Philosophy Department 2012 Annual Assessment Update

I. Mission Statement, Program Goais, Student Learning Qutcomes,
Curriculum Map, and Mulli-Year Assessment Plan

Mission Statement
http://www.westmont.edu/_academics/departments/philosophy/Mi
ssionStatement.himl

Program Learning Qutcomes
http://www westmont.edu/ academics/depariments/philosophy/St
udentlearningQuicomes.himl

Curriculum Map
See Appendix A.

Multi-Year Assessment Plan
See Appendix B.

Il. Follow up on Action fems identified in previous reports
A. Overview

The Philosophy Department’s 2011-12 assessment activities included
submission of its 6-Year report, assessment of the skills PLO, rubric
creation, and partficipation in the refinement of PRTV criteria. Due to
Jim Taylor’s sabbatical in the spring, a number of activities that
required departmental reflection and discussion were postponed
until the full department could be present. Activities to which the
department expects fo return in its assessment conversations are
noted below.

B. Skills PLO Assessment

The department’s skill outcome was the major program PLO to be
assessed in 2011-12. David Vander Laan created a rubric for skills
assessrment (see Appendix D) and assessed the work of the four
students in the Senior Seminar. The students were assessed on skills of
understanding, construction, and evaluation. The data are stored in
the department’s program review folder.

The results were these:
Understanding: 2 good, 2 excellent

Construction: 1 good, 3 excellent
Evaluation: 1 fair, 1 good, 2 excellent



Every score but one was good or better; the low score of fair
appeared fo be work that was hastily done.

The department will discuss the skills rubric, the results of the Senior
Seminar assessment, and benchmarks for skills assessment at future
deparimental meetings.

C. Curricular changes

The department has continued its discussion of possible curricular
changes. A number of the possible changes were mentioned in the
2011 é-Year Report, They include expanding the course offerings,
such as Philosophy of Science and Philosophy of Mind, and splitting
Critical Reasoning and Logic info two courses. The department is
also considering whether to increase the number of units required of

majors.

Together the department plans to continue discussion of these
pofential changes. The department has scheduled a day-long
retreat for the end of the current semester and has invited members
of Biola University's Philosophy Department to come for discussion of
the departments’ aims for students. Westmont's department hopes
that, in addition to encouraging and inspiring the participants in their
work, it will also inform both departments as they make curricular
plans.

D. Participation in PRTV Criteria Refinement

The department was asked to participate in the GE Committee’'s
discussion of the Philosophical Reflections on Truth and Value
requirement. David Vander Laan, as chair, provided input on behalf
of the depariment. Broadly, he proposed language for the official
criteria used by the GE Committee that would more closely
resemble the committee's supplementary documents, particularly
by clarifying the degree of breadth that courses satisfying the
requirement should have, and by including several examples. He
also proposed two alternative names for the requirement that would
better reflect their intended breadth. The GE Committee took this
input into account in its decisions.

E. The Case for Additional Faculty

One finding of the department's 6-year report was that additional
full-time faculty would in several ways make o significant difference
to the overall qudlity of the program, including its curricular scope. A
next step identified there was to share these findings with those
involved in college planning processes. Jim Taylor, as the current
chair, requested additional faculty in this fall's CIP request. He
included data that had been gathered on curricular scope, faculty
size, and student to faculty ratios at peer institutions. Those data



{among others) are available in the é-year report ifself, which is
stored in the department's program review folder.

F. Removing Students' Personal Information

The Program Review Committee requested that the names of
students be removed from certain data that had been stored in the
program review folder. Jim Taylor ook responsibility for removing
that information and did so promptly.

G. Future Discussions

The department anticipates further refinement of ifs assessment tools
in the future, including identifying suitable benchmarks for PLOs,
refining the PLOs themselves, and sharpening assessment tools so as
to produce more meaningful data. The department plans to discuss
these items at departments meetings and then to identify
appropriate ways to “close the loop.”

lll. 2012-13 Focus: Integrating the Major Discipline

A. This year's assessment focus will be the Integrating the Major Discipline
requirement of the GE program. Since it will be assessed in the Senior
Seminar in the spring semester, no data have yet been collected, and the
assessment method has not yet been determined. Since Jim Taylor will
teach the Senior Seminar, he will decide on the assessment tool to be
used. The department will discuss an appropriate benchmark. The number
of students assessed will probably be eight or nine, and the data will be
stored in the program review folder, as usual.

