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I. Response to the previous year PRC’s recommendations

Item: Develop a more specific timeline/trajectory
for how we will address the PRC’s
recommendations.

Response: At our recent department meeting on Tuesday, September 7th, we agreed
to devote time at each of our department meetings for discussing departmental
assessment results, issues, and plans. And we will include attention to the PRC’s
recommendations. Though we don’t meet every week, we will make sure to meet at
least once a month. And when we do, we will make a record of the conversations we
have about assessment matters—including PRC recommendations.

Item: Reflect on how the assessment rubric was
integrated into courses with an eye to how the
assignment and its evaluation could be better
aligned across sections.

Response: At our September 7th meeting, we discussed the wording and use of our
Virtues PLO rubric in light of how Taylor had used it to evaluate student essays in his
spring 2021 Senior Seminar course (see below for that assessment). We agreed that
we would make it a practice to put assessment rubrics in our course syllabi from
now on and to go over them with our students at the beginning of the course and
right before each assignment to which they apply—to make sure that our students
understand them and have them in mind when they do the assignments. And we
agreed that we would change the wording on the Virtues PLO rubric so that it would
be easier to use it across our three sections of Philosophy Senior Seminar (PHI 195),
since we use different essay prompts. We will continue to monitor our collective use
of our rubrics going forward to see whether further revisions are necessary. Also,
our primary assessment focus this year (in addition to our participation in the
Reasoning Abstractly GELO assessment led by David Vander Laan) is on our Key
Question concerning our evaluation of student essays (see below). So, we will
continue to discuss our rubrics as part of that ongoing conversation (which will
include our evaluating the same essays for the purpose of inter-grader reliability).



Notes: The above two recommendations are the only ones we received from the PRC last year. But we will continue to keep PRC
recommendations from previous years in mind as well.

II A. Program Learning Outcome (PLO) assessment
If your department participated in the ILO assessment you may use this section to report on your student learning in relation to
the assessed ILO. The assessment data can be requested from the Dean of Curriculum and Educational Effectiveness.

Program
Learning
Outcome

Virtues PLO (Students will demonstrate both enthusiasm for rational inquiry and awareness of the limits of rational inquiry.)

Who is in
Charge
/Involved?

Jim Taylor is in charge, but all three of us (Nelson, Taylor, & Vander Laan) are involved.

Direct
Assessment
Methods

Taylor gave the ten students in
edĀ

tmhe tģ䍵Ӱ ossm (r

T

wa�

, bietlth oF
edްڀ

a

(ne�phe(r iayin tŨ V uŽdsd�re

(r

bheu—a� inpr larassf

d

c܀v ono

(Pఃeuhe(�uPళe(hed

otщ� Dhebr

r

the

c܀

ihis

u֠ڀڀ

in

iand

o i

(r e

m܀ +
ys

tltiog n

bT㐷匀e

the
� th�挓C
tII
a─eԱ─Virtues

gavth� a

PLOe(� t� C
oand Sጀ Ct� C
�

(

S

t

�

�

ecܘ

http://www.westmont.edu/_offices/institutional_portfolio/program_review/eeresources_assessment.html
http://www.westmont.edu/_offices/institutional_portfolio/program_review/eeresources_assessment.html
http://www.westmont.edu/_offices/institutional_portfolio/program_review/eeresources_assessment.html


(See Appendix A for a table displaying the individual students’ results and a discussion of these results.)
Indirect
Assessment
Methods

None.

Major
Findings

Our benchmark for this PLO is “at least 80% proficient.” By “proficient” we mean either highly developed or developed.

When the results ar
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3. Our department discussed the rubric’s wording in light of my experience of using

it. Here are some questions we discussed:

- Enthusiasm Virtue. Does the rubric provide a basis for evaluating the extent

of a student’s enthusiasm for rational inquiry or rather the degree to which a

student takes




