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 The Anthropology department has responsibility for BAs in Anthropology and Behavior Science. It also manages the MA in Applied Anthropology. The department assess SLO in three separate arenas.

	Anthropology Major

SLO #9  Ability to present and communicate anthropological knowledge and the results of anthropological research to different audiences

Operationalized Learning Objectives:

· Develop effective speeches and/or short statements that illustrate anthropological approaches;

· Ability to identify, evaluate, and appropriately gauge different audiences—imagined or experienced




1.1  Data Collection:

[Fall 2010] – For this assessment cycle, how were the data collected and what were the results? 

After lengthy discussion among faculty, it was determined that we did not really know whether or not our major students had adequate opportunities within existing curriculum to demonstrate mastery of this earning objective. Ample opportunities are built in to the Masters Program, however, as a preamble to future academic and professional success we consider this an important learning objective. Although our finding was that the SLO was “essentially” satisfied, this report will examine the internal debate we are having concerning the outcomes because the assessment process revealed issues relevant to improving instructional strategies for this SLO.

Rationale

The standing committee of the department chose to investigate student ability to communicate anthropological knowledge (SLO 9) on the grounds that this ability is also a window into competency and anthropological knowledge generally.  The SLO has wide applicability in Anthropology, Archaeology and Behavioral Science. Although the Behavioral Science program has its own set of SLOs, the particular skill covered by this SLO is shared across disciplinary platforms.

Our concerns and question related to this SLO was broadly stated as assessment of learning and of opportunity to demonstrate proficiency within courses. In a general department meeting it was decided that the SLO would be examined twice during the Fall and Spring semesters.  The rationale is that in the Fall one course would be used to assess opportunity while examining the assessment procedure--report to the department,--then assess within several courses in the Spring. Students already have a significant opportunity to demonstrate this SLO mastery in our capstone course as seniors. What we want to understand is how often this SLO is addressed throughout a student’s academic career.

In summary, 

· The SLO was assessed in ANTH 165  Historical Archaeology

Anth 165 is a course elective primarily taken by all Anthropology majors with an emphasis on archaeology.  Many of these students will have a Cultural Anthropology and this course may be one of the few opportunities to gain exposure to quantitative archaeological methods and analytical techniques. However, for the Archaeology students, the course content must to be sufficiently comprehensive so that graduating students are knowledgeable of critical aspects of this subfield and can be competitive in the job market. In either case, students should at a base level, be able to comprehend, critique, and communicate archaeological research through a lens of anthropological  knowledge. 

Assessment Instrument

Throughout the semester students work in cooperative learning groups on several problems of data manipulation and assessment. Students prepare several synthesis papers on important topics in Historical Archaeology. In addition, each student completes a major project that includes a literature research and term paper. At the conclusion of the semester student present their work to the class in one of three forms: Interpretive poster, oral discussion with PowerPoint presentation, or reading an abridged version of their term paper.  These are assessed by the professor and students receive peer review. 

Assessment criteria

The LO Assessed

The combination of synthesis papers and final presentation were evaluated on the basis of comprehensive treatment of relevant archaeological or anthropological theory and critical thinking. 

In addition, the presentations were evaluated in terms of accuracy and communication of essential knowledge. These criteria were used in grading the assignments. However, the SLO component of assessment was added to the evaluation (not affecting student grade and not based on grades).

Finally, students with original research were encouraged to submit their work for consideration at the Annual Santa Clara University Symposia for Undergraduate Research.


Question 1. Were students given opportunities to communicate knowledge and results of anthropological research to different audiences?


Question 2. Could students develop effective speeches or statements that illustrated anthropological knowledge.

This particular assessment episode served to initiate a conversation concerning rubrics and assessment methods. While it was a consensus that rubrics do not have complete applicability when assessing qualitative data, it was nonetheless agreed that a rubric could be used in evaluating communication in the context of this course.

A qualitative rubric was used in order to rate student performance focusing on knowledge content, delivery, graphics, congruence of images and content, and appropriate recognition of audience.  Evaluation of the student performances could then be assessed in terms of the SLO. This is a rare instance when student grade and SLO assessment coincide.  

1.2 What have you learn about this Student Learning Outcome?

[Fall 2009] – Based on the results in part I., briefly summarize the discussion surrounding this outcome, i.e., what does the faculty conclude about student learning for this SLO?

