CASL Executive Summary for the College of Arts & Humanities’ Under

raduate Programs AY12

Dept. Average Average Mean Undergrad Dept. Plans’ Dept. Plans’ Dept. Plans’ Dept. Plans’ Dept. Plans’
Speaking Scores EWP Watson- Learning Learning Assessment Expectations Results Feedback Loop
Scores’ Glaser? Goals Adopted Objectives® Measures
Rating | 4 (high) to 1 (low) | 4 (high) to | 40 highest 4 goals Levels 1-3: Levels 1-3: Levels 1-3: Levels 1-3: Levels 1-3:
Scale 1 (low) score 3 is most mature | 3 is most mature 3 is most mature | 3 is most mature | 3 is most mature
AFR FR: 0 3.50 CT,G,W,S Level 2 Level 2 Level 1-2 Level 1-2 Level 1-2
SR: 0 N=3 N=0
ART’ FR: 3.16; n=32 3.28 23.51 CT Level 3 Level 3 Level 3 Level 3 Level 3
SR: 3.32; n=50 N=165 N=41
CMN FR: 3.18; n=40 3.28 23.94 CT,G,W,S Level 3 Level 3 Level 3 Level 2-3 Level 3
SR: 3.56; n=165 N=459 N =125
ENG® FR: 3.26; n=27 3.50 30.32 BA—CT, W, G | BA-Level 3 BA-Level 3 BA-Level 3 BA-Level 3 BA-Level 3
SR: 3.71; n=59 N=137 N =51 TC—all TC—Level 3 TC—Level 3 TC—Level 3 TC—Level 3 TC—Level 3
FLX FR: 3.0; n=6 3.31 23.56 G Level 2-3 Level 2 Level 2 Level 2 Level 2
SR: 3.50; n=10 N=41 N=9 TC—G, W, S TC—Level 2-3 TC—Level 3
HIS FR: 3.32; n=22 3.34 27.81 CT,G, W Level 3 BA—Level 2-3 BA—Level 2 BA—Level 3 BA—Level 3
SR:3.58; n=64 N=183 N =47 TC—Level 3 TC—Level 3 TC—Level 2-3 TC—Level 2-3
JOuU FR:3.19; n=21 3.33 26.08 CT,G, W Level 3 Level 3 Level 2 Level 2 Level 3
SR: 3.63; n=27 N=101 N =24
MUS FR: 3.05; n=20 3.41 24.73 BA—G Level 2 Level 3 Level 3 Level 2 Level 2
SR: 3.64; n=22 N=84 N =22 TC—G, W, S TC—Level 3
PHI FR: 3.0; n=1 3.18 28.14 CT, W Level 3 Level 2 Level 2 Level 2-3 Level 3
SR: 3.43; n=7 n=19 N=7
SST FR: 3.5; n=4 3.59 29.00 W, S Level 2 Level 2 Level 2 Level 2-3 Level 2
SR: 3.5; n=10 N=11 N=2
THA FR: 2.83; n=6 3.22 24.80 W, S, CT, G Level 3 Level 2 Level 2 Level 2 Level 2
SR: 3.67; n=6 N=24 N=5
76% CT 29% Level 2 48% Level 2 10% Level 1 10% Level 1 10% Level 1
College | FR: 3.19;n=179 3.33 25.74 71% Global 71% Level 3 52% Level 3 52% Level 2 52% Level 2 43% Level 2
Ave.* SR: 3.56; n=420 N=1216 N =333 76% Writing 38% Level 3 38% Level 3 48% Level 3
43% Speaking
80% CT 28% Level 2 7% Level 1 6% Level 1 3% Level 1 4% Level 1
ElU FR: 3.11; n=1232 3.36 24.91 66% Global 72% Level 3 48% Level 2 55% Level 2 62% Level 2 40% Level 2
Ave. SR: 3.54;n=2192 | N=7068 N =1815 | 83% Writing 45% Level 3 39% Level 3 35% Level 3 56% Level 3
68% Speaking

! Average taken from submissions made Summer 2011, Fall 2011, and Spring 2012; Summer 2012 data will be included with the AY13 report.

2 Mean covers Summer 2011, Fall 2011, and Spring 2012 Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal administrations in senior seminars.

% Levels refer to all assessment plans in the department unless otherwise designated; levels refer to the primary trait analysis for departmental assessment.
4 College averages include all plans submitted before July 14, 2012, including minors; only major plans are listed above.
® Last year 12 programs were deemed to be in mature stages of assessment and were not required to submit plans until 2013; data from their 2011 reports is included here. From A&H these include
B.A., & B.A,, TC English; B.A., B.F.A., and minor Art. Moving to a two-year cycle indicates maturity in the plan and that assessment appears to be part of the routine work of faculty in the
department.




2009-2012 College of Arts & Humanities’ Trends

Complete reports available for review at http://www.eiu.edu/~assess/assessdata.php
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