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Program-Level Assessment: Annual Report 
 

Program Name (no acronyms): American Studies  Department: American Studies  
 

Degree or Certificate Level: Ph.D.   College/School: College of Arts and Sciences  
 

Date (Month/Year): 09/2021 Assessment Contact: Emily Lutenski, Chair 
(emily.lutenski@slu.edu)  
 

In what year was the data upon which this report is based collected? Spring 2018 -Fall 2020  
 
In what year was the program’s assessment plan most recently reviewed/updated? The most recent assessment plan 
is dated 2020; the department will revise the Ph.D. assessment plan during the 2021 -2022 academic year, along wit h 
the Graduate Certificate, B.A. , and M.A. assessment plans.  

 
1. Student Learning Outcomes 

 
Which of the program’s student learnin g outcomes were assessed  in this annual assessment cycle ? (Please list the 
full, complete  learnin g ou tcome statements and not just nu mbers, e.g., Outcomes 1 and 2.)  
 

Student Learning Outcome 4: Assess relevant li terature or scholarly contributi o ns in three chosen fields in Amer ican 
Studies.  

 
2. Assessment Methods: Artifacts of Student Learning  

 
Which artifacts of student learning were used to det ermine if students achieved the outcome (s) ? Please  describe 
and  identify the course(s) in which  these artifacts were collected . Clarify if any such courses were offered a) online , 
b) at the Madrid campus , or c) at any other off-campus location.  
 

Written 
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written exam.  Both rubrics are rated on the follo w in g scale: 5: Excellent, 4: Good, 3: Acceptable, 2: Poor, 1: 
Unacceptable.  

 
4. Data/Results  

 
What were the resul ts of the assessment of th e learning ou tcome( s )? Please be specific. D oes achievement differ by  
teaching modality (e.g., onl ine vs. face-to -face)  or on -ground location (e.g., STL campus, Madrid campus, other off -
campus site) ? 
 

This cycle, we compi led data from 18 rated rubrics submitted from Sprin g 2018 -Fall 2020.  
 
On the first point o n the rubric, “Identifies major arguments and themes in listed texts,” students rated fro m 3 
(Acceptable) to 5 (Excellent), with an overall average rating o f 4.3 . 
 
On the second poin t in the rubric, “Demonstrates kno wledge of scholarly debates or interpretive differences,” 
students r ated from 2 (Poor) to 5 (Excellent), with an overall average rating of 4.1. 
 
On the third point on the rubric, “Analyzes and syn thesizes scholarship in chosen fields ,” students rated  from 3 
(Acceptable) to 5 (Excellent), with an overall average rating of 4 .1. 
 
On the fourth point on the rubric, “Composes prose free of errors in grammar, mechanics, usage, and style,” students 
rated  from 3 to 5, with an overall average rating of 4.2.  
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The findings of this cycle of assessment were shared and discussed with all faculty at a rout i ne department 
meeting near the beginni n g of the Fall 2021 semester; future meetin gs and conversations thr o ugho ut the Fall 
2021-Spring 2022 academic year will focus on refinin g assessment practices in tandem with an intensive focus 
on curriculu m review and refinement within the department.  

 
B. How 
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Furthermore , the current assessment plan calls for us to also us e the oral exam to assess SLO 4. While we have 
rubrics available to do so, and have completed them, to also assess the oral exam  for this particular outcome  
seems  redundant if we can capture better data about student achievement fro m the wri tten exam alone , as 
we did here . We might consider eliminating such redundancies in order to focus on assessment at more 
appropriate points in order to gather data about the efficacy of our Ph.D. program.  Streamlini ng the 
assessment process and making it more meaningf ul at the same time will both increase faculty investment in 
the pr ocess and the nimbleness with which we can make adjustments to our curriculum sh o uld our assessment 
findings warrant it.  
 
On oral exams in particular: w hile oral exams have utility, they may be better employed to assess (in part) 
achievement of our Learning Outcome 4: Articulate arguments or explanations to a discipli n ary or professio nal 
audience and to a general audience, in both oral and written form s.  Throug ho u t this academic year, the faculty 
sho uld also consider whether this outcome could be better fra med as two — o r even four — different outcomes: 
To articulate arguments to a disciplinary audience in written form; to articulate arguments to a disciplinary 
audience in oral form; to articulate arguments to a general audience in written form; to articular arg uments to 
a general audience in oral form. The latter two — about articulating arguments to a general audience— sho uld 
be discussed by faculty as an object of the Ph.D., and faculty mus t consider whether this is a necessary 
outcome of the degree or merely adv
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In general, we thi nk that the suggestio n that we may be assessin g too early  is useful to consider as we revise 
our Ph.D. assessment plan and those of our other programs. It makes little sense to judge the efficacy of our 
pro grams as a whole at mom ents when 
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Appendix A: American Studies Ph.D. SLO 4 Assessment Rubric 
 

 


