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We assessed this outcome looking at writing samples in two of our classes this past Fall (Fall 

2013) – in HPST/ENG 478 Hawaiian Mythology II (Cordy) and HPST 482 Pacific Islands 

History (Lilomaiava-Doktor).  Reports are both assessments are attached.  The samples assessed 

in HPST 478 were two analytical papers of the same format, one due in mid-semester and the 

other due at the end of the semester.  This assessment included 4 HPST students out of the total 

of 21 students that did both papers.  (All 21 students, including our students, were also assessed 

in an assessment of the General Education Writing Intensive (WI) learning outcome.)  The 

samples assessed in HPST 482 also included 4 HPST students, out of a total of 20 students.  We 

have collectively peer reviewed these findings, accepting these reports. 

 

We have 25 majors in HPST.  We believe that our assessments in these two classes clearly were 

not viable samples either to assess how well our HPST students in general were learning this 

outcome, nor to assess how our individual students were learning this outcome.   

 

One of the most important points to realize in this assessment is that only 4 of our approximately 

25 HPST majors were in each class.  Historically, some students do well in HPST, some average, 

and a few poorly.  A sample of 4 students in each assessment tells us almost nothing about how 

our majors collectively are achieving our HPST learning outcomes.  This is particularly true for 

mean scores.  But even individual scores are unlikely to be a representative sample.  HPST WI 

classes next year might include 5 students who do much better, or 4 better and 1 much worse.  

Indeed, those in HPST 482 seem to have done better within the context of their specific class 

than the 4 in HPST 478.  But these actually cannot be compared because of different types of 

papers and scoring in each class, and quite possibly different class level of the students (e.g., 

freshmen vs senior).  Given these concerns, we believe that assessing this learning outcome for 

HPST based on a sample from 1 or 2 classes ever 5 years or so will not be productive. 

Similarly, even a look at individual students only provides a snapshot of how they did in this one 

class – not in how they are learning this outcome in their careers at UHWO.  One issue in such a 



snapshot is that their scores could have been impacted by factors unrelated to learning the 

outcomes.  One factor was the amount of time they could devote on the last major paper, when 

they were running out of time in the semester and had multiple papers and exams in other 

classes.  At least two of the HPST students in HPST 478 mentioned this concern.  While this 

probably reflects the need for students to acquire more time management skills, to some degree it 

may mean that a sample of first and very last papers might not be reflective of students’ 

progressive learning or abilities over the course of the semester.  One HPST student, who scored 

lower on Grammar/Punctuation on the second paper of this class, and as a result lower on 

Clarity, seems to have not proofed Paper 2 as well, suggesting being rushed to complete the 

paper.  Another HPST student also mentioned having to devote more time to other classes’ 

assignments.  These factors suggest the Paper 2 scores may not reflect learning the outcomes.  

Thus, one snapshot may not necessarily be representative of their work.  Also, their point in their 

careers at UHWO may impact the snapshot, not how they eventually acquire this learning 

outcome.  In the case of HPST 478, two of the four HPST students were freshmen, and the other 

two were seniors.  These factors strongly indicate to us that this year’s assessment does not show 

how well our HPST students have learned this outcome by the time they graduate.   

For us to determine how our learning objectives in HPST are being achieved, we need a much 

bigger sample of our HPST students’ performances, and we need a sample over the career of 

each of our students. 

We have thought long and hard about this sampling issue.  It makes more sense to us to track 

each of our individual students over their career at UHWO on all of our HPST outcomes, so we 

can identify their weaknesses, try to address those weaknesses, and then see through further 

tracking if they improve.  We propose to do this by developing a portfolio approach to 

assessment. And we plan for our faculty to meet at the end of each semester and evaluate each of 

our students to identify weaknesses and determine how to address these weaknesses. 

As an example of identifying issues, we have seen some concerns in writing for some HPST 

students based on this year’s assessment (and past WI classes that we have taught).  One is that 

some (only some) of our students have grammar/punctuation problems, which often affect paper 

clarity.  Another is that the conclusions of research and analytical papers are often weak.  Ideally, 

for our students to perform much better in writing (a learning outcome), we believe that that it is 

important to identify which students have these problems early on in their career, take attempts 

to correct these problems, and then hopefully see improvement in their writing as they continue 

their career at UHWO.  Again, we believe that the best approach for us to do this (to ensure our 

students achieve our HPST learning outcomes as best as possible) is to do assessment on an 

individual student portfolio basis with joint faculty meetings at the end of each semester.    

