recently been completed and will be utilized in next year’s 
assessment report.  The survey for graduates for 2010-2011 was returned by three majors (out of 
approximately 14).  Highlights from the survey (which is attached) include: 

  All three indicated an intention to pursue additional educational work at the graduate level 
(suggesting that the department is preparing people for graduate school and law school). 

  There were no major complaints under item D of the survey. 

 Other activities: 

 The department will be developing a short survey to be administered to majors in POLS Y205 and 
POLS Y395 to discover if there are current issues in regards to advising, extra-curricular activities, 
and course offerings that affect current students. 

 
Appendix 1: Curriculum Map 
Appendix 2: Survey of 2010-1 Graduating Majors 
Appendix 3: Y205 Report (Hannah) 
Appendix 4: Y205 Report (Toole) 
Appendix 5: Y490 Report (Lutz) 
 



Appendix 1 

Curriculum Map Template 

DEPARTMENT: Political Science        PROGRAM:  Bachelor of Arts 
Date: Fall 2011          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  
Y308      E        R      R      R      R         R 
Y317       E     R     I       R      E      R      R          I         R      E      E 
Y200/401 
Film 

     E       E       R      R      R        R  

Y200/401 
Terrorism 

          R      E      I      I      R  R–200 
 E-401 

     R          R      R 

Y200/401 Ethnic 
Conflict 

           E      R      E      E  R-200 
 E-401 

     E          R      I                 I 

Y200/401 
Corruption 

     R     E      I       E      E       E      E        E         E      E     E 

Y200/401 Comp 
Pol Behavior 

     I      E       R      E   R-200 
  E-401 

     R          R      E     I 

Y200/401 Pol 
Crimes 

           I      E       E      E    R-200 
   E-401 

     E                I      R     R 

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

     R        R         R      R     E 

Y211      R             I      E       R        R         R      E     R 
Y305      E           R      E      R      E          R      R     R 
Y319      E        R      E      E      E        I 
Y324      E         R      R      E        R         R      R     R 
Y339      I      E      R      E      E      E      E          R      R     I 
Y350       E      R       R      R      R        R  
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 (Lutz)              E      R      E       E      E      E        E         R        E     R 
Y490 (Bartky)      R      E        E      E      E      E        E         R        E     E 

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



Appendix 3 

POLS Y205 FINAL PAPER CRITERIA AND EVALUATION - Fall 2010 – Hannah 
 
Student:   11 Students 
Paper Topics:  See attached 
 
OVERARCHING CRITERIA   RUBRIC ASSESSMENT 
Structure/organization The paper should be understandable 

and organized around the required 
sections (Introduction, Literature 
Review, Model/Hypothesis, Research 
Design, Analysis, and Conclusion). 

All papers were organized around the required sections.  
Sections generally followed smoothly.  Students who 
prepared sections of the paper in order on the announced 
due dates had a more polished final project than those did 
not.  All students seemed to grasp the importance of moving 
through each stage of the research process sequentially. 
Many said the systematic research process was new to them 
and was not expected by other POLS faculty. 

Research question/thesis/ 
hypothesis 

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

This was the strongest area.  Students (eventually) had clear 
research questions, were able to present reasonable 
arguments for their significance, and did a good job of 
identifying the major “schools of thought” about the topic 
from the literature.  They also were clear about their 
preferred answer and were able to propose specific, 
reasonable, and testable hypotheses/positions they then 
collected evidence to support.  Those who worked with a 
librarian were able to find more and higher quality sources 
than those who did not. 

Documentation/use of 
evidence 

Evidence should be drawn from 
quality research sources and used 
effectively to investigate the 
thesis/hypothesis following a clearly 
explained and well defined research 
design.  Evidence should be properly 
cited, organized, presented, and 
integrated with the text to support 
the thesis of the paper. 

Generally the students demonstrated sound selection and 
presentation of evidence. Several students were very 
creative about how to measure their variables.  Those who 
met with a librarian to locate data sources had stronger 
arguments than those who did not.  Charts and tables were 
poorly presented.   



Logic/argumentation/analysis Ideas in the paper should follow 
logically.  Arguments should be 
identifiable, reasonable, sound, and 
well supported by the evidence and 
the analysis.  Analysis of the 
evidence should follow the 
announced research design.  The 
author should consider counter 
arguments and alternate 
interpretations of the evidence and 
deal with them effectively. 

Developing a good research design was difficult for many 
students.  They needed coaching in stating their variables 
and relationships clearly and precisely.  Several also needed 
assistance in developing measures (qualitative or 
quantitative) for each variable.  Others, however, were 
creative as well as perceptive in selecting multiple sources 
of evidence to support their position.  Every student drew 
reasonable conclusions from the evidence they collected.   
Several students needed to do more in-depth research and 
analysis to avoid misinterpretation, but given the time 
constraints, were on the right track.  Many students were 
appropriately cautious about the implications of their work. 

Mechanics Sentence structure, grammar, 
punctuation, spelling, and word 
choice should follow conventional 
standards; citation style should 
follow APA (in text) or Chicago 
(footnotes) format. 

This was the weakest area.  Students needed help with 
editing. Many errors were careless and could have been 
corrected with revision.  Poor word choice (usually too 
informal) and extraneous words were common problems.  
There was no relationship between performance on the 
grammar test and their papers.  Generally, however, writing 
style was clear and logical.  Citations, whether in-text or 
footnotes, were a challenge.   

 

Recommendations: 

• Seek to develop a departmental consensus about core research paper requirements and re-design course accordingly.  Core 
requirements should be reinforced as a student progresses in the program. 

• Develop and distribute materials on proper presentation of tables and figures and require students to follow them. 
• Review and have students practice their preferred citation format. 
• Require re-writing if papers have too many mechanical errors. 
• Rethink grammar review section of the course and find better methods to eliminate the most common errors. 
• Require each student to meet with a librarian to learn effective search strategies. 



Paper Topics: 

• Relationship of corporate spending and election outcomes 
• Conditions leading to humanitarian intervention 
• Alternatives to the two-party system 
• Impact of US torture on incidence of terrorism 
• Impact of US debt on future prosperity 
• Relationship between border patrol and reducing illegal immigration 
• Reasons for using military contractors in Iraq 
• Relationship between the military-industrial-complex and the economy 
• Russia as a threat or not 
• Impact of ATS cases on American foreign policy 
• Impact of Dayton Accords on building national identity in Bosnia-Herzegovina 

 



Appendices 2, 4, and 5 

APPENDIX 2 
 

DEPARTMENT OF POLITICAL SCIENCE 
SURVEY OF GRADUATES, 2010-11 

AUGUST 2011 
 

A. Do you intend to take additional courses beyond the bachelor's degree? 
 
 1.  Yes 
 2.  Yes 
 3.  Yes 
 
B. If your answer to the previous question is yes, please tell us either the courses or field(s) 

of study. 
 
 1.  Either MA/PhD in political science or JD.  Not sure where. 
 2. It’s highly likely I will take additional courses, but it is completely undetermined at the 

moment.  
  3.  I intend on studying law at the Phoenix School of Law this coming fall. 
 
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. Dr Bartky played a profound role in shaping my education and growth as an individual.  

Dr. Toole was also very helpful and a constant positive influence. 
 

 2. Dr. James Toole – He always conducted his classes with great professionalism and 
enthusiasm. 

 
Dr. James Lutz – His Middle Eastern-area courses changed the way I evaluate the 
region’s current issues. 

 
 3. All of Dr. Toole’s classes were fantastic.  Dr. Wolf’s classes were informative and well 

structured.  I thoroughly enjoyed Dr. Lutz’ senior seminar course titled Iraq and 
Afghanistan. 
 

D. Were there experiences or courses that disappointed or offended you?  Please explain. 
 
 1. None. 
 
 3. I was not impressed with the Indiana State Government course.  I would not recommend 

it.  Otherwise, my experience in this political science department was positive, as a 



general rule.  I was disappointed that I could not get the international studies certificate 
due to a last minute cancellation, but that was not in this political science department. 

 
E. Do you think that there are particular courses that all political science majors should 

take?  Why? 
 
 1. Introduction to Political Theory; all majors should understand their philosophic 

foundation.  
 
 2. Beyond what’s already required, maybe a pick one of three situation with intro courses to 

one of three areas—law, domestic politics and international relations.  Also, mandate an 
internship/practicum. 

 
 3. Not particularly other than the ones already required.  To suggest otherwise would just be 

forcing my interest of international politics onto others. 
 
F. What additional courses in political science do you think should be part of our 

program? Why? 
 
 1.  None. 
 
 2. Offer International Human Rights as a stand along course, not as part of the Y401 series. 
 
 3. For the most part, the class subject matter is dominated by the United States and Europe.  

I wish there were more widespread coverage because it would provide a better overall 
understanding of global politics. 

 
 G. Additional comments:  
 
 1.  I’d love to see the creation of an MA program.   
 
 2. None. 
 
 3. I am glad to have received my bachelor’s degree in political science from IPFW with the 

professors and students that were involved in my education.  I met many inspiring and 
intelligent people that have improved my life and set me on a new and exciting path. 
 



 

APPENDIX 4 
 

Assessment Report 
Spring 2011 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(a), demonstration of the ability 
to “write/communicate clearly and effectively”. Spring 2011 Y205 papers were evaluated to determine 
how well they met this particular learning goal. 
 
Of the twenty-three students who began Y205 in Spring 2011, thirteen completed the final project. In 
the assessment, projects were evaluated based on how well students adhered to conventional 
grammar, syntax, spelling, and word choice standards. Projects were evaluated on the following scale: 
 
 5: Errors are absent or rare. Complete or near complete adherence to  
  conventional standards. 
 4: Errors are minor and not very common. Few impede the reader’s ability  
  to understand the writer’s presumably intended meaning. 
 3: Errors are common, but most do not impede the reader’s ability to understand  
  the writer’s presumably intended meaning. 
 2: Errors are very common, rendering many sentences and paragraphs difficult  
  or impossible to understand. 
 1: Errors are widespread and fundamental, rendering large sections of the paper 
  difficult or impossible to understand. 
 

Results of the assessment are as follows: 

Score Number of students receiving the score 

5 0 
4 6 
3 5 
2 2 
1 0 

 

In prior years, at least a small number of students usually have demonstrated complete or near 
complete adherence to conventional standards on grammar, syntax, spelling, and word choice. This 
year, none did. In the next few years, I will watch to see whether this year’s pattern is an exception or a 



new norm. If the latter, I would consider restructuring or expanding the first portion of the course, 
which focuses on grammar, syntax, and word choice. 

APPENDIX 5 
 

Assessment Report 
Spring 2011 Political Science Y490 

Prof. James Lutz 
 
 
One of the learning goals of the Political Science B.A. program is goal 2(a), demonstration of the ability 
to “write/communicate clearly and effectively”. Spring 2011 Y490 papers were evaluated to determine 
how well they met this particular learning goal. 
 
Six papers were available for analysis. In the assessment, projects were evaluated based on how well 
students adhered to conventional grammar, syntax, spelling, and word choice standards. Projects were 
evaluated on the following scale: 
 
 5: Errors are absent or rare. Complete or near complete adherence to  
  conventional standards. 
 4: Errors are minor and not very common. Few impede the reader’s ability  
  to understand the writer’s presumably intended meaning. 
 3: Errors are common, but most do not impede the reader’s ability to understand  
  the writer’s presumably intended meaning. 
 2: Errors are very common, rendering many sentences and paragraphs difficult  
  or impossible to understand. 
 1: Errors are widespread and fundamental, rendering large sections of the paper 
  difficult or impossible to understand. 
 
Results of the assessment are as follows: 
 

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

 
The standards applied in this evaluation were somewhat higher than those that would be used for other 
courses since Y490 is the capstone course.  The writing mechanics for all the students were acceptable, 
and 5 of the 6 clearly had very few problems in this area.   
 



Assessment Report for 2010-11
Associate and Bachelor’s Degrees in Psychology

A.A. Degree

As of August 3, 2011, nine students completed the A.A. degree in Psychology during the 2010-2011
academic year. Four students have indicated intentions to continue toward bachelor’s degrees at IPFW
(four in Psychology, one in General Studies and Psychology). Of the seven students not continuing on,
two also received another degree (i.e., B.A., B.S., or A.S.) from another program (i.e., Anthropology
and General Studies). The intentions of the other five 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 nine
students, four (44%) 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. The four students who responded indicated that
they possessed basic knowledge about child, social, and abnormal psychology. Three of the four
students said that the A.A. degree helped the student achieve his or her future educational goals; one
said it did not.

Findings and Conclusions (Associate Degree)

Although very few students pursue the associate’s degree in psychology, for some, obtaining the A.A.
degree is their educational goal. It appears that our associate’s degree program is meeting its goals. 

Responses and Actions for Continuous Improvement (Associate Degree)

The associate’s degree program in psychology seems to be meeting a need for a small number of
students. We have no suggestions for improvement.

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:

1. Knowledge of the major theoretical approaches, findings, and historical trends in psychology;

2. Understanding of the major research methods in psychology, including ethical standards, design, data analysis,

and interpretation;

3. Critical thinking ability and the use of the scientific approach to understanding behavior;

4. Application of concepts, information, and skills learned in psychology courses to their lives and work;

5. The ability to communicate effectively in the discourse of the discipline;

6. 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;

7. Decision-making ability about future employment or graduate education.

8. The ability to locate and evaluate sources of information.
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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. The Department spreads the administration and analysis of the assessment measures over
a three-year period, with a subset of measures being examined each year. The Plan specifies that in the
years when the department is engaged in Program Review (which we were in 2010-2011), this year’s
assessment report is based on our two indirect measures of student learning/program goals: the alumni
survey and survey of current majors. Because we reported on a survey of current majors in 2009, an
abbreviated survey was developed for administration in Fall 2010. The items for each survey were
selected or created based on the issues under consideration for the department’s Program Review. Each
measure is described more fully below.