Students were given multiple opportunities within the context of learning the content and theoretical  platforms of Historical Archaeology to communicate knowledge. The students were able to relate their work to a peer audience and to the professor of the course.  

One student submitted original work for evaluation to the professor in anticipation of submitting the paper to the Santa Clara University Undergraduate Research Symposia. 

The student presentations varied in quality and length. The oral presentations were uniformly better vehicles for communication than the poster presentations, both in terms of content and depth of knowledge. Yet the posters required a different mode of communication owing to their static nature. 

Students regularly asked “who the audience was” for their presentations, suggesting this is a common thread throughout the department and that they are aware of the need to sufficiently address the listeners appropriately. In the case of oral presentations, students were concerned whether they were addressing the professor or trying to inform their peers. They were instructed to focus on their peers.  In this they for the most part succeeded.

The static posters were more limiting and forced students to make a different set of choices—text, images, eye-catching layout--and theme.  What most of these achieved was communication of key concepts but limited depth of content. 

We proudly can share that the student who submitted his work for the Undergraduate Research Symposia was accepted and was the only SJSU student to present at the conference in 2010. His paper was presented first in class to his peers, and with coaching, revised for presentation at the Conference.

1.3 Action Item(s) (if necessary):

[Fall 2009] – Based on the discussion in part II., what actions will the department take to improve student learning, e.g., program changes, changes in pedagogy, process changes, resources requests, etc?

The result of assessment is that students are given opportunities to develop speeches and statements about their work and to demonstrate anthropological knowledge. They also have learning opportunities to gauge different audiences through different modes of communication. It must be admitted that students with these skills are generally drawn to Anthropology in the first place and that what curriculum does is provide opportunities for students to refine their abilities. It is not clear this capacity is being taught.

We deem it a successful evaluation of the SLO and its operationalized goals. Yet questions remain. For instance, what is the best format for students to communicate anthropological knowledge? Should students be given opportunities in multiple courses in multiple formats? How can depth of knowledge bee evaluated within these different formats?

1.4 Results of Action Items

[Fall 2010] – What does assessment of student learning show after implementation of any action items? What, if anything, is planned next?

The only action to be taken is to informally assess this SLO again in the Spring of 2011 in three additional courses. Instructors and professors will be asked to assess the number of opportunities students have to present or communicate learning through different platforms or formats.  This will be carried out in combination with assessment of SLO 9 concerning Diversity.

We can already report that three students from a different Anthropology course will be presenting at the next Clara Conference, underscoring that opportunities are available.  

Having satisfied our interest in the operationalization of this SLO, our next assessment will concentrate on communication of knowledge depth.

The courses in which this will be conducted will be more specifically Anthropological in scope and of very different character.
	#2 [Please enter Student Learning Outcome #3 here]


2.1 Data Collection:

[SEMESTER/YEAR] – For this assessment cycle, how were the data collected and what were the results? 

2.2 What have you learn about this Student Learning Outcome?

[SEMESTER/YEAR] – Based on the results in part I., briefly summarize the discussion surrounding this outcome, i.e., what does the faculty conclude about student learning for this SLO?

2.3 Action Item(s) (if necessary):

[SEMESTER/YEAR] – Based on the discussion in part II., what actions will the department take to improve student learning, e.g., program changes, changes in pedagogy, process changes, resources requests, etc?

2.4 Results of Action Items

[SEMESTER/YEAR] – What does assessment of student learning show after implementation of any action items? What, if anything, is planned next?

	#3 [Please enter Student Learning Outcome #3 here]


3.1 Data Collection:

[SEMESTER/YEAR] – For this assessment cycle, how were the data collected and what were the results? 

3.2 What have you learn about this Student Learning Outcome?

[SEMESTER/YEAR] – Based on the results in part I., briefly summarize the discussion surrounding this outcome, i.e., what does the faculty conclude about student learning for this SLO?

3.3 Action Item(s) (if necessary):

[SEMESTER/YEAR] – Based on the discussion in part II., what actions will the department take to improve student learning, e.g., program changes, changes in pedagogy, process changes, resources requests, etc?

3.4 Results of Action Items

[SEMESTER/YEAR] – What does assessment of student learning show after implementation of any action items? What, if anything, is planned next?
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