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	Goal 6:
The ability to read, understand, and explicate journal articles in mathematics related to a student’s area of specialty.    

Goal 7:
The ability to communicate mathematics effectively. 


Initial Evidence of Student Learning:

Mathematics graduate students use the skills in Goal 6 and Goal 7 in writing and presenting their master’s theses or writing projects.  Goals 6 and 7 are assessed at the time of the thesis/writing project defense.  The assessment data for evaluating these goals are obtained by having the defense committee for each master’s thesis/writing project fill out an evaluation form.  The data are then reviewed by the Graduate Coordinator, the Graduate Curriculum Committee and the Department chair.

The evaluation form completed after each student’s thesis or writing project defense includes three questions each on the strengths and weaknesses of the student’s oral presentation and the writing in the thesis or writing project.  Four of the questions call for narrative responses.  Two questions ask for overall assessments on a numerical scale: 1 (Poor), 2 (Fair), 3 (Satisfactory), 4 (Very good), 5 (Excellent).

Twenty seven students completed their theses or writing projects in the Mathematics Department during the period under review ( 2006-2010).  Evaluation forms were returned for all 27 students, giving a 100% assessment response rate.  In most cases, forms were returned by more than one defense committee member.  In those cases, the student’s numerical scores were averaged; as a result, some non-integral scores, e.g., “3.5,” “4.3,” etc., were reported.  One evaluation form contained only responses to the narrative questions.  Summarized below are the numerical data from the remaining 26 evaluation forms.

	Overall Evaluation of Oral Presentation 

	Summary Statistics

	N
	26

	Mean
	4.3

	Median
	4.0

	Std. Deviation
	.64

	Minimum
	3.0

	Maximum
	5.0
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	Overall Evaluation of Thesis/Writing Project 

	Summary Statistics

	N
	26

	Mean
	4.2

	Median
	4.3

	Std. Deviation
	.70

	Minimum
	2.5

	Maximum
	5.0
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As the data above indicate, thesis/writing project defense committee members were well satisfied with their students’ oral presentations; their median evaluative score was “Very good.”  Moreover, the narrative responses were quite consistent with these numerical scores.  Many committee members noted that the presentations were “well organized” and “clear.”  Many also remarked how well the students responded to questions.  The most frequently occurring negative comment was that some students attempted to cover too much during their presentations; this comment—not altogether surprising, given the relative inexperience of the students at delivering presentations—turned up in the minority of the evaluation forms, however.

Thesis/writing project committee members were also impressed with the quality of writing in the theses/writing projects being defended; they gave a median score above “Very good.”  Again, the narrative responses corroborated the numerical scores, including comments such as, “The material was well researched and the thesis was well written,” “He made everything clear and organized.  This was his own [original] work based on a number of different references.”

Change(s) to Curriculum or Pedagogy:

None 

Evidence of Student Learning after Change.

Limitations of this Assessment

The assessment described above evaluated students’ performance relative to Goals 6 and 7 at the conclusion of their Culminating Experience.  No attempt was made to assess any change in students’ abilities relative to those goals over the course of their master’s program.  Indeed, such an attempt would not be feasible for two significant reasons: 1) the enormous variability in students’ levels of competence in oral and written communication.  Our students range in competence from foreign students with marginal language skills—just good enough to satisfy the University’s entrance requirements—to students who have previously completed master’s theses and doctoral dissertations in other disciplines.  While all graduate students at San Jose State must satisfy the University’s Competency in Written English requirement, they need not satisfy that requirement before writing their theses or writing projects.  And 2) the lack of any baseline comparison data for our students’ communications skills levels at the start of their master’s program; it is simply impossible to design and administer a pre- and post-test assessment instrument that can successfully eliminate all confounding variables.
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