Alumni Survey

The Alumni Survey was administered online, and contained 52 items, including basic demographic
questions (e.g., age, gender, race/ethnicity), questions about specific, department-related
experiences alumni may (or may not) have had while at IPFW, and questions regarding their
current circumstances (e.g., current employment/educational pursuits, relation of current job to
education in psychology). Respondents were asked to rate how valuable they found each of the
psychology courses they had taken, as well as a number of questions that addressed three general
areas as follows:

a) interactions with and/or perceptions of the department and/or the faculty; 

b) experiences with academic/career advising in the department, and 

c) perceptions of their learning/education as IPFW psychology students.

Open-ended items asking respondents to reflect upon their choice of psychology as a major and
specific learning experiences they found particularly valuable were also included. Taken together,
the survey items allow us to report on seven of the eight learning/program goals; the goal that
students acquire “the ability to locate and evaluate sources of information” was not addressed by
the items on the alumni survey.

The Department obtained mailing labels through the Alumni Relations Office, and sent postcard
invitations to complete the online survey to 1,245 alumni. An electronic invitation to participate
was also sent via the department’s email listserv, “PsyMajorNews,” as some alumni continue to
subscribe to it beyond their graduation from IPFW. Ultimately the survey was completed by 57
alumni (although for some items, the total number of alumni responding was less than 57). The
majority (79%) were female, and were White/Non-Hispanic (98%). The largest number of
respondents were between 24 and 34 years of age (n = 17) and the fewest were 23 or younger (n =
3), but there were respondents in each of the other three age ranges we provided (i.e., 25-45, 46-56,
and 57 or older). The majority of the respondents (38 or 66%) had received their B.A. in
psychology five or more years ago.

Over half (57%) of the respondents indicated they had been a member of Psi Chi and/or Psychology
Club while at IPFW. Of the 23 alumni who had not been a member of either student organization,
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only seven were unaware of the organizations’ existence. Roughly 42% of the alumni indicated
they had attended a graduate school seminar put on by the department; 16% of them rated the
seminar as “fair,” with the remaining 85% rating it as “good” or “excellent;” none rated it as “poor”
or “very poor.” Over half of the sample (55%) had worked with a faculty member as a research
assistant; 78% of them said they “very satisfied” or “satisfied”; 22% were “neutral.” Of the 25
respondents who had not worked as an RA, 12 said they were unaware of the opportunity to do so.
Respondents were asked if they had been aware that students could develop and conduct their own
research projects under a faculty member’s supervision. The majority of respondents (36 or 67%)
said they were aware; of the 18 alumni who said they were not aware, 8 indicated they would have
been interested. 

Roughly 25% of the respondents (n = 12) indicated they had not received and were not pursuing an
additional degree. Of the 37 respondents who had or were, only 24% (n = 9) said their additional
degree work was “not at all” in the field of psychology. Two respondents (4%)  indicated they had
applied to graduate programs, but were not accepted; 15 (33%) said they did not apply. The
majority of the sample (n = 37 or 76%) indicated they were currently employed, and of those, the
majority (n = 23 or 62%) indicated they were earning an annual salary between $20,000 and
$59,000; five (or 14%) indicated they were earning less than $20,000, and six (16%) reported
making $60,000 or more. Only nine of the currently employed respondents said their current job
was “not at all” related to their training in psychology. Twenty-two (or 59%) said their current job
was “quite a bit” or “a great deal” related.

Respondents were asked to rate 32 specific psychology courses in terms of value. Given the small
sample size, it seems wise to consider only those courses that were taken by at least half (or 29) of
the 57 respondents. Those courses, the number of respondents who took each, their mean rating of
value (1 = not at all valuable to 5 = extremely valuable), and the percent of ratings given below
“3”are presented in Table 1 below:

Table 1

Course Number and Title
N Who Took
the Course

Mean Rating
of Value

% ratings
below scale
midpoint

PSY 120 - Elementary Psychology 37 3.59 16%

PSY 201 - Quantitative Topics (Statistics) 48 3.63 23%

PSY 203 - Research Methods 46 4.10 0%

PSY 235 - Child Psychology 50 4.18 < 1%

PSY 240 - Social Psychology 49 4.22 0%

PSY 314 - Introduction to Learning 39 4.03 < 1%

PSY 329 - Psychobiology 42 4.02 < 1%

PSY 350 - Abnormal Psychology 52 4.42 0%
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PSY 416 - Cognitive Psychology 43 3.84 11%

PSY 420 - Introduction to Personality 37 4.11 < 1%

PSY 540 - History of Psychology 36 3.50 25%

While Table 1 above only includes those courses for which at least half of the respondents reported
taking, it is noteworthy to mention that 18 of the other 22 courses alumni were asked about
received less than 2% ratings below the midpoint (i.e., “1" or “2") on the rating scale of perceived
value. No course we asked about received more than 25% of ratings below the midpoint.

Similarly, for the remaining survey items, we find consideration of the response frequencies to be
more informative. We present the percent of responses near the top of the scale (i.e., ratings of “4”
and “5,” which reflect more positive evaluation/appraisal), responses in the middle of the scale (i.e.,
“3”) and responses near the bottom of the scale (i.e., “1” and “2,” which reflect more negative
evaluation/appraisal) in Tables 2, 3, and 4 below.

Table 2: Alumni’s Interactions With/Perceptions of the Department/the Faculty

Survey Item % Top
(ratings of 4 & 5)

% Middle
(ratings of 3)

% Bottom
(ratings of 2 & 1)

“How frequently did you discuss grades or assignments with an

instructor?”
21% 48% 30%

“To what extent did you work with faculty members on activities

other than course work?”
33% 17% 50%

“How would you rate the promptness of the feedback you received

from psychology instructors regarding your academic

performance?”

89% 0% 11%

“Rate the department’s efforts to address the needs of students with

diverse backgrounds and identities.”
62% 37% 2%

“To what extent do you perceive the Psychology Department as

being sensitive to students of various backgrounds and identities?”
72% 27% 2%

“How would you rate the department’s efforts to celebrate the

accomplishments of psychology majors?”
50% 42% 8%

“What was the quality of teaching provided by your IPFW

psychology professors in general?”
97% 4% 0%

“What was the quality of instruction related to writing that you

received from your psychology professors at IPFW?”
74% 25% 2%

“Please rate the availability/accessibility of professors outside the

classroom.”
84% 16% 0%

“How well did the psychology department make you feel connected

to, or a part of, the department?”
54% 33% 14%

“How comfortable did you feel in approaching psychology faculty 89% 6% 6%
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in daily interactions–e.g., to ask for help with course work or about

career or further education issues?”

“How valuable do you think a departmental student lounge/study

area would be for psychology majors in general?”
54% 38% 8%

Table 3: Alumni’s Experiences With/Perceptions Of Academic/Career Advising

Survey Item % Top
(ratings of 4 & 5)

% Middle
(ratings of 3)

% Bottom
(ratings of 2 & 1)

“To what extent did you discuss career plans with a faculty

member or advisor?”
37% 20% 43%

“How easy was it to get an appointment with your academic

advisor?” 
67% 32% 2%

“To what extent do you agree with the following statement:

‘Advisors should be evaluated by the advisee after every meeting.’

?” 

32% 36% 32%

“To what extent did you feel that your academic advisor was

knowledgeable about degree requirements, university policies,

etc.?” 

83% 8% 10%

“To what extent did you feel that your academic advisor was

helpful and interested in helping you?” 
67% 20% 13%

“To what extent did the advising that you received from members

of the department meet your needs with regards to getting a job

with your degree in psychology?” 

20% 22% 57%

“To what extent did the advising that you received from members

of the department meet your needs with regards to graduate

school?”

33% 22% 45%

Table 4: Alumni Perceptions of Acquisition of B. A. Learning Goals

Survey Item % Top
(ratings of 4 & 5)

% Middle
(ratings of 3)

% Bottom
(ratings of 2 & 1)

“To what extent did your psychology courses provide you with a

basic understanding and knowledge of psychology?”
93% 5% 2%

“To what extent have you been able to apply concepts and

information learned in your psychology courses to everyday life?” 
67% 32% 2%

“To what extent has your education in psychology helped you to

evaluate and think critically about research reported in the popular

press (e.g., research about health issues, behavioral issues)?”

79% 19% 2%

“To what extent has your education in psychology helped you to 76% 19% 5%
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understand people from a diverse range of backgrounds and

varying demographic characteristics such as age, race, disability,

sexual orientation, class, ethnicity, and religion, and cognitive

abilities?” 

Finally, alumni were asked a number of open-ended questions. No formal coding or data analyses
were conducted with these responses; instead, we reviewed them and looked for common or
recurrent themes/comments. A few patterns worth mentioning did emerge. When asked why they
chose psychology as a major, the majority of respondents said it was because they were
“fascinated” by the subject matter, found it “interesting,” and/or “loved psychology.” Many
students noted that an advantage of majoring in psychology was the relevance of the information
learned to various aspects of life (their own, work, the world in general); a commonly mentioned
disadvantage was obtaining a job with the bachelor’s degree. Most alumni indicated they would
choose psychology as a major again, although the difficulty of finding a job with a B.A. in
psychology was again noted as an issue of concern or consideration.

Abbreviated Survey of Current Students

This 19-item survey was also administered online, and like the alumni survey, comprised
demographic items, items about students’ interactions and perceptions of the department/the
faculty, and their experiences with academic/career advising in the department. Current majors
were invited to take the survey via announcements made by their psychology instructors in class
and via the department’s listserv, which has 1,064 subscribers. A total of 105 current majors
completed this survey.

Nearly three-quarters of the sample (73%) were women; 55% of the sample was below the age of
22. The vast majority (88%) were White/Non-Hispanic. Nearly 43% of the respondents were
seniors, with far fewer freshmen, sophomores, and juniors responding (22%, 16%, and 19%,
respectively). In terms of self-reported cumulative GPA, only 8% of the sample indicated a
cumulative GPA of less than 2.49. Nearly 60% reported their GPA was 3.00 or higher.

Again, we consider the data in terms of response frequencies (see Tables 5 and 6 below), and as
with the Alumni Survey, higher ratings on the scale used indicate more contact/more positive
evaluation.

Table 5: Current Majors’ Interactions With/Perceptions Of the Department/the Faculty

Survey Item % Top
(ratings of 4 & 5)

% Middle
(ratings of 3)

% Bottom
(ratings of 2 & 1)

“How frequently do you discuss grades or assignments with an

instructor?”
15% 33% 51%

“To what extent have you worked with faculty members on

activities other than course work?”
8% 12% 81%

“How would you rate the promptness of the feedback you have

received from psychology instructors regarding your academic
65% 30% 6%
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performance?”

“Rate the department’s efforts to address the needs of students with

diverse backgrounds and identities.”
56% 36% 8%

“To what extent do you perceive the Psychology Department as

being sensitive to students of various backgrounds and identities?”
55% 40% 6%

“How would you rate the department’s efforts to celebrate the

accomplishments of psychology majors?”
54% 39% 8%

“How valuable do you think a departmental student lounge/study

area would be for psychology majors in general?”
81% 14% 5%

Table 6: Current Majors’ Experiences With/Perceptions Of Academic/Career Advising

Survey Item % Top
(ratings of 4 & 5)

% Middle
(ratings of 3)

% Bottom
(ratings of 2 & 1)

“To what extent have you discussed career plans with a

faculty member or advisor?”
20% 26% 54%

“How easy has it been to get an appointment with your

academic advisor?” 
58% 23% 19%

“To what extent do you agree with the following

statement: ‘Advisors should be evaluated by the advisee

after every meeting.’ ?” 

43% 38% 19%

II. Findings and Conclusions (Bachelor’s Degree)

Before summarizing the findings and presenting our conclusions based on them, it is important to note
that the sample sizes for each survey–particularly the Alumni survey–are very small. For example, less
than 5% of our alumni responded to our invitation to complete the survey. Although our listserv has
1,064 subscribers (some unknown but likely small number of which are alumni), only 105 current
majors completed that survey. Small sample sizes such as these require us to be careful in making
conclusions and recommendations, as the representativeness of those samples is suspect. That said,
many of the same patterns evident in the alumni data were echoed by the data from current majors.

Overall, the data from our former and current students support the conclusion the department is
achieving its mission and goals. For example, more than 66% of the alumni sample rated the items
regarding their acquisition of specific program learning goals with the highest points on the scale (i.e.,
“4” or “5”). When asked about the perceived value of specific courses, mean ratings were always above
the midpoint of the scale (i.e., “3”) and typically above a rating of “4.” Never did more than 25% of the
students who took a given course used the bottom two points on the rating scale to convey its value to
them; for 25 of the 32 courses we asked about only 2% or fewer of the respondents gave ratings of “1”
or “2.”

