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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?   
Our M.A. program is relatively small.  At any given time we have about 6 – 10 full-time, and 4 – 8 part time graduate students.  These numbers are important for understanding the relatively small amount of data we collect.

b) Has there been any change in the context of your program/unit that influenced student learning outcomes that should be reflected in the current report?  
No.
c)If the case, has the current assessment report addressed any of the recommendations made by review team based on preview year report?
1)  Last year (2008-09) the review committee suggested that using a scoring rubric with more distinctions than pass/fail for the comprehensive exam could enable us to see where improvement  was needed.  
2)  Last year (2008-09) the Director of Assessment, Dr. Boboc, advised that we should reformulate our goals and outcomes, so as to clearly distinguish them from each other and from the outcomes measures

c) If the case, has the current assessment report addressed any of the recommendations made by review teams based on preview year report?

No consideration has been given to either of these issues because no one has had time to devote to them.  In the last three years our department faculty has shrunk by 50%, and last year we were disrupted by having to move unexpectedly from our offices in RT to Mather Hall.   The disruption has been ongoing since much of our office contents remains in boxes. 
With respect to (1), however, it can be said that overall scoring of the comprehensive exam is:   fail, pass, high pass.  In addition, the exam consists of two parts, each of which is scored as fail, pass, or high pass.  Within each part, each question is scored by a reader as fail, questionable pass, pass, or high pass.  So, we have a rubric which we could employ to see where improvement might be needed, but we would have to keep track of student scores on individual questions.  We will consider doing this in future years.
3)  Finally, the review team commented that putting information into the report about changes made in 2005 was obfuscatory.   Accordingly, such information will not be included in this report.


	2. Goals:

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

Philosophy has three goals for student learning in our graduate program.

A.
Advanced subject matter knowledge of philosophy.


All M.A. graduates must have a knowledge of the history of philosophy appropriate to entering a doctoral program in philosophy or teaching introductory courses in philosophy at a two or four year college, or at a university.

B.
Research Skills in Philosophy


1.  All M.A. graduates must be able to write papers that demonstrate competent analysis of arguments from a variety of philosophical primary sources.


2.  All M.A. graduates must show that they can find relevant current scholarship and incorporate it appropriately into their research.

b) Have these student learning goals been reviewed over the past academic year? If so, who was involved in the process? Additionally, have they been modified based on student learning assessment data collected in your program/unit? If the case, have any recommendations from the review of the previous year report been addressed?

These goals were developed through discussion that involved the whole department when assessment procedures were first discussed.  They have not been modified based on 

assessment information.  



	3. Outcomes:
a) What are the intended outcomes of your program/unit in terms of student learning?
For goal A:  All M.A. graduates must pass a seven hour comprehensive exam.

For Goal B:  M.A. graduates are expected to be able to write a paper which approximates a first draft of a journal or conference submission (including submission to a graduate student conference or journal).

b) Have these student learning outcomes been reviewed over the past academic year? If so, who was involved in the process? Additionally, have they been modified based on student learning 
assessment data collected in your program/unit? 
These outcomes have not been reviewed or modified. 
If the case, have any recommendations from the review of the previous year report been addressed?

No.  See sec. 1c, above.


	4. Data Collection:
a) What direct and indirect methods did you use to measure the degree to which the student learning outcomes meet (align with) the goals of your program/unit?
Direct Methods
For Goal A, Advanced Subject Matter Knowledge in Philosophy:  

A comprehensive exam in the history of philosophy or the history of ethics and bioethics is required for the M.A. degree.  Students are given study questions which they prepare in advance, but must write their essays without books or notes.  Student names do not appear on the exams, and readers grade them “blindly.”   We keep track of the passage rate and first-time passage rate for the exams.

For Goal B, Research Skills in Philosophy:

Instructors use an instrument we developed called the “Assessment Evaluation of Student Term Paper” to rank the term papers of students who have taken at least 20 hours of philosophy in previous semesters, with respect to 12 objectives.  These evaluations are totally anonymous, hence encouraging instructors to give candid evaluations of their students’ writing and research skills.  The twelve objectives, on which student achievement is ranked on a scale of 1 (worst) to 5 (best) are shown on the “Assessment Evaluation of Student Term Paper – Historical Table”, which is  included in section 5a, below.   