One of our faculty members, Dr. Leilani Basham, learned about a portfolio system being used for 

assessment at the University of Minnesota.  In this system, students are made aware of the 

learning outcome of the discipline and what generally is expected to prove that the outcomes are 

being achieved.  The students themselves then post samples of their work relevant to each 

outcome in a digital e-portfolio that contains samples from throughout their college career and 

which are specifically aimed at showing their progress in terms of achieving the learning 

outcomes of the discipline.  This is in addition to feedback that they get from the faculty in 

classes based on classroom performance.  Such a portfolio makes the students aware of the 



learning outcomes, and makes them “buy in” to achieving those outcomes based in part on their 

performances.  Additionally, it enables them to build their resume – another valuable skill – and 

have their resume available for review by potential employers and graduate programs. 

 

We propose to use something similar to this portfolio system.  In addition, we propose for all our 

HPST faculty to meet at the end of each semester and evaluate where each of our HPST students 

sits regarding our learning outcomes, based on their performances in our classes.  By doing this 

we hope to identify individual weaknesses in achieving our learning objectives early on, 

attempting to get assistance to them individually to improve, and then being able to assess their 

progress on the way to graduation. 

 

We believe this portfolio system with semester meetings will be a much stronger assessment tool 

for progress on our HPST learning outcomes.  It will enable us to assess more of our outcomes 

on a constant basis.  Also, we believe it will help our students to a much greater degree in their 

work towards achieving these outcomes by graduation.  Thus, we request approval of UHWO’s 

VCAA to begin to assess our learning outcomes in our discipline with this approach, rather than 

the standard assessment approach that the campus is following that results in meaningless 

samples for assessing our outcomes.   

 

We propose to start to set this portfolio system up this Spring and Summer.  Dr. Basham will 

initially set this up, preparing a portfolio of her work as examples for the other faculty and 

students.  Then Dr. Cordy and Dr. Lilomaiava-Doktor will be taught how to set up the portfolios 

and will mock up portfolios of their work by the end of Summer.  We would like to be able to set 

this portfolio system up for our HPST students next academic year – Fall 2014-Spring 2015 -- 

and conduct our end-of-semester meetings, with the understanding that the first year may be 

more of a set-up year.  Following years would fully implement this system.   



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT 1 

 

INDIVIDUAL CLASS ASSESSMENT FOR HPST – 3 

 

HPST/ENG 478   HAWAIIAN MYTHOLOGY II (CORDY) 



    Course Level Academic Assessment Reporting Form 

 HAWAIIAN-PACIFIC STUDIES – HPST-3  

 

Semester/year: Fall 2013 Course alpha:  HPST/ENG 478  

Course title: Hawaiian Mythology II  

Course instructor:  Ross Cordy   Instructor rank:   Full Professor 

Modality of the course (underline one):  In-person Online  Hybrid 

Academic Division: Humanities  Academic Concentration: Hawaiian-Pacific Studies/English 

Concentration Learning Outcome assessed: 

HPST-3   Present well-organized and competent findings on specific Hawaiian-Pacific  

 Studies topics in writing, orally, performances or other acceptable media. 

 
Student learning outcome alignment (identify the DLO, GELO and/or ILO aligned with the SLO being 
assessed): 

This General Education learning outcome aligns with writing learning outcomes at the Institutional LO, 

Humanities Division LO and Hawaiian-Pacific Studies Concentration LO levels 

ILO-1   Use relevant information to communicate clearly and effectively to an intended 

 audience through written and spoken language. 

 

 GELO-1   Written Communication: Demonstrate clear and effective writing about relevant  

  information for an intended audience. 

 

HUM-4   Demonstrate well-organized and competent writing in Humanities subjects, 

  particularly in their discipline of study in Humanities. 