B. As noted, it is too early to interpret the results of this assessment, since
they have not yet been collected. The department plans to do this
interpretation in one of its regular meetings.

C. Plans to close the loop also have yet to be made. (See above.)

IV. Next Steps

A. Skills PLO Assessment
The department as a whole will meet and discuss the results of this
past spring’s Skills PLO assessment, as well as the rubric developed
for this purpose. The department will also discuss which benchmarks
seem most appropriate. This will most likely be done later this fall,
Primary responsibility for scheduling this discussion belongs to the
department chair.

B. Curricular Changes
The department plans to discuss the potential curricular changes
noted above. Since there are several of these, it is difficult to say



when the department will focus its energies on each of them. It
should also be noted that Mark Nelson anficipates being on
sabbaticalin the spring 2013 semester, and David Yander Laan
anticipates being on sabbatical during the 2013-14 academic year.
For that reason some of the course the department regularly offers
may not be taught in the next few years, and changes o those
courses (or the infroduction of new ones) might make more senses at
a later date.

That said, David Vander Laan has taken primary responsibility for
proposing two courses to take the place of the current Critical
Reasoning and Logic course, one to serve as a GE course on
broadly applicable reasoning skills, another as a more advanced
formal course aimed at majors. He will most likely make this proposal
soon after his sabbatical year.

C. Future Discussions

The department’s plans for the future include discussion of the other
items noted in section I| G above. No timeline has been established
for when each of these items will be discussed, though it will very
likely take place at the department’s regular meetings. The primary
responsibility for scheduling these discussions belongs o the
department chair,

V. Appendices

Mmoo >

Curricuium Map
Multi-Year Assessment Plan

. 2011 response from the PRC

Prompt used to collect data in PHI-195, spring 2012
Skills rubric

Written Communication appendix



Appendix A:
Curriculum Map

Student Knowledge Skills Virtues
Learning
Outcomes
Where are the I PHI 006 I PHI 006 1 PHI 006
Learning D PHI 101 D PHI 012 D PHI 101
QOutcomes D PHI 102 D PHI 101 D PHI 102
met? D PHI 104 D PHI 102 D PHI 104
1 introduced D PHI 113 M PHI 195 D PHI113
D developed D PHI 130 D PHI 130
M mastered D PHI 133 D PHI 133
D PHI 135 D PHI 135
(required D PHI 163 D PHI 163
courses in b PHI 170 D PHI 170
bold) D PHi 175 D PHI 175
M PHI 195 M PHI 195
How are they PHI 195 PHI 195 PHI 195
assessed? (Capstone) (Capstone) (Capstone)
Link to the Written and Oral Critical/Interdisciplinary Christian
learning Communication Thinking Orientation
ststandards
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Program Review Committee

MEMORANDUM

Date: November 28,2011

To: Dr. David Vander Laan, Chairof the Department of Philosophy
From: Program Review Committee

Re: 2011 Six-YearProgram Review Report

Thank you for yourtimely submission of the Six-Year Program Review Report and for downloadingitinto the
Program Review Archives. The Program Review Committee recognizes the time and efforts that you have
dedicated to thistask. In particular, we would like to acknowledge the following accomplishments of your
department:

* Revisingyourmission statement, Program/Student Learning Outcomes, Curriculum Map and Multi-
Year AssessmentPlan

»  Posting mission statement, Program/Student Learning Qutcomes the aforementioned documents on
the departmental website

* Comparingyour curriculum with the curriculaof peerinstitutions and recommendations made by the
American Philosophical Association

= Creatingthe Senior Seminar whichserves asthe department’s capstone course and the locus of the
PLOs assessment

* Faculty collaborative spiritand a positive attitude towards assessment

Your reports demonstrates that the department faculty understand the strengths and chaltenges of your
program and are taking steps towards improving the program’s effectiveness and sustainability. Inthe
spiritof Christian cooperation, please accept the following comments in an effort to strengthen your
accomplishments and guide yourfuture work in assessment.