Alumni and current majors alike appear to regard the department and the faculty favorably, although a
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noticeable percentage indicated relatively little contact with faculty. For example, the lowest points on
the scale were used by 51% of current students when asked how frequently they discuss grades or
assignments, and 81%, when asked the extent to which they’ve worked with faculty on activities other
than course work. The corresponding percentages are somewhat lower in the alumni sample–30% and
50%, respectively. However, of those same alumni, 89% and 84% gave the highest ratings (i.e., “4”s or
“5”s) for the items regarding comfort in approaching faculty and availability of professors,
respectively, and 89% for promptness of feedback regarding academic performance. It may be the case
that students do not want or feel they need these kinds of interactions to the extent we think they do or
should. For 10 of the 12 items (or 83%) regarding alumni’s interactions with/perceptions of the
department/the faculty, the two highest points on the scale were used by at least 50% of the sample.
Similarly, top ratings were made by 50% or more of the sample of current majors for 5 of the 7 items
(or 71%) in that same domain.

Somewhat less satisfaction is apparent in both samples with respect to issues of advising. While alumni
reported being able to make appointments with their advisors easily, and perceived their advisors to be
knowledgeable and helpful, they used the bottom two points on the ratings scale 43% of the time for
the extent career plans were discussed. When asked to rate the extent to which their needs were met for
career and graduate school issues, low ratings were given by 57% and 45% of the sample, respectively.
Only 20% of current majors gave ratings of “4” or “5” when asked the extent to which career/job-
related discussions have taken place with their advisor. As noted earlier, a common theme that emerged
from the alumni’s responses to the open-ended questions had to do with difficulty regarding entering
the workforce with the B.A. in psychology.

III. Responses and Actions for Continuous Improvement (Bachelor’s Degree)

Based on the findings and conclusions of our assessment activities for this year, we offer the following
responses and recommend the following actions:

1. The undergraduate degree in psychology is popular, and is fundamentally a liberal arts degree, not a
vocational or professional education. Two consequences of these realities are that (a) the path to the
world of work is extremely broad, and (b) there is likely to be considerable competition for
available positions. Roughly five years ago, and as a result of previous program review and annual
assessment data, we developed our PSY 100-Introduction to the Science and Fields of Psychology
course. One of the reasons for doing so was to convey those messages to our students
systematically and early in their academic career. The current data seem to suggest that these
messages may need to be reinforced and further developed, in PSY 100 and perhaps in a more
proactive fashion with current students in the context of academic advising. We should consider
whether our typical advising “protocol” needs to include advisors asking specific questions of
students regarding future career goals to start these conversations.

2. Our contact or connection with alumni in terms of numbers of former students is very poor. We
should consider ways to keep in better contact with them. Not only would we stand to obtain better
assessment data, but they may be a potentially powerful resource for current students when it comes
to career/job-related and graduate school issues (helping to address the issues in this domain noted
in #1 above). One possibility that seems easy enough to implement is to gather graduating seniors’



Psychology Department Assessment Report 2010-11 - Page 9

permanent email addresses and cell phone numbers at the time they submit their research paper to
gain access to the exit exam. A database of this contact information, organized by year of
graduation, could be kept and then used to contact alumni when we host events they may be
interested in, or to invite them to participate in surveys such as the one done here. We might also
consider the use of some incentive (e.g., a drawing for a prize) to motivate them to complete
surveys such as this one. 

3. Although on a quantitative level, our current and former students tend to rate us positively, when
they give us lower ratings, our measures do not allow us to know why. We might consider
modifying our surveys such that when a mid-level or lower rating (i.e., “3” or below) is made,
students are asked to provide a brief explanation or reason for that rating. We also think it would be
helpful to obtain measures of students’ satisfaction with various resources, or their expectations and
values. For example, we saw in the current data that students infrequently discuss grades or
assignments with their instructors. We are not able to discern whether students think this is
important, and/or want to do so and are not able to. Revising our surveys so that they yield more
precise data would allow us to better assess our efforts and know what changes we truly need to
make. Additionally, we believe our surveys could be revised so as to assess more specific issues
and concerns. During the academic year prior to the next administration of such surveys, the
Assessment Committee should meet to discuss and identify those specific issues and concerns, and
modify the surveys accordingly.

Report prepared by:
Psychology Department Assessment Committee
(Blakemore, Drouin, Lawton, Vartanian, Yoder)
Lesa Rae Vartanian, Chair
Approved by the Psychology Department, August 24, 2011
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Department of Sociology Assessment Report 2011 

 

 Consistent with the College of Arts and Science (COAS) guide to Best Practices for COAS 

Departments and Programs (4/25/11), the Sociology Department in October of 2011 conducted 

an assessment of its undergraduate program. The Educational Policy Committee of the Fort 

Wayne Senate has mandated that (1) the report describe the assessment activities, covering 

the previous year; (2) the report describe findings from the assessment; (3) the report describe  

conclusions about the achievement of program goals based on these findings; (4) the report 

describe actions to be taken in the future to improve the program based on the conclusions as 

appropriate, and (5) the assessment by the department complete the report by the deadline 

established by the school/division 

 The Sociology program employs four measures of program assessment:  

1, formal student papers in the program’s S470 Senior Seminar capstone class for 

majors, with evaluations by a select committee of faculty members; 

 2.  student exit survey administered electronically from graduating sociology majors; 

 3. assessment of oral presentations of students in the S470 Senior Seminar 

   capstone class for majors; 

 4. an annual alumni survey. 
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 These four measures are staggered in two-year intervals: (1) and (2) for 2010-11 and (3) 

and (4) in the succeeding year 2011-2012. For the school year 2010-11 the results of the first 

two measurements are presented below, with analysis and prescriptions. For 2011-12 results of 

the sociology alumni survey and student oral presentations for the S470 Senior Seminar 

capstone co The Department of Sociology utilized two measures in meeting the COAS 

guidelines for its undergraduate program evaluation in the 2010-2011 assessment. The first 

measure consisted of evaluating the final student papers in the program’s S470 Senior Seminar 

capstone class for majors.  This was completed utilizing a rubric that contained a 12-item 5-

point Lickert scale to ascertain if departmental program goals of student performance were 

being meet. Each student’s final research paper in the Senior Seminar was evaluated by the 

class instructor and two additional department faculty members who were members of the 

undergraduate program committee. The evaluation instrument items included familiarity of 

sociological theory, methodology, research paper construction, and an overall evaluation of the 

paper score (see attached evaluation form).  Space was also provided for faculty raters to 

provide additional comments on the paper’s quality.  For the second measurement instrument, 

each student electronically self-reported his/her ability to accomplish 16 different tasks similar 

to ones evaluated by committee members; a Lickert 5-point scale was utilized to promote 

consistency between measurement instruments.  

Program Assessment Results 

Assessment of Student Written Work from Capstone Course 

 Examination of the assessment committee member’s student paper evaluation forms 

produce encouraging results. Assuming a mean of three as average, most of the final papers 
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were scored average to above average by the committee as a whole. Only one student paper 

was scored lower than average by the committee. The overall scores suggest the Department of 

Sociology is meeting its undergraduate program objectives.  

 Analyzing the results of the faculty ratings to the student self ratings in the exit survey 

Provides some support for the validity of the scores.    Evaluation of student self-reported 

scores (n=6) produced means of average to above-average. Generally, students were 

consistently reporting themselves as average to above-average on each task presented. 

Students self-reported comfort in their ability to utilize sociological theory, research methods, 

and to write a defendable research paper.  These findings were consistent with the assessment 

committee’s overall scores.   Evaluation of the findings of both assessment instruments utilized 

by the Department of Sociology to meet COAS guidelines produced consistent results in 2010-

2011.  The findings suggests the instruments are valid measures of program goals as they 

pertain to COAS guidelines based on the general consistency within and between measures.  

Recommendations for Measurement Improvement in Faculty Ratings of Student Final Papers 

One area of needed improvement related to the variation of the ratings on particular 

items.   Generally there were some differences on the ratings between the three raters on 

several dimensions.  In measurement, this variation in responses can be a result of 

measurement error.  The department committee that reviewed the results will make several 

recommendations for changes in the instrument and its administration to reduce this potential 

source of error.    One proposal that will be considered will to make sure that the raters meet 

before they begin their ratings to make sure there is agreement on the meaning of the different 
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items and the meaning of each of the different points on the scale.  Another proposed 

improvement to be considered is to provide further specification by defining the meanings of 

the mid-points (score of 3) on the each of the items.     

Another proposed modification will be to increase the number of raters from 3 to 5 

raters.  Using three raters was defined to be insufficient and by increasing the number of raters 

there will be potentially less variability in the scoring.   Another proposed strategy to reduce 

measurement is to reduce the potential biasing factors of raters by excluding the course 

instructor from the rating.  The rationale for this is that since the classroom instructor has 

worked with each of the students in the development of their work for the entire semester and 

as a result they could be using a different standard in using the instrument than those faculty 

raters who had not worked with the students previous to the evaluation.  Lastly, another 

proposed change is that the additional comment section on the rating form be used by the 

raters to provide a summary statement to provide more information on overall strengths and 

weakness of each paper.   All of these proposal changes will be considered during the next 

semester as ways to improve the quality of the measurement based on the ratings system used 

in the evaluation of student work.   

Student Exit Survey 

All six of the graduating sociology majors completed an anonymous department 

Qualtrics Survey.  As the instrument had a 100 percent student response, it is reasonable to 

infer that the students found the online survey user-friendly and straightforward.  On this 

survey, students were asked a series of qualitative and quantitative questions. 
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In response to their suggestions for improvement in the department, students 

commented about improving faculty advising; having more scheduling availability of required 

courses; increasing course and professor offerings; and improving faculty availability in their 

offices.  All students felt that the overall strength of the sociology program is the faculty, 

especially in their teaching and interacting with students.  However, from the question on 

additional comments, one student mentioned that certain professors appear not to care about 

students.  Further, in the question concerning the overall weaknesses of the program, two 

students each mentioned poor teaching and the lack of availability of courses.  One student 

indicated that certain sociology staff could be more helpful, and could let students use the 

department stapler. 

Concerning what could receive additional coverage in the required sociology courses, 

two students mentioned theory, and one student commented on the benefit of having hands-

on experience in the research and methods courses.  The students were split evenly about 

whether they felt that more or the same amount of writing assignments should be included in 

courses.  Lastly, on a five-point Likert scale, on features of the sociology program, students 

ranked department advising and sociology club activities the highest, and frequency and 

diversity of course offerings the lowest. 

Program Improvement  

The Department of Sociology is working to increase its course offerings.  For this 

academic year, Eight new courses are being offered including: Law and Society and Capital 

Punishment: A Lived Experience at the 400 level,  Comparative Heath System, Contemporary 
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Latin American Societies, Human Service Program Management, and Demography and Public 

Policy at the 400 and 500 levels,  and Child Crisis Intervention at the 200 level.  The department 

is also increasing the number of new faculty through the use of the Future Teaching Faculty 

Fellowship Program of Indiana University.  This past year was the first year that the department 

has participated in this program and the experience has been very positive.  The department is 

hoping continue to recruit graduate students from the FTFF program to teach at IPFW this next 

academic year.  The department is also recruiting practicing sociologists in the community to 

offer elective course in sociological practice at both undergraduate and graduate levels.    This 

year two sociological practitioners from the community are offering courses for both graduate 

and undergraduate programs.   

In regard to the value of courses with hands on experience, the sociology department is 

also providing students with the ability to enroll an internship course, S398, as an independent 

study course with faculty.  This service learning course will provide students with an ability to 

utilize their sociological knowledge and skills in working in various community agencies.  It is 

hoped that as student interest grows in participating in internships that the department will be 

able to hire a part-time internship coordinate to meet the need.    Furthermore, with the 

growth of the Center for Social Research undergraduate and graduate students are being 

provided with increasing opportunities to engage in “hands on” research by participating in 

center projects.      

The sociology club was recognized to be very valuable to the undergraduate students 

surveyed.   At the end of last year, most of the membership in the club had graduated and there 
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was a need to revitalize the organization.     At the beginning of the fall term a graduate 

assistant was created to work with undergraduate students in rebuilding the organization.   The 

club has grown significantly over this semester year in membership.  The club currently has 

more than twenty members and has a full program of events planned for the upcoming year.   

In addition the department is reactivating the AKD chapter that went defunct a number of years 

ago and will induct new student members into sociology honor society during the spring term.   

In regard to the issue of student advising, this past year the department was pleased to 

see that the Assistant Dean offered an advising workshop.  Two faculty attended the workshop.  

This next year the department will begin a program review for the undergraduate program.  A 

more systematic review of the department advising system will be conducted and 

recommendations will be made for improvement.      



Assessment Report for AY 2010-2011 

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.  

 

I. Assessment Process 

ASSESSMENT OF THE WOST BACHELOR OF ARTS PROGRAM 

Interim Assessment:  

Last year, 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. The course was taught in the spring and the instructor gathered the papers that will be 

reviewed. Because we don’t yet have a rubic for assessing these papers, we have delayed this process 

until we do; right now, we hope to conduct the actual assessment of the essays at our next Program 

Committee meeting in early December.  

Exit Assessment: 

We had only one WOST major graduate in 2010-2011 and, because she took the capstone course in fall 

2009, her exit portfolio was included in the assessment of the program last year. Thus, we have no new 

exit portfolio results to report beyond the addendum we submitted to last year’s assessment report, 

which included all of our results for a two-year period. When this student graduated in May 2011, 

however, we did conduct an exit interview.  

 

Other Assessment: 

 

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, which would have made 2008 the most recent year for this assessment; however, no 

survey was completed in 2008, 2009, 2010. Before we conduct another survey, we want to revisit how 

past surveys have been conducted and review the survey instrument to make improvements and bring it 

up-to-date. Doing so is among the WOST Program Committee’s goals for the year. 