 

Assessment Procedures 

 This assessment looked at two 8-10 page analytical papers written for this WI class on 

traditional era Hawaiian oral literature, or Hawaiian Mythology.  Students were required to find 

three versions of one story, and the focus of the paper was to illustrate how the story changed 

over time.  A very rigid format was used to achieve this aim.  In the “Introduction,” the stories 

had to be identified and briefly introduced (when collected, when first published, and context 

originally such as in a Hawaiian newspaper).  Then a section was required on the “Background 

of the Authors” of the three versions, so the student would learn something about the tellers of 

each version.  Then the main parts of the paper followed in which the student had to summarize 

the oldest version, then compare the second oldest to the oldest (identifying similarities and 

differences), then compare the most recent to the oldest (identifying similarities and differences), 

and then in a conclusion identify at least three general patterns related to all three versions (e.g., 

simplification of plot, simplification of characters, differences in style of telling the story, etc.).  

The initial paper (Paper 1), which had to be three versions of a story about a god or hero, was 



due in mid-semester.  I then commented on the paper and required specific revisions.  The 

second paper (Paper 2) was due the day of the final.  It had exactly the same format, but it had to 

be three versions of a story about a high chief or king from the Kingdom of Oʻahu. The 

assessment looks at scores for each paper, showing progression during the course of the class. 

 A separate assessment was done for the General Education WI Learning Outcome for all 

students in this class who completed both papers – 21 of the 25 students that were in the class.  

Of these 21 students, 4 were HPST majors, and this specific assessment here – as an assessment 

of Hawaiian-Pacific Studies’ (HPST’s) Learning Outcomes -- focuses on these 4 students. 

This assessment used the UHWO Assessment Committee’s rubric for Written 

Communication with one modification (see below).  Also, I used the 0-2 points scoring 

approach, but I refined this to include 0.5 and 1.5, as performance was more complex than just 0, 

1 and 2.  The clarification of the variables assessed follow, as well as the basis for scoring: 

Context of and Purpose for Writing:  This is labelled Purpose in this assessment’s tables.  I used 

this variable to measure the ability to follow instructions and include the required elements in the 

papers.   

 Beginning:   Did not include many required elements of the paper at all – 0 

  Only minimally included required elements – 0.5 

 Progressing: Included a moderate amount of required elements – 1.0 

  Included most of the required elements – 1.5 

 Advanced: Included nearly all of the required elements. 

  

Content Development:  I used this variable to measure the students’ ability to critically analyze 

the three versions of each story based on the content of the versions and the students’ analytical 

findings – their ability to summarize the oldest story, to compare the second oldest and most 

recent versions to the oldest version and identify similarities and differences, and to provide 

three main concluding points relevant to all three versions of the story. 

 Beginning: Analysis very poor – 0,  Analysis minimal – 0.5 

 Progressing: Analysis moderate – 1, Analysis good – 1.5 

 Advanced: Analysis was excellent – 2 

 

Genre and Disciplinary Conventions: This variable relates to discipline approaches used to cite 

information in text and in map/figure captions, to the quality of the “References,” and to the 

linkage of sources cited in text/captions to the References.  In Hawaiian-Pacific Studies and my 

disciplines of Anthropology, Archaeology and History, there is no one citation/referencing 

approach.  Every journal differs.  Thus, I teach my students (1) the general nature of citation 

(when and what – author year:page), (2) common information in a reference on the References 

page (author, year, title, publisher, city) (and how to reference papers, book chapters, articles, 

etc.), and (3) the importance of the reader being able to easily find citations that they read in the 

text/captions on the Reference page (e.g., Cordy 1999 is listed as Cordy 1999 in the References – 

not listed as Ross, or UHWO or something else).   

 Beginning: Citations/References/Linkage very poor – 0,  minimal – 0.5 

 Progressing: Moderate – 1, Good – 1.5 



 Advanced: Excellent – 2 

 

Sources and Evidence:  This variable relates to the students’ ability to find sources – to select the 

three versions of their story and to find quality sources with information on the tellers of these 

versions that is presented in the Authors’ Background section. 