Program Mission Statement and Qutcomes

We acknowledge yourthoughtfulwork in crafting a clear, stimulating and concise mission statement,
Thank youfor postingitonthe departmental website. If your departmentdoes not have objections we
willask our Public Affairs Office to post appropriate photographs on your Mission Statement and
Student Learning Qutcomes websites,

We alsorecognize your good work in revisiting your Program Learning Outcomes. Itiscommendable
that you have a manageable number of Program Learning Outcomes now. Regarding your PLOs, we
would like to note the following:

* Your Skills Program Learning Outcome is clear, measurable and expressed inasimple language,
whichislaudable,



* Regardingyour Knowledge Learning outcome, we wonder what exactly your students should
demonstrate, doorpresent forthe faculty to be able to assert that these students are indeed
“exhibiting understanding of important philosophical positions, concepts, arguments, and
themes.” Are your students expected to explain the significance of these positions, concepts,
arguments, and themes? Compare or contrast them? Be able to apply them in various contexts?
The tanguage of this outcome needs to be furtherrefined to make it clearerand measurable. If
you sharpen your outcome your assessment process will be easier.

* YourVirtues Program Learning Outcome is an affective outcome, which may present achallenge
for measuring studentlearning in relation toit. Have you considered how appreciation of
“values and limits of rational inquiry” as well as display of “both the love of wisdom and Socratic
humility” in thinking willbe assessed? Will students seif-report their appreciation and ways of
thinking? Orwillyou be using more direct methods of assessment and augmentthem by
indirect methods for triangulation?

* The PRC thinks thatthe Program Learning Qutcomes should precede the GE Student Learning
Qutcomes onyour SLOs departmental website
http://www.westmont.edu/ academics/departments/phitosophy/StudentLearningOutcomes.html

GE Student Learning Outcomes

We are grateful foryour continued collaboration with the GE committee on modifying the language of
the Outcome, Certification Criteria, and Interpretive Statement forthe Philosophical Reflections on
Truth and Value (PRTV) GE area. Regardingthe General Education Student Learning Outcomes, we
would like to mention the following:

* Your GE PRTV outcome is clear and measurable. Given thatthe Philosophy Department has
primary responsibility for the Philosophical Reflections on Truth and Value GE requirementitis
appropriate to list this specific GE outcome on the departmentat website. We are not convinced
that Reasoning Abstractly and Integrating the Major Discipline outcomeshould be listed on your
departmental websiteas well. They are posted among other Certification Criteria on the General
Education website
htip://www.westmont.edu/ offices/institutional portfolio/program review/GEAssessment.htmil

* The GE Reasoning Abstractly outcome appearsto be a compound outcome. Itisour
understanding thatyourdepartmentis planning plans to modify this outcome inconjunction
with other academic departments offering coursesin this GE area and the GE Committee prior
to embarking onits assessment,

Alignment Chart and Curriculum Map

Your Curriculum Map (Appendix 6B) clearly demonstrates that the locale of yourPLOs assessment is
PHI-195: Senior Seminar; white PHI-006 and PHI-012, 101, and 102 are used for assessing student
learning in PFTV and Reasoning Abstractly (RA) GE areas respectively. According to your Alignment Chart
{Appendix 6A) though, only seven departmental courses and one RS course taught by your department
faculty support studentlearninginrelationto either PLOs or GE SLOs. We wonderto which extent this
information s accurate as it appears that your Curriculum Map and Alignment Chart are poorly aligned.

We also wonder whetherit was intentional that you introduce, develop and assessyourKnowledge and
Virtue outcomesinthe same set of courses ratherthan in different courses.

Finally, we would also like to warn you that the URLs to the Alignment Chart and Multi-Year Assessment
Plan do not work on your departmental website. We hope that both documents will be accessible soon.