 

Assessment of the WOST Minor and Associate of Arts: No students completed the WOST A.A. last year, 



so no assessment was completed. We did award six minors last year but no exit assessment of the minor 

took place last year.  

 

II. Learning Goals, Baccalaureate Framework, and Criteria for Assessing Student 

Achievement 

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. 

 

Goals 1, 2, and 3 reflect the Acquisition of Knowledge foundation of baccalaureate education. 

Goals 1 and 4 reflect the Application of Knowledge foundation of baccalaureate education. 

Goals 1 and 2 reflect the Sense of Community foundation of baccalaureate education. 

Goal 4 reflects the Critical Thinking and Problem Solving foundation of baccalaureate education. 

 

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. 

 

 

Following the design of our new quantitative rubrics, the criteria for determining whether an outcome 

has been achieved will be based on whether all of our students receive satisfactory or higher scores on 

their portfolios.  

 

III. Results  

As mentioned above, we have not completed our interim assessment for last year, pending developing 

of rubrics. I would be happy to submit an addendum to this report once our interim assessment is 

complete.  

 



In terms of the exit assessment, our interview with our one graduating major confirmed several 

strengths: that the interdisciplinary perspective we provide is valuable, that our small classes are a 

considerable asset, and that service-learning provides a unique learning experience for WOST majors, 

giving them a strong sense of what it would be like to do advocacy/non-profit work in the community. 

The interview also called attention to a weakness we were already aware of: that education in feminist 

research methods comes too late in our curriculum.  

 

IV. Changes to Curriculum/Assessment Process 
 

The past two years have marked progress in how we complete assessment, as we have dramatically 

overhauled our approaches to both interim and exit assessment. Following our first foray into our new 

portfolio assessment system, the committee reflected on the process and agreed that we are on the 

right track. At this point, our plan as we move forward is to revise the portfolio scoring rubrics we used 

last year for the first time and develop one for the interim assessment. We will also make adjustments 

to how the exit portfolio itself is compiled 

In terms of curriculum revision, the WOST Program Committee will take up the issue of the gap in our 

curriculum when it comes to a research methods class. Most likely at our January or February meeting, 

we will discuss the pros and cons of adding a new required course and examine other possible options 

for integrating the needed instruction into the program.  

 

V. Learning Outcomes and General Education Courses 

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. Last year, the WOST Program 

Committee resubmitted the course for Area VI designation and developed a plan for assessing it. This 

fall will be the first time the course has been taught since developing the plan, so we won’t be assessing 

it until spring semester. Between now and then, we will design rubrics for this task as well. The feedback 

we received from the General Education Committee suggested our assessment plan was appropriate.  

 

Submitted by Janet Badia, WOST Program Director 

Nov. 8, 2011  
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Academic Program Assessment Plan 
Women’s Studies  

 
 
1. Identification 

Women’s Studies at IPFW offers a Bachelor of Arts degree, Minor field, Certificate 
in Women’s Studies, and an Associates Degree for both Indiana University and 
Purdue University. The plan was developed in 2007 by the WOST Committee; Dr. 
Linda Fox, director emerita; and Dr. Jill Nussel, then interim director. Over the past 
two years, under Dr. Janet Badia, current Director of Women’s Studies, the plan has 
undergone further revision. Badia is the primary contact for this assessment. 
Revisions to the plan reflect not only changes to the assessment process itself but also 
the new committee structure in Women’s Studies and new policies regarding 
instructor evaluation, all put in place since 2009 
 

2. Mission, goals, and student learning outcomes 
Women’s Studies adopted a revised statement and goals on 26 September 2007. 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 
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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 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.  



  4 
 

4 | u p d a t e d  f o r  A Y  2 0 1 0 - 1 1   

 

Portfolio: In 2009, we began the process of integrating the exit portfolio 
into our required capstone course. As part of WOST W400 (the capstone 
requirement for our majors and certificate students during their 
junior/senior years) students were given assignments that led up to the 
completion of the portfolio at the end, including revision and reflection 
assignments. As part of this reflective work, students are asked to reflect 
on program goals and learning outcomes and position the work included in 
their portfolios in relation to those goals. (Previously, students simply 
compiled previous work with little examination of how the work was tied 
to learning goals or what they could gain from looking at their body of 
work). The portfolios are read and scored blindly by the WOST Program 
Committee.  
 
Interviews: We conduct exit interviews with all graduating majors, asking 
them through face-to-face interviews a wide-range of questions about their 
experiences in the program, including questions about which program 
objectives were most important to them and which assignments and 
courses were most influential in her education. We maintain a written 
transcript of these interviews, and the WOST Program Committee reflects 
on the student interviews along with the portfolio results. 

 
 
C.  Survey of program alumni.  The survey questions address the WOST goals and 

invite input on the extent to which program graduates are satisfied with their 
WOST major relative to their employment, professional advancement, and/or 
postgraduate study. The survey was last conducted in 2004 and was designed to 
be repeated every four years. 

 
D.  Other assessments: Students completing a Certificate present the Exit Assessment 

and participate in the Alumni Survey. Students earning a minor in Women’s 
Studies are encouraged to participate in the Alumni Survey. 

 
5. Assessment Results 

Women’s Studies curricular issues are overseen by the WOST Program Committee, 
which draws on the strengths of an interdisciplinary core of faculty. Currently, 
members are appointed by the WOST Executive Committee, and the committee is 
comprised of five tenured or tenure-track faculty members from the WOST Affiliated 
Faculty, two current limited term lecturers, and a WOST major. The Director of 
WOST chairs the committee. Portfolio assessments and interviews are completed by 
the WOST Program Committee as part of its committee charge.  

 
The Women’s Studies Program, as part of the recommendations proposed in the 
recent program review, continues its efforts to revamp and strengthen assessment 
measures. The course matrix/curriculum map allows instructors and reviewers to see 
which courses specifically address each goal of the program. For the exit portfolio, 
we recently developed a basic rubric that allows quantifiable data to be collected and 
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plan to follow a feedback loop from the WOST Program Committee and the Director 
to the instructors who teach required and elective courses regarding issues arising in 
interim and exit assessment.  
 
Results of peer evaluations and student evaluations are given to the instructor as they 
are completed.   
 
 
 

 



College of Arts and Sciences Outcomes Assessment Team 

“Best Practices” Model for Assessment 

Adopted by COAS  (4/25/11) to guide assessment practices in all 

COAS Departments and Programs 

Introduction 

―It’s time to put the highest priority on doing assessment as if learning matters most.” 

(Angelo, 1991, p. 31) 

The above quote reflects why we, as faculty, ought to be concerned with assessment, and 

concerned with doing it well. Faculty are responsible for curriculum decisions– we decide 

what students should be learning, and we determine the level(s) at which students need to 

understand the knowledge and skills we are attempting to teach them through our courses and 

programs. Once these decisions are made for a class or a program, then assessment can help 

us determine if our students are achieving the learning goals we have defined. Thus, 

assessment is first and foremost about student learning–discerning if it is occurring as we 

hope, and if or when it is not, identifying ways in which we might improve student learning. 

In a sense, assessment is a form of empirical research, where the basic research question is 

―are students learning?‖ Arriving at a meaningful answer to this question within the context 

of a given course or a given program is a process, and one that should involve multiple 

conversations among faculty at each step. In what follows, we have attempted to provide a 

breakdown of the steps and considerations that facilitate the process of assessment. 

Step 1:   Assessment begins  with the development of measurable student 

learning outcomes. 

Courses (for both majors and non-majors) and academic programs have learning goals or objectives. 

Before one can begin to ask whether students are learning what they are supposed to be learning, we 

must know exactly what we expect them to learn. One might think that through the decisions we as 

faculty have made about curriculum, this step is already ―done,‖ but that is not so. For instance, we 

may say that we want students who have completed a particular program to be able to ―demonstrate 

substantive knowledge‖ in a certain area, or ―to acquire critical thinking and information synthesis 

skills‖ as a result of completing a given course. Statements such as these are often thought to be clear, 

specific learning outcomes, but for the purposes of collecting assessment data, they are not–yet. 

Learning goals, once defined, must be translated into measurable learning outcome statements.  

Learning outcomes identify ―what students should be able to demonstrate or represent or produce.‖ 

(Maki, 2004, p. 61). In short, this is the observable part of student learning. If the students accomplish 

the learning goals, how will we know?  What will they ―do‖ that indicates their learning? Some 

 



learning goals will be especially challenging to transform into measurable learning outcomes, and it 

will often be the case that one measurable learning outcome will not fully capture or reflect the 

overall learning goal. Some learning goals may be best represented with multiple learning outcome 

statements. Take for example the learning goal  ―Students will acquire critical thinking skills.‖ What 

is it that students will do (or, perhaps not do) that will show us they have acquired ―critical thinking 

skills?‖ Will they be able to find logical flaws in a theory? Will they be able to argue more than one 

side of an issue using evidence? Will they be able to propose a creative solution to a novel problem 

by integrating information they have learned in the course/program? Any of these might be 

measurable learning outcomes for the learning goal of acquiring critical thinking skills. Is one better 

than another? Probably not, but that is for faculty to discuss and decide. Is any single learning 

objective ―perfect?‖ Again, probably not, and yet again, faculty need to participate in the discussions 

that will lead to the derivation of measurable learning outcomes for their course and program learning 

goals. Given that we are focused in our courses/programs on student learning, it is likely that we are 

already asking students to do something that demonstrates much of that learning. 

Step 2:   After measurable learning outcomes have been identified, they 

need to be located. 

After measurable learning outcomes have been developed, the next step would be to identify where in 

the curriculum students could (and ideally would) encounter the educational opportunities connected 

to those learning objectives. After all, if we as a faculty expect students to achieve certain objectives, 

we have to ensure that somewhere within our program/courses, we provide opportunities for them to 

do so.  Which courses (and which activities/assignments within those courses) provide for the 

acquisition, and/or demonstration of the learning goals and objectives?  The process of ―finding‖ 

these opportunities is often referred to as the creation of a ―curriculum map.‖ This mapping is 

important for it confirms that our students will have opportunities to meet the objectives we have set. 

It may also reveal important objectives falling between the cracks because different faculty members 

expect these objectives to be met in different courses.  One of the biggest benefits of creating a 

―curriculum map‖ is that the resulting map should make clear where the data collection for 

assessment should occur. Now that we have measurable student learning outcomes and we know 

where in a course or program they would be observed, the next step is to consider the actual 

measurement of the student learning outcomes–will direct or indirect measures be taken, and will the 

measures themselves be reliable and valid?  

Step 3: Consideration of the measures of student learning to be taken and 

the strategy of the assessment plan. 

Should we use direct or indirect measures? 

There are a number of ways to characterize measures of student learning, but one fundamental 

distinction is that between direct and indirect measures of student learning. Direct measures might be 

best thought of as simply testing the level of student achievement through some assignment, project, 

or exam. For example, let’s take the following learning objective: “Students will be able to apply the 

three aspects of competent communication (ethical, effective, and appropriate) when analyzing a 

conversation.” A direct measure of this learning objective might be to present students with a 

hypothetical conversation and ask them to do an analysis, either in writing or via oral presentation. 



We might note the number of times they make reference to ethics, effectiveness, and appropriateness 

in their analyses. We might also look for distinct themes or content within each area (i.e., ethics, 

effectiveness, appropriateness) if a more qualitative approach is in line with our assessment and 

pedagogical goals.  

Alternatively, we could employ an indirect measure of this learning objective by asking the students 

to report how they have applied these aspects of communication in their personal and professional 

lives, and/or we could ask how satisfied they are with the opportunities they had to learn competent 

communication in this course or program. Essentially, indirect measures ―capture students’ 

perceptions of their learning‖ (Maki, 2004, p. 88); used alone, indirect measures are not likely to be 

terribly satisfying in achieving course or program assessment goals (how often do we issue exams in 

our courses where we simply ask students to tell us if they feel they have learned the material?). 

However, indirect measures can complement the use of direct measures, and shed light on the results 

of direct measures. For example, if direct measures seem to indicate that students had not sufficiently 

achieved the ability to analyze and apply the appropriateness of competent communication, indirect 

measures might help us understand why. Indirect measures might also give us indications of transfer 

of learning from the classroom to the real-life situations and scenarios, which is often the ultimate 

goal. Indirect measures can also give us insight into other factors affecting student performance such 

as motivation and effort.  While not directly measuring student learning, considering/assessing 

student progress toward and completion of the degree could be very useful information. 

Are our measures reliable and valid?  

Measures used for assessment must possess reliability. Reliability can be established in two primary 

ways: internal consistency and inter-rater reliability.  Internal consistency is for scales, objective 

exams, etc., and is designed to evaluate if all items are measuring the learning objective in consistent 

ways.  (Item analysis and reporting reliability coefficients are a couple of ways to do this. Faculty in 

the social sciences and statistics can help with this process.)  Inter-rater reliability should be 

considered when you have multiple individuals evaluating a product, paper, portfolio, performance, 

etc. (which in and of itself is a ―best practice‖). It is important that faculty members agree on what 

should be evaluated, what the criteria are (based on the learning objectives), and what constitutes 

―unacceptable,‖ ―acceptable‖ and/or ―excellent‖ ratings or judgments (essentially, faculty need to co-

create the rubric). Once these decisions are made, at least two people should assess the product 

independently and their agreement (or lack thereof) should be reported. The interrater reliability 

indicates that products have been assessed according to agreed-upon standards, rather than an 

individual’s tastes or criteria. 
1
 Developing reliable assessment instruments (especially rubrics) is no 

small undertaking, but is critical to the overall process. Faculty who have not worked with rubrics, 

might consider a quick and easy book called Introduction to Rubrics: An Assessment Tool to Save 

Grading Time, Convey Effective Feedback and Promote Student Learning by Stevens and Levi. 

