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1)  Introduction/Context:

a) What information about your program/unit is important for the reviewers of your assessment report to understand?


In recent years, the Department did not have an Assessment Plan or process.  It has just begun to develop these during AY2008-2009.  As such, we were only concerned this year with the initial steps of design and testing for implementation.  We have already identified room for improvements.  However, the initial steps being made, the Assessment  process for 2009-2010 should be much improved and far more productive.

b)  Has there been any change in the context of your program/unit that influenced student learning outcomes as well as the current report?


During 2008-2009, the Department underwent its Program Review, through which many strengths, opportunities, and necessities for the the Department were identified, including the necessity of implementing an effective Assessment Plan and process.  The Program Review discussions helped considerably to direct the development of the Assessment program for Anthropology in a positive direction, covering much of the same ground that Assessment planning would have to have done by itself.

c)  Has the current assessment report included any of the recommendations made by review teams based on previous years’ reports?

 
Yes, as called upon, the Department has 1) developed the first increment of its Assessment Plan, 2) has begun testing some of the measures called for in that Plan, and 3) has likewise begun to assess the degree of success and modification suggested by these tests.

2) Goals:

a)  What are the goals of your program/unit in terms of leading to or supporting student learning?

1. Students will learn about human prehistory and human biological, cultural, and linguistic diversity in their past and present dimensions;

2. Students will learn anthropological methods of analysis;

3. Students will learn how to apply an anthropological approach to living in global society today.

b)  How and when were the student learning goals developed?  Who was involved in the process?


These learning goals were developed in a series of meetings of the Department faculty and staff with the University’s Director of Student Assessment, Dr. Marius Boboc, during the Fall Semester of 2008.  Various alternatives were presented and discussed by the faculty with the three above ultimately approved by a unanimous faculty vote.
c)  Have these goals been reviewed?  If so, have they been modified based on student learning assessment data collected in your program/unit?  Also, have the reviewers’ recommendations from the previous year’s report been addressed?


The formulation of these goals was “reviewed” and approved for initial application by Dr. Boboc in the course of their discussion by the Department faculty, as discussed above.  They have not yet been subjected to actual scrutiny vis a vis student assessment data as we have just begun to collect such data in the Spring 2009 semester.  No specific suggestions from Review Committees were available for previous years as no Anthropology Assessment had been done recently.
3) Outcomes:

a)  What are the intended outcomes of your program/unit in terms of leading to or supporting student learning?

These outcomes are numbered according to the Goals presented in item 2) a), above:

1.  Students will demonstrate knowledge of human prehistory and human biological, cultural, and linguistic diversity in their past and present dimensions;

2.  Students will be able to apply anthropological methods of analysis;

3.  Students will be able to apply an anthropological approach to living in global society today.

b)  How and when were these student learning outcomes developed for each goal listed in the section above?  Who was involved?


Please see response in 2) b), above.

c)  Have they been modified based on student learning assessment data collected in your program/unit?  Also, have the reviewers’ recommendations from the previous year’s report been addressed?


Please see response in 2) c), above.

4) Data collection:

a)  What direct and indirect methods did you use to measure the degree to which the learning (outcomes) of your students meets the goals of your program/unit?  What assessment instruments/tools, methods, and processes did you use to collect student learning-related data?

For the Spring 2009 Semester, the Department elected to begin with direct methods and to plan over the Summer of 2009 for the incorporation of indirect measures in AY2009-2010.  The Department recognizes the vitality of utilizing both types of approaches and will be phasing in indirect measurers this next year, after allowing for an initial debugging of the direct measures employed first.  Several options for indirect measures have been suggested and discussed with Dr. Boboc for this possibility, however no decision has been made as of this date as to which to use.  

The Direct Methods initiated this year are numbered according to the Goals and Outcomes presented in items 2) a), and 3) a), above:

1.  Course-specific pre- and post-tests in the four Anthropology core courses.  There are four required core courses in Anthropology, one in each of the four nationally-recognized sub-fields of the discipline:  ANT 301 - Biological Anthropology; ANT 302 - Archaeology; ANT 303 - Cultural Anthropology; and ANT 304 -Linguistic Anthropology.  Anthropology core courses at CSU are offered in a specific, staggered order, guaranteeing that each core course will be taught on an 18-month cycle and that students can complete all four in a two year period (other things being equal), with no more than two such courses offered in any given semester.  A five-year schedule is published annually in the Department’s Handbook for Majors and Minors so students can plan ahead to take these courses when offered.  
In the Spring of 2009, only one core course was scheduled to be offered - ANT 301: Biological Anthropology.  In Fall 2009, ANT 302 (Archaeology) and ANT 304 (Linguistic Anthropology), are scheduled to be taught; and in Spring 2010, ANT 303 (Cultural Anthropology) will be taught, completing one cycle of the four courses.  The 2008-2009 Department Assessment plan called for developing trial pre- and post-tests for ANT 301 in accordance with its syllabus, for testing in Spring 2009, and for the initial trial of these methods to be reviewed in collaboration with the University Assessment Office during the Summer of 2009.  After that review, modified pre- and post-tests for 302, 303, and 304 will be designed for 2009-2010, based upon lessons learned from the initial testing of 301 in Spring 2009; and 301 will then be tested using the revised protocol when it is next offered in Fall 2010.
Each pre- and post-test shall contain an appropriate “demographic” section, where students will identify their previous anthropology courses, year in college, etc. as well as content questions and analytical questions appropriate to that sub-discipline.
The pre- and post-tests for ANT 301 were developed and administered for Spring 2009, however initial review within the Department shows their design needs considerable modification going forward.  For one thing, the demographics were insufficient.  The test was also unable to say much of use about students’ analytic skills.  Likewise, answers for the tests’ multiple-choice questions were not differentiated sufficiently to discriminate degrees of prior student learning by the pretest or of classroom learning by the post-test.  The tests do show improvement in student content knowledge from pre- to post-test; however the instrument needs substantial modification to more appropriately assess students’ analytical skills and to make it more useful in discriminating levels and sources of learning in order that the most appropriate follow-up actions may occur.
2 and 3.  Capstone/independent study projects tailored to each particular student’s focus within anthropology.  