Role within the College

We appreciated your contribution to the college’s mission, noteworthyyour contribution to the GE
curriculum, and specifically adding the PHI-195: Senior Seminar, which serves as the departmental
capstone course. We applaud the addition of undergraduate research to the curriculum. Both capstone
courses and undergraduate research are identified by the American Association of Col leges and
Universities as high-impact practices which have proven to be beneficial for college students from many
backgrounds. We are interested inlearning more about your students’ experience with these high-
impact practices,

Regardingthe PHI-113: Contemporary Moral Problems course, which is no longer required for Liberal
Studies majors, we wonder how this specific course learning outcomes are aligned with your PLOs. What
categories of students benefit from taking this course? These questions needto be addressed priorto
deciding how often the course should be offered and whetheritshould be taken beforethe Ethics
course,

Since youidentified interestin revising your program curriculum, we would recommend th atyoubegin
withidentifying the knowledge and skills your faculty members expect all the graduatesto possess by
the time they graduate. Are these skillsand competences adequately reflectedinyourPL0s? Youneed
to conduct a thorough assessmentbefore making decisions aboutyour program and curriculum. Your
data should guide your program modification. If you position yourselves as a student-centered
department, your program revision should start with establishing clearand measurabie standards
{outcomes) of student learning.

On arelated note, we would like to acknowledge D. Taylor’s participation in the Responses to Student
workshopheld on November 2, 2011 and encourage your facuity to participate in subsequent
workshops and assessment clinics on Writing across the Curriculumin Spring 2012, As you stated in your
report, “writing is a great importance in philosophical education” {p.8) andtherefore, yourinvolvement
inassessingthis competence at the institutional and GE level will be beneficial foryour program.

Assessment of the Program Learning Qutcomes

Again, we acknowledge yourrevision of the PLOs during the past year, as well as the adjustmentofyour
methods of assessing both, majorand GE courses. As mentioned, atleast two of your PLOs can be
furtherrefined so asto serve your betterinyourassessment process,

We have notfound any program-level assessment data coliected priorto Fall 2010 inyour Assessment
folderin the Program Review Archives and would appreciate your clarification on thisissue.

It would be helpful if youincluded the assessment result summaries for majorand GE coursesinthe
body of your report. Without the summaries of your data itis difficult to understand yourinferences.

In general, the PRCfinds it challenging to comprehend and interpret yourassessment results,
predominantly because yourKnowledge outcome s vague and yourassessment instruments have not
clearly defined yourcriteriaand grading/assessment subscales. We also wonderwhythe PHI-104: Ethics
course was selected forthe program level assessment. Accordingto your Curriculum Map (Chart 6B), in
this course the Knowledge outcome is just developed. Hence, it should not be assessed there, aswe
assess studentlearning only inthe courses wherethe outcome is mastered. Moreover, even as a course
assessment, the project does not appearto yield desired results. Specifically, we wonder what you
meantexactly by stating that “results seemed decent but left plenty of room forimprovement” {p. 13).

We also wonderwhetheryou can substantiate and support your claimthat in the PHI-195: Senior
Seminarthe results “were encouraging” (p. 13) by providing us with the data summary to back up this



claim. Which criteriawere used to assess students’ answers with respect to charity, humility,
carefulness, creativity, and fair-mindedness dimensions? How do you communicate to your students
that they have achieved a certain level of mastery of “clear and correct exposition” of the concept,
“relevantterms,” or “distinctions and context”? Since the assessment tool does not provide aclear
description of the parameters and expected achievements for each dimension and subscale, itis difficult
to say what makes a student work excellent, or good, or poor.

If the collected datado not provide faculty with sufficient evidence of student learning or deficiencies
they cannot infer specific conclusions from the assessment data other than “results left room for
improvement” (p. 14). The insufficient and vague data hinderthe in-depth discussion about student
learning—which is one of the benefits of assessment, —and preclude closingthe loop. Inourepinion,
your data do not appear to allow you to consider changes in pedagogy, curriculum development,
resource allocation, faculty orstudentsupport. We are cancernedthat without clearly articulated
outcomes and well-developed assessment instruments you will not be abie to collect this type of the
data.

General Education and Service Courses

Given thatyour departmentis responsible forteaching a substantial number of the GE coursesin three
different GE areas, we appreciated your detailed and candid account of the GE assessment experience,
as well asyour valuable suggestions forimprovement, which we passed to the GE committee for
revision and implementation.