                                                 
1
 Further explanation: If, using the same rubric, two or more independent raters arrive at very 

different conclusions of students’ performance, the data are functionally useless because the 

measure used is not reliable. When this occurs, the raters need to discuss with each other why 

their conclusions differed. It is possible that they are looking at two different aspects of an overly 

broad learning objective and/or the operational definitions are not specific enough. While this 

conversation will not yield meaningful assessment data, it is a must to ensure that the next round 

of assessment data collection (i.e., in this scenario, the next set of judgments made about the 

quality of student work/learning) will yield reliable assessment data.   



Measurement validity ―involves the degree to which a measure actually measures what is claimed,‖ 

while measurement reliability ―deals with the consistency of a measure with itself‖ (Reinard, 2008, p. 

367).  Consider the learning objective, ―Students will be able to choose and apply the appropriate 

statistical test given a context and data set.‖ Asking students to then run a t-test on a data set is not a 

valid measurement of this learning objective since the students did not have to choose the test. There 

are many different forms of measurement validity. One rudimentary form is known as ―face validity,‖ 

which basically means that the measure appears to measure what it is supposed to; an argument is 

made that there are good reasons to believe this measure will capture the learning objective intended. 

A higher level of validity is known as criterion validity, whereby the measure in question shows an 

association to scores on another instrument that is designed to measure the same construct. An 

important kind of criterion validity is predictive validity. When measures can predict future use or 

application of knowledge then they would be said to possess predictive validity. 

How to develop a maximally powerful strategy? 

When possible or practical, assessment of student learning should employ a longitudinal approach, 

and make reasonable attempts to account for as much individual variability in the larger picture of 

student learning as possible. The goal of assessment is to inform us about what our students have 

learned or that they have reached specific objectives. If the goal is to know how much students have 

gained within a specific course/program then ―before‖ and ―after‖ pictures of their learning are 

necessary. When we obtain measures of student learning at only one point in time with ideal 

measurement tools and analysis, we cannot assert (with any evidence) that students have changed. 

Did the students reach those objectives by taking the course, or is it possible that the students met all 

those objectives before they enrolled in the course? Through assessment, we would hope to 

demonstrate that our pedagogical efforts have moved students in a positive direction from their own 

starting points in their education. This is why assessment plans ideally ought to include the 

acquisition of a baseline measure for students and/or multiple points of measurement over time 

(particularly for program assessment). Knowing where students are in their knowledge and skills 

prior to taking a given course or completing a given program of studies allows for more powerful 

conclusions regarding the effectiveness of the educational strategies used by courses/programs.  

Even given a maximally powerful strategy, we must recognize (and perhaps acknowledge in 

assessment reports) that not all learning that occurs in the classroom can be reliably measured.  We 

feel it is important to recognize that classrooms and programs are richer than assessment might make 

them appear. 

However, to reach this goal we would also need at least indirect measures of external sources of 

change; demographic information, outside learning opportunities such as jobs, student or community 

organizations, etc., might be useful. Similarly, knowing where students place with respect to basic 

skills when they begin their educational journey (e.g., reading, math placement scores, high school 

rank, etc.) is also relevant. This ―complete picture‖ of student growth and learning is ideal.  However, 

if programs/courses are just beginning with quality assessment, starting with measures that simply try 

to determine if students are meeting the learning objectives, and including some indirect measures 

about where/when students feel they learned/used that information/skill, is an excellent place to 

begin. 

Step 4: Use what is learned from the assessment process to try to improve 

students’ learning. 



It makes little sense to go to all this trouble if the only outcome of the assessment process is a report 

that gets filed away by a busy administrator. Assessment is done so that we can engage in continuous 

improvement of students’ learning. Therefore, it is important to build into the assessment plan 

departmental conversations about quality. Departments need to decide who will be included in these 

conversations and when in the process these conversations take place. These conversations allow us 

to talk about the learning environment we are creating for our students, what changes, if any, we need 

to make and why, what processes/teaching methods/content we should be sure to keep and why. 

Finally, part of the feedback loop should be to the COAS as a whole.  Sharing successful assessment 

procedures among departments could allow the entire College to improve both the efficiency and 

effectiveness of their assessment measures. 

 

Summary 

Assessment is about learning. It is about confirming/improving our students’ educational 

opportunities.  Thus, assessment is core to our mission. Taking the time to consider what the goals of 

a course/program are, where students have opportunities to meet those goals is essential to the 

learning process. Then we need to assess the learning. However, the process of assessment becomes 

little more than a potentially costly and frustrating expenditure of time and resources if the 

measurements taken—the data collected—are not reliable and valid. So, to get useful information that 

can help our students, we need to take the time to consider four key questions: 

 

1) What are the learning goals/objectives for our students? What observable or measurable 

learning outcomes can be derived from the course or program goals/objectives? 

2) Where, in the program/course curriculum, will students encounter the opportunities to 

demonstrate those outcomes? 

3) Will our measurements be direct or indirect, and will they be reliable and valid? 

4) What will we do with that data (to be sure the effort/information is employed in improving 

learning for our students)? 
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The report... Yes No Comments

...clearly identifies the learning

goals & outcomes of this year’s

assessment process.

...focuses on learning goals &

outcomes that are measurable.

...identifies the measure(s) 

used.

...indicates whether the

measures used are direct or

indirect.

...provides a clear description of

the assessment process or

strategy (i.e., how measures

were taken, and from how many

students/courses/etc.)

...clearly presents the results of

any analyses conducted.

...offers conclusions based on

the results.

...discusses the specific ways in

which the results and

conclusions will be used to make

changes to the

approaches/curriculum/program,

if applicable.

...discusses the specific ways in

which the results and

conclusions will be used to make

changes to the assessment plan

and/or procedures, if applicable.

See “Step 1" of the COAS “Best Practices” Model for Assessment.

See “Step 3" of the COAS “Best Practices” Model for Assessment.

See SD 98-22, IV. And “Step 4" of the COAS Best Practices Model for Assessment.

Additional Desirable (but not required) Report Features:

_____An indication of some “benchmark” or standard of achievement for the measure(s) is included.

_____Discussion of the reliability and validity of the measure(s) used is included.



 

Dear Chair/Program Director, 

 

According to Senate Document 98-22, “The annual reports, prepared by the 

department/division/program and by the school, summarize the efforts to assess student academic 

achievement and to respond to the findings.”  The COAS Assessment Committee requests that you 

submit your annual assessment report to the committee by November 8, 2011.  Please submit 

your document electronically to the Assessment Committee chair, Debrah Huffman 

(huffmand@ipfw.edu).  All documents should be submitted in .pdf format in order to place them on 

the College of Arts and Sciences website. 

 

Your assessment report should include the following: 

 

1. Describe the assessment activities completed during the previous year and described in the 

assessment plan for each program sponsored by the unit.  
2. For each program, describe findings from the assessment activities as appropriate.  
3. For each program, describe conclusions about the achievement of program goals based on 

the findings as appropriate.  
4. For each program, describe actions that will be taken to improve the program based on 

these conclusions as appropriate. 

 

Please refer to SD 98-22 Section III.B.1, “General Standards for Assessment Plans” and the attached 

COAS-approved “Best Practices Model for Assessment”  for assistance in completing items 1-4 

above.  The Assessment Committee will be using the (attached) rubric developed from the Best 

Practices document to aid in providing you feedback.  If you have any questions, feel free to contact 

any COAS Assessment Committee member.   
  

Thank you, 

Yihao Deng 

Susan Hannah 

Debrah Huffman, Chair 



 
 
 
 
Dear Chair/Program Director, 

  

The COAS Assessment Committee has not received your annual assessment report.  Please 

submit it by November 21 so that the committee may meet our reporting deadline to Dean 

Drummond. 

  

Please feel free to contact any Assessment Committee member if you have questions. 

  

Respectfully, 

Yihao Deng 

Susan Hannah 

Debrah Huffman, Chair 

 



College of Arts and Sciences 

Assessment Committee 

Agenda for February 21, 2011, LA 152, 9:00 am 

 

 

 

1.  Approve agenda 

2. Review memo from COAS Executive Committee; take action to be determined 

3. Set tentative agenda for next meeting 

 

 

 

TABLED: 

 

1.  Review draft e-mail to certificate/program directors requesting feedback on key elements and 

suggestions for evaluating each program (Yihao) 

2. Review program directors and active programs (Yihao) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



COAS Assessment Committee 

Minutes of February 21, 2011 

 

Members Present:  Y. Deng, D. Holland (chair), D. Huffman 

 

1.  The meeting was called to order at 9:09 a.m. in LA 152, and the agenda was approved.  

 

2. Prior to the meeting, committee members reviewed a memo from the COAS Executive 

Committee requesting that material be removed from department responses that related to 

the Baccalaureate Framework and General Education courses and that these items not be 

requested for future reports.  The Assessment Committee also reviewed SD 98-22 and the 

Assessment Committee charge as found on the Faculty Governance Document.  

 

3. The committee expressed frustration that no department chairs had contacted any of the 

committee members during the process of requesting reports, submitting them, or providing 

responses. 

 

4. The committee agreed that an e-mail to department chairs and revised reports to 

departments and the Dean were in order.  Members discussed but decided not to include the 

following reasons for requested information in the reports: 

 

• To provide uniformity in the report formats across departments 

• To provide chairs with clear items to be addressed 

• To provide the Assessment Committee with adequate information on which to 

provide meaningful feedback. 

• To meet the needs of the Dean, Director of Assessment, and Assessment Council. 

  

5.  Committee members drafted the e-mail memo, to appear in the body of the e-mail to all 

departments, and agreed to attach a revised report for each chair.  Committee members 

noted that for most reports removal of the references to Baccalaureate Framework and 

general education amounted to only a few lines of the otherwise detailed and lengthy 

reports.   The committee agreed to leave out of the e-mail the fact that no reports were 

unduly criticized or “rejected” based on one or both of these two items.  Also, although not 

requested to do so, members agreed to omit all “approval/disapproval” language and any 

requests for follow-up reports in March. 

 

6. Committee members agreed to send out the response to chairs and revised reports that day, 

along with a revised report to the Dean, all of which should be considered the official 

documents, supplanting the previous ones. 

 

7. The meeting was adjourned at 9:50. 

 

 

 

 

 



College of Arts and Sciences 

Assessment Committee 

Agenda for March 18, 2011, LA 152, 9:00 am 

 

 

 

1.  Approve agenda 

2. Review call letter for 2011-2012 

3. Set tentative agenda for next meeting 

 

 

 

TABLED: 

 

1.  Review draft e-mail to certificate/program directors requesting feedback on key elements 

and suggestions for evaluating each program (Yihao) 

2.  Review program directors and active programs (Yihao) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



COAS Assessment Committee 

Minutes of March 18, 2011 

 

Members Present:  Y. Deng, D. Holland (chair), D. Huffman 

 

1.  The meeting was called to order at 9:03 a.m. in LA 152, and the agenda was approved.  

 

2. Prior to the meeting, committee members had reviewed and approved the minutes of the 

February 21 meeting and the revised e-mail response letter sent to chairs along with revised 

reports (per the COAS Executive Committee request). 

 

3. Working from a copy of SD 98-22, committee members agreed to make changes to the call 

for reports that will be sent out next fall.  This will include addressing the call to both 

department chairs and program directors, since SD 98-22 clearly includes program directors 

among those needing to submit annual reports.  The first paragraph of the call will begin by 

referring to SD 98-22 and quote the first paragraph under Section IV of the report.  The 

second paragraph will state simply to include items 1-4 listed under Section IV (item 5 

pertaining to the establishment of report deadline), followed by that list verbatim from the 

document.  Any reference to waivers will be omitted from the call since waivers are not 

addressed by SD 98-22.  The closing paragraph will refer chairs/directors to SD 98-22 “General 

Standards for Assessment Plans” for assistance in compiling the reports. 

 

4. Members discussed sending a memo to the COAS Executive Committee regarding improving 

the appearance of SD 98-22, (after the meeting this proved unnecessary when an updated 

version of the document was found via the Senate home page).  D. Huffman will send a draft 

of the new call to the other two committee members for changes/additions and approval.  

She will also send the minutes to committee members for their approval before the next 

meeting. 

 

5. An agenda for the next meeting time (to be determined) was discussed, including a review of 

past meeting minutes to determine what the committee will and will not be doing next year 

considering that the committee will be following the format of SD 98-22 and not the format 

that was delineated in the November 2010 call. 

 

6. The meeting was adjourned at 9:48.            

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



COAS Assessment Committee 

Minutes of March 30, 2011 

 

Members Present:  Y. Deng, D. Holland (chair), D. Huffman 

 

1. The meeting was called to order at 9:05 a.m. in LA 152. 

 

2. Committee members discussed the March 23 e-mail from Marcia Dixson and the COAT team 

containing the “’Best Practices’ Model for Assessment” document introduced at the last COAS 

Assembly and the Resolution regarding that document to be voted on in the upcoming April 4 

COAS Convocation.  The e-mail asked for feedback from the Assessment Committee and their 

involvement in future discussions of assessment development in the College. 

 

3. Committee members agreed that the two documents pose potential problems for the 

Assessment Committee.   

