Memo
DATE:
  November 6, 2007

TO:  Sharon H. Nelson, Associate Dean

FROM:  Pam Knauert Lavarnway, Curriculum Committee Chair

RE:  Area VI Assessment Results

The goal of Area VI requirements is to link the GE requirements with the major in order to illustrate the applicability and transferability of general competencies to a more specialized study such as the major.  In order to assess how well this goal is being met, 5 courses during Spring 2007 included on exams marker and/or essay questions designed to gauge whether Area VI goals were being met.
In Spring 2007, the 5 courses offered from Area VI were AFS 200, ATH 241, ATH 242, HST 220, and SW 272.  The goal for Area VI was 100% competency from all students, with 80% considered acceptable.  AFS 200 and SW 272 reported adequate responses on marker questions at 91% and 97% respectively, which seems to indicate that students in those courses were grasping basic concepts relating to cultural competence and interdisciplinary communication.  Two courses, ATH 241 and HST 220, did not provide responses.  ATH 242, which has had a history of a lower percentage of adequate responses, reported 77% adequate responses to 8 marker questions.  The instructor of the course concludes, based on having taught the class numerous times, that the percentage of adequate responses to the marker questions is strongly related to individual class attendance and overall test scores.  In general, based on the small number of samples received, the courses seem to be meeting the Area VI objectives.
The Curriculum Committee continues to be concerned about the validity of the current method of assessing Area VI competency.  In terms of reporting data, it is unclear what constitutes an “adequate response” to each instructor, or what the percentages being reported actually represent.  More importantly, to quote the Committee’s report of May 2007,  “The ‘marker question’ method of ascertaining whether students are meeting Area VI goals is fatally flawed insofar as it presupposes that a standardized, quantitative system can measure the degree to which students have mastered complex reasoning and communication skills, which the committee agreed is an erroneous supposition.”
In light of these findings, the committee continues to discuss possible alternatives to the current marker questions, including the use of a general question that could be used in all Area VI courses ( e.g., asking the student to relate what they’ve learned in that course to their major).  David Seitz and Beth Kinsel volunteered to work on the formulation of such a question or questions, which we will begin discussing during Winter quarter.
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