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Question #1: Are we delivering what we say we do? 

1.  Both the Liberal Studies Program Learning Outcomes and the relationship of a given course 
to the fulfillment of Perspectives requirements are not consistently presented to students on the 
syllabi.  Liberal Studies faculty need to be informed of the expectations for course syllabi, as 
well as resources available to them, such as the Liberal Studies Handbook, Liberal Studies 
Document and Liberal Studies website, to aid in faculty understanding of the Liberal Studies 
Program.   

• The LSC supports this recommendation and will continue to work with new faculty 
orientation, the Coulter Faculty Commons, and the newly created position of 
Liberal Studies Assessment Director to disseminate Liberal Studies expectations 
and resource availability to all relevant faculty. 

Question #2:  Are students learning what we want them to? 

1.  Based on the artifacts assessed, 60% of student work assessed performed at or below a 
“developing” level of the Learning Outcome. There may be methodological limitations in the 
assessment process that led to this outcome (discussed earlier in this report and in the process 
recommendations) or the issues may lie elsewhere within the courses and Social Sciences 
program.   

• The LSC recognizes the need for improved assessment methodology and will work 
with the Liberal Studies Assessment Director to improve the strength of both the 
assessment plan and methodology for future LS evaluation efforts. 

2.  A review of the rubric by P1 faculty, to develop a consensus what is expected at each scoring 
level of understanding, could help guide future program assessment as well as faculty choices 
regarding their teaching. 

• The LSC adopted new rubrics (to accompany new student learning outcomes) in 
February 2018 and anticipates that these rubrics will help to clarify the scoring and 
assessment process.   

Question 3:  What can we do to strengthen the correlation between what we deliver and 
how well students learn? 

1.  The Learning Outcome rubric that was used presented challenges with regard to the 
assignment of achievement levels as they related to the final scoring.  The averaging of two 
scores yielded scores that fell in between rubric scores, leading to judgement call by the 
assessment team and one that differed from the Office of Assessment. Does the rubric need 
review, or does the issue lie in the scoring process or student learning? 

• The LSC recognizes that rubric consistency and norming has been a problem in 
past assessments, and to that end, the committee adopted new student learning 
outcomes and rubrics in February 2018. 



2.  It may be helpful to refer back to learning outcomes on specific assignment guidelines.  This 
would clearly connect the assignments for students back to the Liberal Studies Learning 
Outcomes stated on the course syllabus. 

• As of Fall 2018, the LSC will require new LS course proposals to connect course 
assignments to specific LS student learning outcomes.  It is through this course 
approval process that the committee will encourage instructors to convey that same 
information on their LS syllabi. 

 

Recommendations Regarding the Assessment Process 

This P1 Assessment has had challenges from the beginning. Based on our experience with the 
Assessment process, we present the following questions and recommendations. 

1.  Is there a way to collect and assess the data more efficiently at the Office of Assessment to 
create more accurate and reliable scores?  Artifacts were collected in fall of 2016 but the 
Assessment team did not have access for scoring until fall of 2017.  Analysis of initial scoring by 
the Office of Assessment was not completed until February of 2018, four months after scoring 
was completed. The delay from scoring to rescoring may have impacted the reliability of the 
rescoring. Additionally, Artifacts assigned by the Office of Assessment for scoring included 
some that were not from a P1 course. These should not have been included and impacted the 
final scores. The data was not recalculated by the Office of Assessment after the issue was 
identified.  Staffing and prioritization at the Office of Assessment may need review in order to 
improve this process. 

• The LSC recognizes the logistical challenges faced by the P1 (and other) assessment 
teams over the past year.  To help remedy this situation for future assessments, WCU 
has created a Director of Liberal Studies Assessment position, and the person in this 
position will be dedicated to and assume responsibility for all Liberal Studies 
assessment efforts in the hopes of improving LS evaluation outcomes. 

2.  It there more effective criteria for assigning faculty to specific Assessment Teams?  The Team 
consisted of four faculty, none of whom was experienced in program assessment and only one 
who is an expert in the Social Sciences.  In order to more accurately assess the level to which 
students demonstrated “an understanding of the issues of social institutions”, it would have been 
helpful to have work assessed by those with a high level of understanding themselves.    

• The LSC appreciates this insight, but recognizes that this is a very difficult 
recommendation to implement from both a logistical and organizational perspective.  
Instead, the LSC expects that its newly revised rubrics, which are much more detailed 
than previous versions, will help to clarify the assessment and scoring process to a point 
at which faculty unfamiliar with the discipline being assessed are still able to participate 
in meaningful LS artifact evaluation. 

 



3a.  Should the artifacts submitted for the assessment be more comparable?  There were a wide 
range of artifacts, from handwritten short answers to a multi-page papers. The inconsistency of 
the scope and quality of assignments reviewed posed scoring challenges. 

3b.  Could faculty time on scoring be used more efficiently? The recording and reporting process 
was cumbersome and time-consuming, and could have been completed by administrative staff.  

3c.  How can Assessment Team members be better trained and supported? Initial training 
focused on the scoring of artifacts with a brief discussion of the process and final report.  The 
timeline presented lead the Team to conclude that scoring analysis needed to be completed prior 
to moving forward with other aspects of the report ,when it could have been done concurrently.  
More training, consistent guidance and communication between the LSC chair and the Team 
chair could have allowed the Team to better manage the process and their time. 

3d. Should faculty be expected to serve beyond the initially agreed upon time frame?  The faculty 
serving on the Assessment team agreed to do the work based on an understanding of an 
assessment timeline and how that timeline balances the assessment process with their other 
responsibilities.   

• Since the four recommendations above all relate to the responsibilities of faculty 
assessment teams, the LSC will reply to these recommendations as a whole.  Indeed, the 
LSC acknowledges that the P1 (and all other) assessment teams were subject to an often 
inefficient and time-consuming evaluation process over the past two year, due in large 
part to a lack of committed support from the Office of Assessment.  The LSC hopes this 
issue will be rectified in the future with the appointment of a dedicated Liberal Studies 
Assessment Director and a newly revised assessment plan and process.   

 

 