 

1) “Best Practices” does not mirror the information requested by Senate Document 98-

22, which outlines assessment report procedures for departments and programs across 

campus.  Faculty may be confused as to which document to follow in generating the 

annual assessment report. The Best Practices document is actually a guideline for 

developing an assessment plan, not a report.  

2) Best Practices does not cover one important part of assessment, reporting of findings 

(also explicitly called for by SD 98-22).  Committee members saw this as being another 

“Step” between Step 3 and 4 of the Best Practices document and another reason why 

the current document should be considered guidance for a plan and not assessment 

generally.  

3) The Best Practices document does not address the importance of developing 

thresholds in assessment of whether or not a program has shown improvement or met 

goals.  Absence of thresholds was an omnipresent problem in 2010 assessment reports. 

4) Regarding the Resolution, its item 3 calls for the Assessment Committee to report 

annually on “departments’ success and struggles in using the model to guide their 

assessment efforts,” which would be burdensome to the already onerous task of 

reading and responding to reports from 25 departments and programs. 

 

4. The Committee agreed that in general its membership is ill-equipped in both time, resources 

(having only three members), and knowledge of assessment to offer the kind of feedback to 

departments that the newly generated documents call for.  D. Holland will draft 

recommendations to the Dean addressing these concerns and send it to the other members 

of the Committee for adjustment or approval. 

 

5. Committee members agreed that a response to the e-mail is in order.  D. Huffman will draft 

this response outlining the four concerns and send it to the other members for 

adjustment/approval and send it to the COAT team and associates within 24 hours. 

 



6. Committee members also agreed that it would be a good idea to take the new call for reports 

to the next Chairs meeting to get their input on the requested information and wording of the 

call. 

 

7. The meeting adjourned at 9:47. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



COAS Assessment Committee 

Agenda September 8, 2011 

 

LA 160, 9:00 a.m. 

 

1. Election of a chair. 

 

2. Establish procedures for the semester (including call for reports time). 

 

3. Discuss new rubric based on COAT Best Practices document. 

 

4. Assign programs to each member. 

 

5. Other items from the floor. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



COAS Assessment Committee 

Minutes of September 8, 2011 

 

Members Present: Y. Deng, S. Hannah, D. Huffman (chair, elected at meeting) 

 

1. Call to order. The meeting was called to order at 9:00 a.m. in LA 160. 

2. Agenda. The Committee followed an agenda previously distributed by D. Huffman.  Items included 

a. The election of a chair. 

b. Use of the new rubric developed to guide implementation of the Best Practices Document. 

c. A time line for Committee work. 

d. The assignment of programs to each Committee Member for review. 

3. Election of chair. D. Huffman was elected chair by affirmation. 

4. Best Practices Rubric. Members considered how the Committee might use the new rubric developed 

by representatives of the COAT team (M. Dixson and L. Vartanian) and D. Huffman over the summer.  

We decided to use the rubric as an organizing guide for comments rather than as a “score sheet.” 

5. Timeline.   Guiding by the schedule from previous years, the Committee set November 8, 2011, as 

the due date for department assessment reports.  D. Huffman will draft a call and sent it to the 

other members via email for comment.   Given earlier criticism, members agreed to omit all 

references to General Education and the Baccalaureate Framework in the call, despite the obvious 

integration with major program requirements. 

6. Questions.  During the discussion, members raised the following questions.  D. Huffman will meet 

with Dean Drummond, M. Dixson, and E. Blakemore as appropriate for their assistance in 

responding. 

a. What is the future role of COAT in the COAS assessment process? 

b. Is the rubric in its final form? 

c. When will chairs be informed about the rubric? 

d. What rewards or sanctions exist for departmental performance on assessment? 

e. Are certificates, minors, and graduate programs to be included? 

f. How should we handle the issue of waivers? 

g. Are previous department assessment reports on the COAS website? 

h. When will COAS vote on the proposal to add more members to the Assessment Committee? 

i. Who represents COAS on the Campus Assessment Committee? 

7. Future plans.  To provide assistance to departments, members discussed the possibility of 

developing a “Best Practices Examples” document which would include examples from COAS 

department reports for each of the four recommended Best Practices standards.   We thought that 

we could undertake this task next semester, after we submit the College Assessment Report to OAA.  

D. Huffman will discuss the idea with the Dean and request secretarial assistance. 

8. Program report assignments.  We divided departments along disciplinary and likely complexity lines 

as follows.  We also agreed that all of us should read one report together against the new rubric to 

assure that we share an understanding about how it should guide our comments. 

a. D. Huffman 

i. History 



ii. Physics 

iii. Sociology 

iv. Women’s Studies 

v. Communication 

b. Y. Deng 

i. Chemistry 

ii. Biology 

iii. Philosophy 

iv. Gerontology 

v. International Studies 

vi. English 

c. S. Hannah 

i. Anthropology 

ii. Communication Disorders 

iii. ILCS 

iv. Geoscience 

v. Liberal Studies 

vi. Math 

vii. Psychology 

9. Next meeting.  We set the next meeting for Thursday, October 6, 2011.  D. Huffman will inform us of 

the location. 

10. Adjournment.  The meeting was adjourned at approximately 10:20 a.m. 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



COAS Assessment Committee 

Agenda October 6, 2011 

 

 

LA 160, 9:00 a.m. 

 

1.  Approval of minutes from 9-8 

 

2.  New items on COAS website 

 

3. D. Huffman reports on visit with Dean Drummond (answers to questions) 

 

4. Clarify division of assessment reports for each committee member 

 

5. AOB 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



COAS Assessment Committee 

Minutes of October 6, 2011 

 

Members Present: Y. Deng, S. Hannah, D. Huffman (chair) 

 

1. Call to order. The meeting was called to order at 9:00 a.m. in LA 160. 

2. Agenda. The Committee followed an agenda distributed by D. Huffman.  Items included 

a. Approval of the 9/8/11 minutes. 

b. New items on the COAS website. 

c. Dean Drummond’s responses to questions developed at 9/8 meeting. 

d. Clarification of assignments. 

3. Minutes.  Minutes of the 9/8/11 meeting were approved. 

4. Assessment items on the COAS website.   Huffman called our attention to new additions to 

the Assessment Committee link on the COAS website. 

a. Committee minutes. 

b. Department and College reports from 2010-11. 

c. Best Practices document adopted by COAS Convocation. 

d. Best Practices Rubric  

5. Responses to questions for Dean Drummond. 

a. Future role of COAT?  A: COAT has been dissolved. 

b. Rubric final?  A:  Final, for now.  Can be reviewed after a year’s experience.  The 

Rubric has been distributed to all COAS department chairs. 

c. Rewards/sanctions?  A: Assessment Committee should sort 2011 departmental 

assessment reports into three categories:  Exemplary, Good/Satisfactory, and 

Marginal/Deficient.  Those departments earning the highest ranking would be noted 

on the COAS website and their reports would be posted as exemplars.  Hopefully, 

peer pressure will encourage other departments to improve. 

d. Certificates? A:  For now, focus only on the assessment of degree-granting programs 

(i.e. majors).  The Assessment Committee should develop a working list of 

certificates and propose an appropriate assessment process based on the Best 

Practices principles.  One possible modification might be a 3-year report cycle. 

e. Waivers? A: All previous waivers are void.  Departments must submit a report 

annual.  Any request for a waiver would be considered on a case-by-case basis and 

must be approved by the Committee and by the Dean. 

f. Proposal to add members to the Assessment Committee?  A:  Missed the agenda for 

the last Convocation/Council.  (Mike Wolfe reported separately that the proposal 

will be voted on at the October 31
st
 Council meeting.) 

g. Post Best Practices examples from department reports?  A: Post “Exemplary” 

reports for reference. 

h. COAS representation on the Campus Assessment Committee?  A: As chair of the 

COAS Assessment Committee, D. Huffman will be the COAS Campus Committee 



representative.  Huffman has already informed the Campus Assessment Director of 

her appointment. 

6. Review departmental reading assignments.  We clarified that D. Huffman will review 

Political Science and that we will review Psychology, History, and English together in order 

to coordinate how to apply the Best Practices Rubric. 

7. Use of Best Practices Rubric.  Committee members decided to use the Rubric as an outline 

for responding to department assessment reports.  Feedback to departments will thus be 

organized by a subheading for each of the nine elements, followed by comments. 

8. Responses to annual call for Assessment Reports.  The call went out on September 23
rd

; 

Reports are due November 8
th

.   

a. Psychology has already submitted its report! 

b. Huffman will send out a reminder in early November.  The reminder will clarify that 

all previous waivers are void. 

9. Adjournment.  The meeting was adjourned at 9:45 p.m. 

 

The next meeting of the Committee is scheduled for November 10
th

 at 9 a.m. in LA 160. 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

COAS Assessment Committee 

Agenda November 10, 2011 

 

 

ET 206, 1:30 p.m. 

 

1. Approval of minutes from 10-6 

 

2. Reports received and distributed to all members 

 

3. Review report assignments and procedure 

 

4. Draft reminder letter for reports not received 

 

5. Reports read and reviewed by December meeting 

 

6. Set December meeting 

 

7. AOB 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

COAS Assessment Committee 

Minutes of November 10, 2011 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Members Present: Y. Deng, S. Hannah, D. Huffman (chair) 

 

1. Call to order. The meeting was called to order at 9:00 a.m. in ET 206 

2. Agenda. The Committee followed an agenda distributed by D. Huffman.  Items included 

a. Approval of the 10/06/11 minutes. 

b. Reports received and distributed to members. 

c. Review of assignments and procedure. 

d. Draft reminder letter for reports not received. 

e. Reports to be read and reviewed by December meeting. 

f. Set December meeting.  

3. Minutes.  Minutes of the 10/6/11 meeting were approved as distributed. 

4. Department reports received and distributed.  Deb noted that about half of the departments had 

submitted their Assessment Reports by the due date.  Submitted reports were distributed to 

committee members electronically. 

5. Assignments.  We reviewed which departments were assigned to which committee members: 

a. D. Huffman 

i. History 

ii. Physics 

iii. Sociology 

iv. Women’s Studies 

v. Communication 

vi. Political Science 

b. Y. Deng 

i. Chemistry 

ii. Biology 

iii. Philosophy 

iv. Gerontology 

v. International Studies 

vi. English 

c. S. Hannah 

i. Anthropology 

ii. Communication Disorders 

iii. ILCS 

iv. Geoscience 

v. Liberal Studies 

vi. Math 

vii. Psychology 

d. To review together 

i. English 

ii. Psychology 

iii. History 



6. Joint Reviews.   In order to assure that we are all using the COAT rubric in the same way, we will 

each review the reports from Psychology and English and discuss results at our next meeting, 

November 17 at 2 p.m. in ET 206.  Although the Dean had decided that program assessment reports 

were not required, Deb noted that the Writing Program in the English Department had agreed to 

update its assessment plan – now some six years old -- and submit a report next fall. 

7. Proposal to add members to the COAS Assessment Committee.  The proposal was approved via 

electronic voting by the COAS faculty.  Most likely, new members will not be elected until the 2012-

2013 academic year. 

8. Letters to departments.  Members discussed a template, modeled on the one used last year, for 

providing comments back to the departments.  We will revise the template after our joint review 

discussions at the next meeting on November 17.   The general outline was as follows: 

a. Intro paragraph.  Note of report receipt and review. 

b. 2
nd

 paragraph. Elements that were covered in the report. 

c. 3
rd

 paragraph.  Elements that were not covered. 

d. 4
th

 paragraph.  Items of note and any  Committee recommendations.  

9. Question about implementation of recommendations.  We discussed the possibility of adding a 

question to the review form next year about how any departmental recommendations for 

improvement based on assessment results were implemented. 

10. Comparative Report Chart.  Deb will adapt last year’s chart comparing departmental reports to the 

new COAT rubric so that we can track results as we read through the reports.  She can also use the 

chart in the Assessment Committee’s report to Dean Drummond. 

11. Reminder letter.   Deb will draft a reminder email to departments that have not yet submitted their 

Assessment Report and circulate it to us for approval.  Each reminder email will be copied to Dean 

Drummond.  All reports will be due by November 21.   Deb will also send out an acknowledgement 

email to each department that has submitted its report. 

12. Campus Assessment Council.  Deb reported that she met with Donna Holland, COAS Assessment 

Committee chair in 2010-2011 and now a member of the Campus Assessment Council, about 

current Council discussions.  Although Dean Drummond had agreed that the chair of the COAS 

Assessment Committee should serve on the Campus Council and had so informed the Campus 

Director, Deb said that she has not yet heard back from the Campus Assessment Director.   She will 

raise the issue with Dean Drummond again.  We believe strongly that the COAS Assessment 

Committee should be represented on the Campus Assessment Council, especially since the Council 

seems to be discussing how to improve communication with departments. 

13. Next meetings.  The next two meetings will be held in ET 206 on 

a. Thursday, November 17 at 2 p.m. 

b. Thursday, December 8 at 1:30 p.m. 

14. Adjournment.  The meeting was adjourned at (approximately) 10 a.m. 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

COAS Assessment Committee 

Agenda November 17, 2011 

 

 

(continuation of previous meeting’s work) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

COAS Assessment Committee 

Minutes of November 17, 2011 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Members Present: Y. Deng, S. Hannah, D. Huffman (chair) 

 

1. Call to order. The meeting was called to order at 2:00 p.m. in ET 206 

2. Agenda. The Committee followed an agenda distributed by D. Huffman.  Items included 

a. Approval of the 11/10/11 minutes. 

b. Update on received reports. 

c. Review of assignments and procedure. 

d. Review of Psychology and English reports. 

