University Assessment Committee
Minutes

Retreat, August 30, 2005

1. Capstone Classes and University Assessment.

a. The following departments/chairs were contacted by assessment committee members, re:  graduating seniors participating in the portfolio project. 

i. Computer Science—Mike Wick (Marc Goulet)

ii. Economics—Ed Young (Wayne Carroll) 

iii. MIS—Tom Hilton (Robert Sutton) 

iv. Communication Science—Larry Solberg (Mickey Kolis) 

v. Nursing—Lois Taft (Scott Oates) 

vi. Art—Steve Terwilliger (Kate Hale) 

b. Procedure for working with capstone classes:

i. Scott will make initial contact with the chairs.

ii. Committee member will follow-up to schedule a meeting with the capstone class.

iii. Scott will provide talking points for the assessment committee member to use when visiting the class.  

iv. Scott will supervise student activity over the semester.  

2. University reception of the Progress Report 

a. The assessment committee wants input from department chairs to the progress report questions.  

3. Discussion of the progress report.  See appendix.  

Progress Report Discussion

General Themes:

1. Develop a smaller set of learning goals that are central to department learning goals.  See AAC&U, Our Students’ Best Work. 

2. With a smaller set of learning goals, “milestone” assessment is attractive:  e.g., university wide learning goals that can be assessed in lower division, non-major courses, then assessed again in capstone classes.  Capstone class/major assessment informs both the University goals and the department goals.    

3. The webportfolio must attract students and faculty for purposes other than uploading files for university assessment.  e.g., department learning goals; career portfolio.  

Goal One:  Understanding a Liberal Education 

· This goal in not a measurable outcome.  

· The committee does not think the measures are valid.  For example, the measures treat understanding the purpose of GE as evidence of understanding liberal education.  

· Assessment of seniors is problematic:  they have short term memory; we have no data about students’ “understanding of a liberal education” at earlier stages.  

· Perhaps a formative assessment of this goal at 60 credits?

Goal Two:  Appreciating the University as a Learning Community 

· Should be a philosophy, not a learning goal. Is this a learning goal, or an institutional goal for the kind of learning environments we want to provide to students? 
· Students don’t know what “learning community” means.

· Freshmen data from NSSE indicates that “we” don’t do well with interactions outside of class.  

· Indirect measures seem to be valid to “measure” whether or not we provide “learning community” experiences.  
Goal Three:  Inquire, Think, and Analyze  
· Where does this goal manifest?  What kinds of inquire, think, and analyze? 
· Should specific departments be responsible to explore outcomes and “interpret: and deepen the language for their students?  
· 2.00 is too low of a benchmark.  
· Could capstone classes be responsible for what “inquire, think, and analyze” looks like in that discipline?  Following this, what about a “milestone” general assessment of this goal prior to the specialized performances of the major?  
· Milestone 1:  general, predisciplinary example of inquire, think, and analyze.
· Milestone 2:  students’ best work from capstone, demonstrating the specialized work of the major.
Goal Four:  Reading, Writing, Speaking & Listening
· Outcomes are valid.  Benchmarks are too low.  
· Speaking and listening are critical.  How does the University address this?  Provide more opportunities via curriculum?  How do we evaluate speaking and listening?  

· Karen’s WAC model:  

· English 110 

· 2 GE “writing intensive” courses

· 2  writing in the discipline courses 

· A “milestone” model for assessment: 

· General writing skills. (assessed by university-wide committee) 

· Writing in the discipline. (assessed by a department committee) 

Goal Five:  Understanding Numerical Data 
· Revise this to emphasize qualitative reasoning:  “an ability to engage in quantitative reasoning.” 
· Benchmark needs to be raised.

· Outcome needs to emphasize problem solving and logic. 

· Can we have a vertical assessment for quantitative reasoning?  A milestone at the general level and one at the advanced level?  Or are certain majors “exempt” from advanced performances (i.e., humanities, performing arts, etc?)  Would advanced performances of quantitative reasoning be major specific examples of “inquire, think, and analyze” e.g., chemistry, sociology, physics, psychology, etc?  

· Identify a group of faculty/or ask all faculty to rewrite Goal 5. 
· We need to be able to compare our students with their national cohort.  

Goal Six:  An Historical Consciousness 
· Yes, this goal should be kept.  
· The outcome is valid because it de-emphasizes special training in historiography.  Although, the task language needs to be revised to emphasize that this is a broad, cross-cutting goal and not specific to one or two departments.  

· Faculty need to be more intentional with students about this goal and outcome; otherwise, students do not make the connection.

· We need more data—what about using local survey questions?  Local interview questions?   

Goal Seven:  An International & Intercultural Experience 
· “Experiences” is not a learning goal.  Do we want exposure or some quality of engagement?   The goal does not have any “why” –to what end?  

· Outcomes are deficient:  “demonstrate knowledge” does not begin to address roles and responsibilities in the larger/global community

· This goal/outcomes share ground with Goal 6 and 11.  

· We should report data from National Student Exchange and Study Abroad.  

Goal Eight:  An Understanding of Science and Scientific Methods
· This goal is important and valid; it needs to be revised to emphasize action:  i.e., doing experiments, and not just a conversation about “science” 

· Have students do science; clarify and communicate this expectation. 

· The benchmark is not high enough.

· Include faculty student research projects as part of the data for this goal/outcome. 

· Should this goal have milestone assessments?  Probably not. 

Goal Nine:  An Appreciation of the Arts

· What can constitute evidence, or artifacts of appreciation?  

· Do GE requirements function as a mechanism for students to achieve this goal via course work?  

· Should students “do” art at intro levels to achieve this goal?  Should the outcome be revised accordingly? 
· Do these troubling findings imply that someone should be reviewing the GE art classes?  

· This goal does not have to be met through curriculum; what about performance and gallery shows?  

Goal Ten:  An Understanding of Values  
· a laudable but problematic goal.  

· The national data set is good for benchmark/comparative data, but this is 
“secondary data”, i.e., perception questions only.

· General lack of relevant papers—due to this being a touchy subject?  Are we to infer that there is a lack of awareness/understanding of values? 

· Are we trying to find out what impact UWEC has had on students’ values?  

· May not be able to actually assess if values had changed—need more time after college to reflect and ability7 to articulate if values have changed.  
· Could this goal be revised by infusing with other goals?  

· It is challenging to interview students about values.  It is difficult to acknowledge and discuss differing values.  What does this imply about UWEC?  The pressure of homogeneity? 

Goal Eleven:  An Understanding of Human Institutions and Human Behavior  

· An appropriate goal, but trying to do too much?  Are these really two different goals?  

· Outcome B needs to be revised.

· Are there other national data sets we could use?  