The following comments are in order concerning your GE assessment:

¢ The PRCstrongly encourages youto continue collaborating with the GE committee on refining
the certification criteria for the Philosophical Reflections GE area. As you noted in yourreport
{pp. 18-19), the revision of these criteriawith the purpose of exploring the possibility to include
“the metaphysical underpinnings of e pistemological and ethical views” is important. The task
needsto be accomplished during the 2011-2012 academicyear. We would also like to know
whetheryour departmentwould consider assessing student learning in this GE areain 2012-
2013 and not in the 2014-2015 academicyear as previouslyplanned. Please, inform us whether
thisrequest isdoable.

* We commend yourrefinement of the PHI-006: Philosophical Reflections course learning
outcomes (objectives) which constitute athree-part PRTV outcome (pp. 17-18). However, we
wouldlike tosee aclear expectation of student performance for every dimension and each
subscale of yourrubric, if you preferusing an analytical rubric, or a clear expectation of student
performance forevery dimension and aclear description of the highest level of performance
expectedforeach dimensionif you prefer using holisticrubric. Brief characteristics of both
typesofrubric are posted in the Educational Effectiveness website in the Assessment Toolkit
folder. The URLis
http://www.westmont.edu/ offices/institutional portfolio/program review/assessmenttoolkit.
html. if you are interested in participating in the Assessment Clinic on rubric construction,
please contact Dean of Curriculum and Educational Effectiveness.

¢ We fullysupportyourplanto refine the Reasoning Abstractly certification criteria and
assessment tools in conjunction with the GE committee and other departments offering courses
inthisarea prior to conducting the assessment of the RA courses. Since this processistime-
consuming, itwould be prudent to conduct the assessment of this GE area during the 2014-2015
academicyearor evenlater.



*  We back up your planto begin the assessment of the PHI-195: Senior Seminar fulfilling the
Integrating the Major Discipline GE requirementin 2012-2013 academicyearand recommend
youto incorporate the follow-up assessment of thisimportant area of your majorand GE
curriculumin the next six-year assessment ptan.

tet usreiterate:the assessment instruments currently used forthe GE assessment are not effective and
specificenough to clearly identify patterns of deficiencies and attainments. The PRC recommends that
the Department collaborate with the Dean of Curriculum and Educational Effectiveness on refining the
assessmenttools and collected reliable and valid data, which would allow the department to address
issuesinstudentiearning.

Future Steps

Your nextsteps seem well-thought and logical. The PRC supports your plans to continue refining the
major program and GE outcomes and assessment tools, Having recognized that your department hasa
number of resources to develop effective GE assessment, the PRCwould like to see your faculty
confidentlyleading assessment in the Philosophical Perspectives GE area and effectively collaborating
withthe GE Committee and faculty from other academicdepartmentsin assessing the Reasoning
Abstractly area. Again, we would like to acknowledge your effective current collaboration with the GE
committee and are looking forward to your notable contribution to the General Education assessment in
theyearsto come,

Report and Program Review Archives Organization

Your reportis clear, concise and easy to read. We appreciated its positive tone and constructive
suggestions, The inclusion of the datasummary, preferably in the form of charts or tables, would be very
helpful forreading yourreport by external readers. in the future, we would recommend submitting all
the report-related documentationin a .pdf format.

Program Review Archives Organization

It is easy to access your report in the departmental PR Archives, which is laudable. We are concerned,
however, thatyou named the students whose samples were collected in your Program Review Archive
Assessment Data. Due to confidentiality issues, we ask you to remove this information fromthe
collected samples by December 15, 2011. Please, use the appropriate codification to protect students’
confidentiality, e.g., student 1, student 2, student 3, etc.

Conclusion

We would like to acknowledge that your department has made notable strides in revising your assessment
procedures and enhancing studentlearning in both, major program and GE courses. We appreciated your
understanding that the department’s future assessment needs to be more sustainable as wellas your clear
intention to work towards this goal.