3. Minutes.  Minutes of the 11/10/11 meeting were amended and approved. 

4. Update on received reports. Deb will distribute any received reports as she gets them.   

5. Review of English and Psychology reports.  We reviewed the two reports using the standards by 

the COAS Assembly as presented in a rubric developed by the COAT chair and subcommittee 

and distributed to the chairs earlier in the fall semester.   In the process of the reviews, we made 

the following general observations: 

a. In the future, we should ask departments to include a copy of their Assessment Plan 

with their annual assessment report. 

b. Our letters back to departments should use a common template: 

i. 1
st
 paragraph: acknowledge receipt of report 

ii. 2
nd

 paragraph: comment on how well the report addresses Steps 1-2 of the 

COAS “Best Practices” Model. 

iii. 3
rd

 paragraph: comment on how well the report addresses Step 3 of the Model. 

iv. 4
th

 paragraph: comment on how well the report addresses Step 4 of the Model. 

v. Final paragraph: summarize any recommendations. 

6. “Spring Training”:  We propose hosting a session for all departments in the Spring semester on 

how to improve survey response rates.  The session would involve a panel of departments who 

have had better response rates than others.  We might also invite the Alumni Director to discuss 

how to locate alumni.  Deb will present the idea to the Dean. 

7. Next meeting.  Each of us will bring drafts of response letters to the departments we have been 

assigned to the next meeting on December 8. 

8. Adjournment.  The meeting was adjourned at 3 p.m. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

COAS Assessment Committee 

Agenda December 8, 2011 

 

 

ET 206, 1:30 p.m. 

 

1. Approval of agenda 

 

2. Approval of minutes from 11-10 

 

3. Update on representation on campus Assessment Council 

 

4. Go over rubrics for department reports 

 

5. Discuss deadlines (department feedback letters, report to Dean) 

 

6. AOB 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

COAS Assessment Committee 

Agenda December 16, 2011 

 

(continuation of previous meeting’s work) 



 

 
          March 30, 2011 

COAT Team and Colleagues, 

 

The COAS Assessment Committee met today to discuss its role in the adoption of the Best Practices 

model and the Resolution to go before the Assembly.  We appreciate the opportunity to offer our 

feedback and perspectives, and we very much welcome further collaboration opportunities.   

 

 

We have four primary concerns regarding the documents and the COAS Assessment Committee’s role. 

 

1. We are concerned that although the Best Practices document is clearly intended at present to 

be a guide, faculty may be confused as to whether to follow it or to follow SD 98-22 for a 

template in composing the annual assessment reports.  SD 98-22 lists four items to be included 

that do not correspond to the four steps of the Best Practices document (see Appendix A).  A 

clear and emphasized statement in the Assessment Committee’s call for assessment reports 

stating that the Best Practices should be used as a guide to developing a plan and that SD 98-22 

should be used to generate the actual report may help assuage the potential problem now. 

However, if the Best Practices are to ultimately be adopted as policy, we feel they need to be 

reconciled with SD 98-22 or that the Senate document be changed. 

2.  In our view, the Best Practices document is at present more a model for assessment plans as 

opposed to a model for assessment practices generally.  We base this perspective on the fact 

that the Best Practices document does not list reporting findings as one of the steps, ideally 

between the present Best Practices steps three and four.  Reporting of findings is an explicit part 

of the annual report outlined by SD 98-22, so we are again concerned that if faculty follow the 

Best Practices as a report template, they could conceivably leave out assessment findings. 

3. In Step 3 the Best Practices document lists many valuable considerations for developing 

assessment measures, but the importance of thresholds is not made clear.  That is, the 

determination of benchmarks or levels that determine program success need to be clear in 

order for a program to be able to say it has achieved its goals.  The absence of thresholds in 

assessment processes was consistent in the reports the Assessment Committee received in 

2010. 

4. Regarding the Resolution document specifically, the Assessment Committee is concerned about 

the extra work that the Committee is charged with in recommendation 4:  “The Assessment 

Committee will report each year on departments’ success and struggles in using the model to 

guide their assessment efforts…”  This appears to be more information that must be requested 

and generated in addition to the considerable work already involved in reading and responding 

to the assessment reports themselves in a meaningful and helpful way.  We understand and 

value the need for such reflection, but the Committee of three members is already taxed with 

reading reports and writing responses  for 25 departments and programs as well as a cumulative 

report to the Dean of Arts and Sciences. Additional duties would seem to require amendment of 

COAS Faculty Governance document 9.2.7.1 (see Appendix B). 



 

Again, we appreciate the opportunity to provide our perspectives and would like to collaborate with 

COAT and department chairs in developing assessment practices. 

 

Respectfully, 

The COAS Assessment Committee 

 Donna Holland, Chair 

 Yihao Deng 

 Debrah Huffman 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix A 

 

Excerpted from SD 98-22, The Plan for Assessment of Student Academic Achievement 



 

 

 

IV. ANNUAL REPORTS 

 

The annual reports, prepared by the department/division/program and by the school, 

summarize the efforts to assess student academic achievement and to respond to the 

findings. 

 

A. Department/division/program reports 

 

1. The report should describe the assessment activities completed during the previous 

year and described in the assessment plan for each program sponsored by the unit. 

 

2. For each program, the report should describe findings from the assessment activities 

as appropriate. 

 

3. For each program, the report should describe conclusions about the achievement of 

program goals based on the findings as appropriate. 

 

4. For each program, the report should describe actions that will be taken to improve 

the program based on these conclusions as appropriate. 

 

5. The report should be completed by the deadline established by the school/division 

or, in the case of programs that do not report through a school, the deadline 

established by the Assessment Council. 

 

B. The school report 

 

1. Each school/division then reviews the departmental reports, monitors departmental 

completion of the plans for assessment, evaluates departmental analysis of results, 

guides the process of changing the program so that goals will be achieved, and 

considers whether changes in the assessment plan are needed in order to provide 

better evidence of achievement. The recommendations from the school-level review 

are forwarded to the respective departments/programs. 

 

2. Each school and division develops a report on its review and incorporates its own 

comments and recommendations. With the concurrence of the dean or director, the 

school/division report is forwarded to the Assessment Council by January 15 of each 

year. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix B 

 

Excerpted from COAS Faculty Governance Document 9.2.7.1, Assessment Committee 

 



9.2.7 Assessment Committee  

Reviews departmental annual student achievement assessment reports. Forwards its review to Campus 

Assessment Council.  

9.2.7.1 Membership  

Nominees from among the voting faculty, one each from Natural Sciences, Social Sciences and 

Humanities, to be elected to two-year staggered terms.  

9.2.7.2 Charge Read and comment upon each department's annual student achievement assessment 

report. Forward comments to the Assessment Council. Review substantive changes to department 

procedures for assessing student progress and achievement. 

 

 

 

 







To:     Bernd Buldt, Chair  
           Department of Philosophy  
From: COAS Assessment Committee 
           Donna Holland, Chair 
           Yihao Deng 
           Debrah Huffman 
Date: February 22, 2011  

RE: 2010 Assessment Plan and Report Waiver 

 

In effort to meet the needs of Dean of Arts and Sciences and the prior Director of 
Assessment, the Committee’s initial request for assessment plans and reports 
inadvertently extended beyond the scope of Senate Document 98-22, which governs 
assessment. Specifically, SD 98-22 assigns responsibility of assessing General Education 
courses to the General Education Committee and also does not address assessment 
involving the baccalaureate framework. The COAS Executive Committee has requested 
the COAS Assessment Committee not follow-up on our initial request for inclusion of the 
following key elements: 

• Indicate how the goals and outcomes reflect the baccalaureate framework. 
• Address how learning outcomes are used in the department’s general education 

(service) courses. 

Thus, the COAS Assessment Committee withdraws our request for and response to 
assessment material on these two items.  

Attached to this correspondence you will find a revised report for your department.  The 
COAS Assessment Committee has respectfully requested the Dean of Arts of Sciences 
accept these revised reports as the Committee’s official response to Departments. The 
Assessment Committee has also submitted a revised final report to the Dean of Arts and 
Sciences reflecting these changes. 

The COAS Assessment Committee welcomes your comments and suggestions at any 
point in the assessment report process. 
 
 



 

 

To: Richard Sutter, Chair of Anthropology Department 

 

From:  COAS Assessment Committee 

 Donna Holland, Chair 

 Yihao Deng 

Debrah Huffman 

Date:  February 21, 2011 

RE:  2010 Assessment Plan and Report 

 

The COAS Assessment Committee received and approved the Anthropology Department’s 2010 

Assessment Plan and Report. There are some elements of the report that we want to highlight.  Given the 

history of waivers in the Anthropology Department, our committee can see a lot of effort recently went in 

to creating the assessment plan and report. We commend you for your submission. The Department is 

clearly making progress in the areas of assessment planning and reporting. Your report included some 

of the key elements requested by the Committee. We review each element that your report 

covered and provide recommendations for future reports.  

Your report covers some aspects of the key elements requested by the committee.  Your report provided 

clear learning objectives and goals.  You also provide clear explanations of what assessment method is 

used to measure department objectives (#1, #3, & #4). Overall the method of assessment is limited to 

open discussions among faculty and a review of student grades and course scheduling. It is excellent that 

the Anthropology Department is developing a formal, discipline-specific survey instrument for the 

capstone course.  Your report clearly documented the program assessment process as requested from the 

Committee. The curriculum map is used to identify the ability to meet curricular needs. Additionally, the 

report highlights your learning objectives for each course. While you are currently tracking students’ 

grades of D or F and will make adjustments to the course is fine, your plan to include additional items 

will strengthen future reports. Your report clearly documented how you have already made changes to 

your curriculum using the assessment results. Anthropology used the assessment process to inform course 

scheduling. 

The following recommendations are not to be construed as requirements, but are provided in 

order to give your department additional elements to consider in future assessments. Future 

reports could be improved by stating the criteria for determining whether the outcome has been achieved. 

No thresholds or cutoffs were identified. Although you seem to use a cut-off of grade C or better to 

indicate learning objectives 2-4 were met, you do not explicitly state that a grade of C is acceptable. 

Please consider a couple of issues. First, student grades may reflect student ability and not program or 

instruction. Additionally, there is debate as to whether grades alone are sufficient to indicate that learning 

objectives were met. For example, some scholars argue that using letter grades only to assess learning 

outcomes may lead to grade inflation. While the Committee is not suggesting this will happen in 



Anthropology, we do recommend that you add measurement techniques and recommend that you not rely 

solely on letter grades. One other technique described in your report appeared to be a discussion of 

student assessment within each faculty members’ courses and the examinations emphasis on critical 

thinking skills. It appears from the report that as a result of this discussion you concluded that students 

were achieving your learning objective #5 (critical thinking). We recommend that you incorporate a more 

systematic method to better document and assess your learning objective #5. For example, all faculty 

members could review exam questions, grading rubrics for the questions/exams, and then determine 

average and range scores for each item in the rubrics. By breaking it down in this way, you can more 

precisely demonstrate that a certain number of questions on the examinations addressed particular critical 

thinking skills and a certain percentage of students met your pre-established cut-off. You could have pre-

established cut-offs such as 67% of the students will achieve 75% or better for each critical thinking item. 

Then you can report the range of scores, the number of students who answered the critical thinking skills 

questions, and of course, the percentage who met your threshold or cut-off criteria. 

We suggest that you incorporate more results. We are cognizant that you are in the early stages of 

building an assessment process, and it may take time to build your comprehensive assessment plan. Also, 

the report did not specifically address your learning objective #6: acquire quantitative skills for analysis. 

Your conclusion that it was met was not paired with results supporting this conclusion.  

While the report highlights pre-test and post-test assessment designs in the capstone course, the 

report/plan does not specify what criteria are assessed.  Future reports could include examples of what is 

covered on pre-test and post-test.  The report declares that the capstone course effectively ties together all 

learning objectives but does not convey how this was assessed.  Future reports could use comparative data 

when data become available. 

Rather than relying strictly on student admission to graduate school to assess learning objective #7, 

consider alternatives such as student receives professional journals, maintains professional group 

membership, attends professional conferences/trainings/workshops at IPFW, etc.   

 



To: Dr. Gillespie, Chair of Biology Department 

 

From: COAS Assessment Committee 

 Donna Holland, Chair 

 Yihao Deng 

Debrah Huffman 

Date:  January 8, 2011 (revised February 21, 2011) 

RE:  2010 Assessment Plan and Report 

 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received your request for a waiver.  We 

approve this request. In your report next year, please make every attempt to 

address the key elements listed below. 

Key Elements to Include in each Department’s Report: 

 List the learning goals and outcomes of the department/program and state 

the criteria for determining whether the outcome has been achieved (E.g., 

70% of our students are expected to meet this outcome); 

 Describe the program assessment process, including what is examined (e.g. 

senior seminar, capstone courses). If different outcomes are assessed each 

year, the report should address that system; 

 Provide clear results of the goals and outcomes assessment; 

 Explain any changes to be made to the curriculum and/or assessment process 

based on results. 

If you have any questions, please contact any COAS Assessment Committee 

member. 

 

 



TO: Ronald S. Friedman, Professor and Chair of Department of Chemistry 

FROM: COAS Assessment Committee 
Donna Holland, Chair 
Yihao Deng 
Debrah Huffman 

DATE: January 10, 2011 (revised February 21, 2011) 

RE: Department  of Chemistry 2010 Assessment Plan and Report 

 

The COAS Assessment Committee received the Chemistry Department’s 2010 Assessment Plan 

and Report. We reviewed each element your report covered and provide recommendations for 

future report(s). 