Indirect Method
We send an exit survey to students who complete the program.  The survey asks students to identify which of five program goals apply to them, and to rate the program on the extent to which it enabled them to achieve those goals.  The goals are the following:

1. To prepare students to enter Ph. D. programs in philosophy

2. To prepare students for other professional programs, such as law

3. To prepare students to teach philosophy at the community college level, or to teach introductory courses at a four year college

4. To provide specialized philosophical training to professionals in other disciplines, particularly in the field of health care

5. To provide opportunities for personal enrichment to any person seriously interested in the study of philosophy

Students can also specify a goal which is not listed.   The rating is on a scale of  1 – 10, with 1 being the worst, and 10 the best.   The survey also asks several open-ended questions regarding strengths and weaknesses of the program and the faculty
 b) Were these instruments/tools, methods, and/or processes modified over the course of the previous academic year? If so, what are the actual change and the rationale behind it? If the case, have the reviewers’ recommendations from the previous year report been addressed?

These methods were not modified in the previous year.  
Last year’s review team recommended instituting a “scoring rubric” for the comprehensive exam.  As explained above in sec. 1c, such a rubric exists, but we have not made use of it to track patterns which might reveal specific areas where improvement might be needed.


	5. Data Analysis & 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?
Passage Rates for the Comprehensive Exams
The following table shows the numbers of students who attempted either part of the comprehensive exams,
 the numbers who successfully completed them, and the numbers who successfully completed them on the first try, in  three recent three-year periods summer 04 - spring 06; summer 06 – spring 08, and summer 08-spring 10.
No. of Students
Su04 – Sp06

Su06 – Sp08

Su08 – Sp10


Attempting      
       10



14


9


Successful

        8



10


7
Successful on

        5



5


4
   First try

Figures for summer 04 – spring 06 and summer 06 – spring 08 appear to show a positive trend of more students attempting the comprehensive exam.  In the past a small but significant number of students have finished their coursework and gone on to other things, including professional programs and even Ph.D. programs in philosophy, without attempting the exams.
  The number of students who do this may be shrinking.  The drop in numbers attempting the exam shown between the period summer 06-spring 08 to summer 08-spring 10 is most likely due to a decrease in our total number of students (which we believe is not ongoing).  

Although the proportion of students who pass the exams on their first try declined between the first and second two-year period (above), this trend is reversed between the second and third periods.  The rate of first-time passage, however, is still less than we would hope, and we continue to address this by making special efforts to communicate the expectations for the exam essays to the graduate students.  It should be noted that students are allowed to repeat the exam three times (2 retakes); and most who fail the first time pass the second time. 

Assessment Evaluation of (Graduate) Student Term Papers

The following table shows how, on average, instructors have evaluated the research and writing skills of our advanced graduate students on 12 objectives.
ASSESSMENT EVALUATION OF STUDENT TERM PAPER – HISTORICAL TABLE

Objective


   04-05(6)
 05-06 (4)  06-07(5)
 07-08(7) 08-09(9)  09-10(5)
1.  Addresses a genuinely

philosophical issue or question.      5
          4.25
    4.4
         4.41        4.17        5
2.  Contains a clear explication

of the problem or issue it addresses.4.67     3.625
     4.4           4.29         3.89       5
3.  Shows ability to analyze and

accurately state primary 

philosophical arguments.
      4.33
3.5
     4.4
         4.29         4.0        4.8 
4.  Shows ability to analyze and 

accurately state secondary 

philosophical arguments.
     4.33            3.5
      4
         4.43         3.94      4.8
5.  Shows an ability to deal with

complex ideas.


     4.17
3.25
      4.2           4.29         4.16     4.9 
6.  Shows an ability to display 

ideas in their intellectual 

historical context.