Based on our review of yourreport and assessment activities conducted by the Department of Philosophy in
2005-2011 academicyears, the PRC has developed the following recommendations for the department to act
uponin the next six-year assessmentcycle:

1. solicitan external review foryour program

2. refineyourPLOsto make them clearand measurable

3. sharpenyourassessmenttools

4. examine the depthand breadth of offerings in Philosophy following athorough assessment of
studentlearninginrelationtoyourPLOs and provide evidence of the program quality,



effectiveness, viability and sustainability in the next six -year program review report due on
September15, 2017. You needto adapt effective assessment tools {rubric)to conduct this type
of assessmentand collect reliable and valid data.

5. review the Philosophy curriculum and provide evidence of its cohesiveness. Please, ensure that
all departmental syllabi include course learning outcomes aligned with the program learning
outcomes. Ensure that all course learning outcomes are aligned with course assignments,
instructional activities, tests, exams, and otherinstructional products. You may consider usi ng
Bloom's Taxonomy posted at the Educational Effectiveness website to completethis task. We
would ask your department to demonstrate the alignment between courses and program
learning outcomes (PLOs); to discuss the program scaffolding {how all the parts progressive ly
build on each other) and provide evidence of how studentslearningin relation to yourPLOsis
supported by all instructional and assessment activities and productsin your next six-year
program reviewreport,

6. collaborate withthe GE committee and other academic department on refining certification
criteriaand assessment tools for the Philosophical Reflections in Truth and Value and Reasoning
Abstractly GE areas. Sharpen your tools forassessing student learning in the GE courses.

7. actuponyourdata as much as feasible, The end of assessmentis action,

in orderto ensure that our expectations foryour assessment work are supported by adequate resources, the
PRC has prepared the attached Memorandum of Understanding to be discussed and signed duringyour
departmental meeting with the Provostand Dean of Curricul um and Educational Effectiveness. Thisis a new
document that we ask all the departments completing their six-year program reviewthis academicyearto
review andsign. The MOU will serve asgeneral guidance or blueprint forthe nextassessment cycle, as well
as a doable Action Plan, which we would likeyou to create, following the approval of the MOU, and include in
the 2012 Annual Assessment Update Report.

In 2011-2012 academicyear, we would ask you to

* remove students’ personal information from the Program Review Archives by December 15,
2011

» developanAction Planforthe next six-year assessment cycle based on the Memorandum of
Understanding

» furtherrefine yourPLOs

* furthersharpenyourassessment tools so thatthe department can collect meaningful data
effectively and efficiently

¢ participate in the Philosophical Reflection on Truth and Value certification criteria and
interpretive statement revision

We are also interested in knowing how you evaluate the departmental progress in each of the five categories
of the WASC rubric for Assessing the Quality of Program Learning Outcomes posted onthe Educational
Effectiveness website, including Comprehensive List, Assessable Outcomes, Alignment, Assessment Planning,
and The Student Experience. Please, conduct this exercise prior to your meeting with the Provost and Dean of
Curriculum and Educational Effectiveness so that you will be able to bring your results tothe meetingfor
discussion,

We commend you on the continued improvement of your assessment work. The Program Review
Committee looks forward to seeing the fruits of this labor in the years to come.
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APPENDIX F: 2012 Assessment of the Writen Communication Quicome

inquiry

Does your department have a PLO focused on written communication? | L] Yes

If yes, please provide the exact language of the outcome in the box

oY
below. f your department does not have the written communication No

outcome, you do not need to answer the questions below. Thank you.

To uncheck a box, right click
and select properties.

PLO:
1a Have you assessed student learning | [ Yes
in relation to this cutcome within
the past three years? L1 No
If not, please provide a brief explanation as to why not in
the box below
1b If you have not assessed your [ Yes
student learning in relation to this
outcome within the past three [1No
years, will you plan to assess this
outcome in the 2012-2013 academic | /f ves, please explain in the box below.
year?
2 In the boxes below describe briefly the utilized Assessment data
instrument for
2a direct assessment of student learning {tests, essays, n*= | Results:
portfolios, embedded assessments, etc.)
2b Indirect assessment (surveys, interviews, focus groups, | n*= | Results:
etc.)




3 What pertinent information did your assessment uncover? Provide your answer in the box below

4 What conclusions did you come to and what recommendations made? Provide your answer in
the box below.

| |

5 What changes will be incorporated as a result of the departmental data analysis?
Closing the loop When Who is in Resources
charge required

n = number of student samples or participants