Your report covered the learning goals and objectives,  program assessment process, 

assessment results, and changes to be made to the curriculum. The direct and indirect measures 

provide the assessment from different perspectives. However, the criteria for achieving the 

learning goals and objectives are not very clearly defined.  

We recommend that in future reports you provide clear criteria in assessing your program 

success (for example, a certain percentage of students are expected to meet certain goals). 

Thank you very much for your efforts. 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

To: Lucille J. Hess, Associate Professor  

Chair Communication Sciences & Disorders 

 

From:  COAS Assessment Committee 

 Donna Holland, Chair 

 Yihao Deng  

Debrah Huffman 

  

Date:  January 8, 2011 (revised February 21, 2011) 
 
RE:  2010 Assessment Plan and Report 

 
The COAS Assessment Committee received the Department’s 2010 Assessment Plan and 

Report. There are some elements of the report that we want to highlight.  Additionally, we 

provide recommendations for future reports.  

Your report clearly stated learning goals and identified some criteria of achievement. The 

assessment process for each goal was clear and you explicitly stated what material was examined 

to determine if each goal was achieved. You clearly documented how the assessment results 

were used to make changes to the curriculum or other department items. Overall your assessment 

was well designed and provided very clear results. The committee does provide a few additional 

items for your consideration for future reports. 

The following recommendations are not to be construed as requirements, but are provided in 

order to give your department additional elements to consider in future assessments. You might 

provide some additional evidence of the rubrics used throughout your assessment process. 

Incorporating an executive summary at the front of the report that highlights goals met, areas of 

needed improvement, and your overall conclusions would also strengthen your assessment 

report. 



To: Dr. Dixon, Chair  

 Department of Communications 

 

CC: Dr. Kennedy-Lightsey, Assistant Professor 

 

From: COAS Assessment Committee 

  Donna Holland, Chair 

  Yihao Deng 

 Debrah Huffman 

Date:  February 21, 2011 (revised) 

RE:  2010 Assessment Plan and Report Waiver  

 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received your request for a waiver.  We 

approve this request. In your report next year, please make every attempt to 

address the key elements listed below. 

Key Elements to Include in each Department’s Report: 

 List the learning goals and outcomes of the department/program and state 

the criteria for determining whether the outcome has been achieved (E.g., 

70% of our students are expected to meet this outcome); 

 Describe the program assessment process, including what is examined (e.g. 

senior seminar, capstone courses). If different outcomes are assessed each 

year, the report should address that system; 

 Provide clear results of the goals and outcomes assessment; 

 Explain any changes to be made to the curriculum and/or assessment process 

based on results. 

If you have any questions, please contact any COAS Assessment Committee 

member. 
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To: Hardin Aasand, Professor  

Chair English and Linguistics 

 

From:  COAS Assessment Committee 

 Donna Holland, Chair 

 Yihao Deng  

Debrah Huffman 

 

Date:  January 8, 2011 (revised February 21, 2011) 

 

RE:  2010 Assessment Plan and Report 

 

The COAS Assessment Committee received the Department’s 2010 Assessment Plan and Report for the 

Graduate Program. There are some elements of the report that we want to highlight.  We highlight some 

aspects of your report and provide recommendations for future reports.  

Your plans for future changes address most of the areas that would strengthen the current report. Your 

course curriculum maps are thorough and well designed. Your report clearly documented the program 

assessment process as requested from the Committee. The curriculum map is used to identify the ability 

to meet curricular needs. Additionally, the report highlights your learning objectives for each course. 

Your report mentions how the graduate committee is using the assessment results. You have a clear 

systematic approach to data collection. 

We praise you for the degree of criticism you allow your survey participants to express. You collected 

data on both strengths and weaknesses of the program. We commend you for your balanced approach in 

the data collection process. 

The following recommendations are not to be construed as requirements, but are provided in order to 

give your department additional elements to consider in future assessments. Future reports could be 

improved by stating the criteria for determining whether the outcome has been achieved. No thresholds 

or cutoffs were identified in your report. Although you seem to use a cut-off of 3 or better, you do not 

explicitly state that 3 is acceptable. No clear benchmarks or pre-stated levels of performance are 

identified.  For example, in your well developed surveys you do not indicate that an average of 4.0 on 

your 5-point scale is your indicator of success.  You also do not provide comments about the findings as 

you present the data.  Your assessment process and report would be improved if you set clear, 

predetermined standards, report the findings and then add your interpretation of the findings.  Clearly 

state whether or not you met your learning objective and then provide the comparative analysis:  Our 

pre-set benchmark was 4.0 and our average was 4.01, thus we conclude that we are adequately 

accomplishing {state specific teaching objective}. As is, your report tends to leave the conclusions to the 

reader.  Some readers would be more critical than others.  Thus, we suggest that you determine your 

level of success and clearly state it in your report near the area where you report the survey data. More 

closely aligning the survey questions with your department’s goals and objectives would further 

strengthen your report. 
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Your use of arithmetic means when you have some rather small sample sizes may not be the best option 

available.  Also, if you find a bi-modal pattern in your results with a sample size of only five students, 

your program might be more informed if you noted the bi-modal pattern and tried to interpret it rather 

than an arithmetic mean.  So, if you have 3 respondents reporting 5-strongly agree, and 2 respondents 

reporting strongly disagree, your average is still most likely considered acceptable.  However, you have 

60% of your survey participants who rather strongly agree and fully 40% of participants who do not.  

Most likely you are concerned about why 40% or 2 out of 5 were not at all satisfied. But when you focus 

on the arithmetic mean, it blurs the overall finding. There are a number of additional methods to assess 

your data.  One other option you have, given your low sample sizes, is to also report cumulative data. 

So, you could add columns to your data tables that reflect values given by students over a specific 

meaningful period of time, such as 2, 4, or 5 years. This method would also allow you to see if your 

current survey year data follow the overall pattern or if you do notably better or worse than before.  

Similarly, you could use Grand Means to enhance your overall conclusions about meeting your 

objectives.  For example, in the area where you report “Section three refers to the students’ overall 

experience:” you could use the Grand Mean to contrast against pre-set criteria. While you have a surplus 

of qualitative data, there appears to be no actual analysis of this data. Your report would be strengthened 

if you completed analysis of this data. Additionally, you should provide interpretation of the analysis 

results. 

Your conclusion section is framed using a general or overall pattern.  Your conclusions could be 

strengthened by incorporating a few of the suggestions above. Then, when you write your conclusion, 

you could use quantitative data. You could easily highlight that of {your number of learning objectives} 

we met or exceeded {the percentage that you met or exceeded}. Then, you also can highlight specific 

changes in your curriculum map/courses that may be made to enhance the areas where you did not meet 

your goals. Your conclusions should specifically state overall how your program is doing and should be 

connected directly to the learning goals/objectives. The items you highlighted on your curriculum map 

are not specifically addressed in the conclusion section. All identified learning objectives in the Master 

program on the curriculum map appear not to be assessed. Future reports would incorporate assessment 

of more learning objectives. Incorporating an executive summary at the front of the report that highlights 

goals met, areas of needed improvement, and your overall conclusions would also strengthen your 

assessment report. 

 



To: Dr. Isiorho, Professor & Chair Department of Geosciences 

 

From: COAS Assessment Committee 

  Donna Holland, Chair 

  Yihao Deng 

 Debrah Huffman 

Date:  February 21, 2011 (revised) 

RE:  2010 Assessment Plan and Report Waiver  

 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received your request for a waiver.  We 

approve this request. In your report next year, please make every attempt to 

address the key elements listed below. 

Key Elements to Include in each Department’s Report: 

 List the learning goals and outcomes of the department/program and state 

the criteria for determining whether the outcome has been achieved (E.g., 

70% of our students are expected to meet this outcome); 

 Describe the program assessment process, including what is examined (e.g. 

senior seminar, capstone courses). If different outcomes are assessed each 

year, the report should address that system; 

 Provide clear results of the goals and outcomes assessment; 

 Explain any changes to be made to the curriculum and/or assessment process 

based on results. 

If you have any questions, please contact any COAS Assessment Committee 

member. 

 



TO: Penelop A. McLorg, Director of Gerontology Program 

FROM: COAS Assessment Committee 
Donna Holland, Chair 
Yihao Deng 
Debrah Huffman 

DATE: January 10, 2011 (revised February 21, 2011) 

RE: Gerontology Certificate Program 2010 Assessment Plan and Report 

 

The COAS Assessment Committee received the Gerontology Certificate Program’s 2010 

Assessment Plan and Report. We appreciate your effort in putting the report together even 

though non-degree granting programs are not required to submit assessment report this time. 

We reviewed each element your report covered and provide recommendations for future 

report(s) as we did to all other departments/programs. 

Your report covered the learning goals and objectives, program assessment process, assessment 

results, and changes to be made to the curriculum. However, the criteria for achieving the 

learning goals and objectives are not very clearly defined although the results indicate that you 

have done an excellent job (e.g. rating is above 3.5). 

We recommend that in future reports you provide clear criteria in assessing your program 

success (for example, a certain percentage of students are expected to meet certain goals). 

 

 



To: Dr. Legg, Chair of Mathematical Sciences 

 

From: COAS Assessment Committee 

  Donna Holland, Chair 

  Yihao Deng 

 Debrah Huffman 

Date:  February 21, 2011 (revised) 

RE:  2010 Assessment Plan and Report Waiver  

 

The COAS Assessment Committee has received your request for a waiver.  We 

approve this request. In your report next year, please make every attempt to 

address the key elements listed below. 

Key Elements to Include in each Department’s Report: 

 List the learning goals and outcomes of the department/program and state 

the criteria for determining whether the outcome has been achieved (E.g., 

70% of our students are expected to meet this outcome); 

 Describe the program assessment process, including what is examined (e.g. 

senior seminar, capstone courses). If different outcomes are assessed each 

year, the report should address that system; 

 Provide clear results of the goals and outcomes assessment; 

 Explain any changes to be made to the curriculum and/or assessment process 

based on results. 

If you have any questions, please contact any COAS Assessment Committee 

member. 

 



TO: Bernd Buldt, Professor and Chair of Department of Philosophy 

FROM: COAS Assessment Committee 
Donna Holland, Chair 
Yihao Deng 
Debrah Huffman 

DATE: January 10, 2011 (revised February 21, 2011) 

RE: Department  of Philosophy 2010 Assessment Plan and Report 

 

The COAS Assessment Committee received the Philosophy Department’s 2010 Assessment Plan 

and Report. We reviewed each element your report covered and provide recommendations for 

future report(s). 

 The assessment plan you submitted covers the learning goals and objectives and program 

assessment process and assessment tools. The student portfolio, various tests and essay contest 

are excellent assessment measures. However, the criteria for achieving the learning goals and 

objectives are not very clearly defined, and the outcome using these multiple measures is not 

provided. 

We recommend that you complete the assessment plan as soon as possible, and provide us 

clear results of your assessment according to the plan. In the meantime, incorporate into the 

report clear criteria for assessing your success (for example, a certain percentage of students are 

expected to meet certain goals). 

Thank you very much for your efforts. 

 

 



 

To: James Lutz, Chair of Political Science Department 

 

CC:   Barbara Blauvelt 

 

From:  COAS Assessment Committee 

 Donna Holland, Chair 

 Yihao Deng 

 Debrah Huffman  

 

Date:  January 8, 2011 (revised February 21, 2011) 

 

RE:  2010 Assessment Plan and Report 

 

The COAS Assessment Committee received the Department’s 2010 Assessment Plan and 

Report. There are some elements of the report that we want to highlight then provide 

recommendations for future reports.  

While you have plans to create a learning goals template, the report documented learning goals 

and outcomes. The report documented the program assessment process as well as the results of 

goals and outcome assessment. Notably, the report documents how Political Science used 

graduate survey results to make adjustments in the curriculum.  

The following recommendations are not to be construed as requirements, but are provided in 

order to give your department additional elements to consider in future assessments. We 

recommend that future reports more fully document the assessment measures, desired criterion, 

and provide clear comparisons of results to pre-stated criterion. The assessment plan should 

expand on the types of methods used for assessment and provide more detailed results, including 

more survey results.  

We encourage you to continue developing the rubrics to assess skills demonstrated in student 

papers. We want to emphasize the need for future reports to more clearly identify what metrics 

are used to assess learning objectives. The report highlights that some necessary curricular 

changes were not implemented, even though desirable, due to lack of faculty or small size of 

department. The data indicate that additional faculty members are needed to make necessary 

curricular changes. Additionally, incorporating an executive summary at the front of the report 

that highlights goals met, areas of needed improvement, and your overall conclusions would also 

strengthen your assessment report. 



TO: Carol Lawton, Professor and Chair of Department of Psychology 

FROM: COAS Assessment Committee 
Donna Holland, Chair 
Yihao Deng 
Debrah Huffman 

DATE: January 10, 2011 (revised February 21, 2011) 

RE: Department  of Psychology 2010 Assessment Plan and Report 

 

The COAS Assessment Committee received the Psychology Department’s 2010 Assessment Plan 

and Report. We reviewed each element your report covered and provide recommendations for 

future report(s). 

Your report covered most key elements in detail and used multiply measures in your assessment. 

The horizontal comparison with other institutions presented a clear idea about the position your 

program lies. Given that you have a history of excellent assessment plan/report, we believe that 

you will keep it in the future. 

Thank you very much for your efforts. 