During Spring 2009, the Department has been working on developing a suitable capstone model.  We had some years previously introduced a required “senior seminar” course, which we then intended to modify for the capstone experience.  However, initial offerings of the course proved difficult to coordinate, given the degree of differential specialization by subfield many of our students have achieved by their senior year.  During Fall and Spring, 2009, as an experiment in meeting that difficulty, seniors were required to produce a significant research project demonstrating the practical utility of anthropological research, resulting in a paper or presentation, in lieu of participating in a group seminar format.  All of the papers from either the senior seminar or the individual research projects are being kept on file.  During the Summer of 2009, the Department will designate a committee to propose a rubric for their evaluation for the Department to discuss and adopt, then read and score them.  So for this part of the AY20089-2009 Assessment project, data have been collected but it has not yet been possible, given that the Spring Semester just closed and we have a rather small number of students involved in these activities at any one time, to proceed to the analysis and follow-up on that data.  Again, this is to be performed during the Summer.  As a result of this evaluation, a statement of the general goals, procedures and requirements for Anthropology capstone projects will be developed and published in the Department Handbook for Majors and Minors in preparation for the beginning of AY 2009-2010.  Preliminary discussion by Department faculty of those parameters has already taken place.  Formal discussion, consultation with Dr. Boboc, and adoption of the final “capstone criteria” will occur later in the Summer.
b)  Were these instruments/tools, methods, and/or processes modified over the course of the previous academic year?  If so, what are the actual changes and the rationale behind them?  Also, have the reviewers’ recommendations from the previous year’s report been addressed?

As discussed in the previous section (4) a)), all these methods were devised in Fall 2008 and began to be tested and modified in Spring 2009.  Further testing and modifications are planned for 2009-2010, as discussed above.
5) Data analysis and findings:

a)  How did your program/unit analyze the student learning assessment data collected?  What are your findings/results?  How do they compare to the findings/results from the previous academic year?

The original Anthropology Assessment Plan called for the following regarding the pre- and post-test data:  Data will be collected and retained both in aggregate form and nominally, so individual students’ development can be tracked during their career in Anthropology at CSU as well as aggregate patterns discerned, after allowing for demographic variables.

Pre- and post-tests will be “scored” using a rubric specifically developed by the Department for that purpose.
Data will be organized for presentation to the Department faculty by the Department chairperson and Administrative Assistant, with the assistance of the University Assessment Office and such Department faculty as may be asked.

Regarding the capstone experience:  Results of each capstone/independent study project will be retained in the Department.  Each Spring semester, the projects of that preceding academic year will be analyzed according to a rubric to be developed for this purpose.  Data will be recorded and tracked both by individual, by sub-discipline, and by cohort, so that trends may be discerned where they arise.

Data will be organized for presentation to the Department faculty by the Department chairperson and Administrative Assistant, with the assistance of the University Assessment Office and such Department faculty as may be asked.

As discussed above in this Report, a preliminary review of the data from 2008-2009 shows the need to revise and continue working on the methods of assessment in order to allow a more refined and ultimately useable set of conclusions regarding 2009-2010.  This current year must be regarded as a pilot year in testing an initial model, which is leading in the direction desired.

b)  Have the reviewers’ recommendations from the previous year’s report been addressed?

Yes, they recommended we start an Assessment process, which we have done.
6) Review of findings:

a)  How were faculty/staff/students in your program/unit involved in the process of reviewing the findings of your analysis of student learning assessment data?  Who was involved (e.g. curriculum committee, department, unit, etc.)?  When did the review process take place?

Review thus far has been by the Department Chairperson, individually, and by Department faculty meetings and e-meetings throughout the Spring 2009 semester.  As this becomes more formalized, a faculty meeting will be scheduled at the end of each semester to review the materials as a group, in addition to the other steps detailed above.  However the pre- and post-test data have been too minimal after only one semester of partial implementation in one class for the sort of review envisioned after the Assessment methodology discussed above has been improved and actually applied for a semester or two, and the Capstone experience review has been ongoing as we have struggled to find a suitable model.  It is also clear that a fixed time for these deliberations needs to be scheduled from the beginning of the semester, for when the semester comes to a close, exams, papers, grading, and other meetings and commitments will impede our ability to carry out this task unless we have rigorously guarded that time from the beginning.
b)  Have the reviewers’ recommendations from the previous year’s report been addressed?
N.a.
7) Follow-up actions:

a)  Based on your review of findings, what changes have been made to the curriculum, activities, services, goals, and/or student learning outcomes in your program/unit?  Also, include references to any changes made in terms of the student learning assessment activities, such as the kinds of student learning-related evidence collected, or the review process itself.
The entire document above discusses the Department’s initial testing and changes now to be made to our Assessment process.  After only one semester, what we have learned is mainly how we need to change our Assessment process to make it work.  We are not yet in the position to use knowledge from this Assessment to make changes to the Department’s Program itself.  That must wait for at least another year, after the revised methodologies discussed above have been in place long enough to produce useful data.
b)  Have the reviewers’ recommendations from the previous year’s report been addressed?

Yes, they recommended we start an Assessment process, which we have done:  we have designed an Assessment Plan, tested that plan and found difficulties or deficits which have been detailed above and are now in the process of applying the lessons learned by doing so to the design and implementation of a better and more comprehensive Assessment package for 2009-2010.
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