    4.20
            3.375
      4.2
           4.14        3.94      5
Objective


    04-05(6)  05-06 (4) 06-07 (5) 07-08(7) 08-09(9) 09-10(5)
7.  Is well-organized and 

develops a significant argument

for a thesis or position.
    4.33
            3.25
      4.4
           4.57         4.0      4.8
8.  Shows ability to find 

material relevant to a 

philosophical problem or issue,

in journals, books, etc.
    4.67
            4.75
       4
            4.43         4.11    4.8
9.  Shows the ability to 

discriminate between

appropriate and inappropriate

sources, or does not cite 

inappropriate sources.

     4.83              5
      4.6
            4.57         4.22     5
10.  Shows knowledge of when 

documentation is needed.  
        5
          4.25
   4.4
       4.71         4.11        5
11.  Utilizes an appropriate form 

or style of documentation.
        5
          4.5            4.6
          5           3.67        5
12.  Approximates a first draft of a 




journal or conference submission 

(including submission to a graduate

student conference or journal).       4
          3.5
    3.4
      3.71         3.28       4.6
Results for 2009-10 show student average scores on every objective to be as high or higher than in nay of the previous six years for which we have data.  Thus, we appear to be doing a good job of imparting research and writing skills to our students.
Exit Survey
The exit survey was sent to 4 students along with notification that they had successfully completed their comprehensive exams.  One survey form was returned.
Although students are asked simply to identify which of 5 program goals (listed below) are their own personal goals for completing the program, the student ranked the goals themselves in a personal priority order, as well as ranking the program with respect to the goals.  His ranking of the program with respect to the goals was as follows:

Goal 1:  To prepare students to enter Ph.D. programs in philosophy - 10

Goal 2:    To prepare students to enter other professional programs, such as law – 8
Goal 3:  To prepare students to teach philosophy at the community college level, or to teach introductory courses at a four- year college – 10

Goal 4:  To provide specialized philosophical training to professionals in other disciplines, particularly in the field of health care – 10

Goal 5 – To provide opportunities for personal enrichment to any person seriously interested in the study of philosophy [Student did not rate the program with respect to this goal (perhaps because he gave it the lowest ranking in his priority ranking of goals)].
This year’s exit survey data compares favorably with that of last year , given below, when two students returned the exit survey:

Results of Exit Survey, 08-09 (2 responses)

Goal

No. of Students Identifying Goal
        Average Ranking of Program

1



2




7

2



1




7


3



2




8.5


4



1




10

5



2




 8.5

Obviously, this is a very small amount of data, but at least  it seems to indicate that our students do not perceive the program to be deficient in any major way.
b) If the case, have the reviewers’ recommendations from the previous year report been addressed?
No.  See section 1c.


	6. Review of Findings:
a) Who was involved in your program/unit review of the findings from your analysis of student learning assessment data? When did the review process take place?

These findings were compiled by the department chair in the preparation of this report.  They will be reviewed by the department in 2010-11.

In 2009-10 the findings reported in our report of May, 2009, to the University Assessment Review Team, were reviewed by the department. 

b) If the case, have the reviewers’ recommendations from the previous year report been addressed?

No.  See Sec. 1c.


	7. Follow-Up Actions:
a) Based on your review of findings, what changes have been made to the curriculum, OR activities, OR services, OR goals, OR student learning outcomes (choose all that apply) in your program/unit? Also, have any of these changes led to modifications in the process of collecting and/or reviewing student learning assessment data?
No changes in our procedures or curriculum were made this year.  We are planning to reinstate a scaled-down version of our research methods course (as a two-credit course), although our students this year performed outstandingly on our measure of their research and writing skills.  Faculty are also becoming habituated to the procedure for gathering data on students’ research and writing skills.
b) If the case, have the reviewers’ recommendations from the previous year report been addressed?
We will consider tracking student performance on specific questions on the comprehensive exams, using the scoring rubric which we have (see sec. 1c).




� Note that the number of students attempting the exam includes all who attempted either part, whether they passed or failed that part


� A number of students who leave without having taken the comprehensive exams return at a later date to do so.


� Numbers in parentheses indicate how many student papers were included in the data.


� One paper was excluded from the data because it was determined to be a plagiarism.