 Beginning: Very poor – 0,  minimal – 0.5 

 Progressing: Moderate – 1, Good – 1.5 

 Advanced: Excellent – 2 

 

Control of Syntax and Mechanics: This variable was to evaluate the writing ability of a student – 

clarity and punctuation/grammar.  I chose to split this variable into two variables – 

Punctuation/Grammar and Clarity as I felt that looking more closely at these factors would be 

useful since I had seen differences in my students over the years in their ability to use proper 

punctuation/grammar and their ability to clearly write their papers and present their arguments.  

In grading the papers in this class, I had allotted 2 points to each of these variables, so the 

scoring in this assessment tends to reflect to a degree the original scoring of the papers. 

 Grammar/Punctuation 

 Beginning: Considerable errors – 0.5 

 Progressing: A fair amount of errors – 1, Good (but errors present) – 1.5 

 Advanced: Excellent – 2 

 

 Clarity 

 Beginning: Very poor – 0,  minimal – 0.5 

 Progressing: Moderate – 1, Good – 1.5 

 Advanced: Excellent – 2 

 

Besides the above assessment, I also conducted written student evaluations focusing on all the 

SLOs of this class.  Several questions focused on writing outcomes.  Table 1 is the excerpt of 

questions on writing and associated critical analysis (Content Development, Sources), with the 

scores.  20 of the 21 students who did Papers 1 and 2 did these evaluations, but not student #8 

(an HPST student who was not in class that day.  Thus, only 3 of the 4 HPST students did this 

evaluation.  These 3 students’ scores are also in parentheses, not brackets in Table 1. 

 



Table 1 

Excerpt of My Student Evaluation with Questions on Writing 
 

 

Student Learning Outcomes 4 (Analytical Paper) and 5 (Written Skills) 
  

1.   One aim of papers 1 and 2 was for you to learn critical thinking skills by doing an 

analytical paper – to learn how to find stories, find info on the tellers/recorders of the stories; and how 

to do comparisons of the different versions of the stories. 
 

 Did you learn how to find multiple versions of the stories?     Yes [19] (3)   No [1] 

 Did you use Beckwith’s footnotes to identify different versions?    Yes [8] (1)   No  [12] (2)  

 Did you learn something about the tellers/recorders (when they lived, their career, and  

  how they collected stories)?   Yes  [19] (3)     Some  [1]    No 
 

 Did comparing similarities and differences of the different versions give you a better  

  insight on how stories change?     Yes  [18] (2)    Some [2] (1)     No 
 

2. Another aim of Papers 1 and 2 and also your 8 abstracts was to gain more writing 

  Skills – the Writing Intensive nature of the class. 
  

 Did you find my comments on your summaries or abstracts (both general and specific  

  on your grading sheets) useful to your writing? 

  Yes  [19]  (3)    Somewhat   [1]           No 
 

Did I go over the kinds of sections that I expected in Paper 1 – Intro, the background on the authors, 

summary of the oldest story, the comparison of the more recent stories to the oldest, the Conclusion, 

references, pictures/maps – enough times, so that you felt comfortable in what was expected?  I did 

this a couple of times before Paper 1 was due, and then I did it again after I graded Paper 1. 

 Yes    [18] (3) Some  [1]   Not Enough [1 – understood more after Paper 1] 
 

If not enough, what would you suggest that I do? [ One student commented; inserted above] 
 

 

In Paper 1 on the author’s backgrounds, did you learn more about how to cite information in 

analytical papers (author, year, page in parenthesis)? 

  Yes   [13]  (2)        Some   [5]  (1)     No  [2 – already knew] 
 

Did you learn more about how to write a Conclusion to an analytical paper (main points and 

elaborating  on them)? 

  Yes   [15]  (2)          Some  [5]  (1)  Already knew 

 

Did you learn more about including figures (maps) and how to write a caption for these figures – in 

an  analytical paper?       Yes [15] (3)      Some [4]     No [1 – used no maps or figs] 

 

Did you learn more about the importance of matching citations in the text and captions to how your 

list  your references on the References page? 

  Yes   [15] (2)     Some  [5] (1)   Already knew 

 

Did you find my comments on the draft of Paper 1 to be useful for your writing (realizing it is 

sometimes  annoying to get lots of a teacher’s scribbling on your papers)?       

   Yes  [19] (3)      Some  [1 – hard to read my writing]      No 

 

 



Assessment Findings 

 Table 2 shows the mean assessment scores for the 21 students that completed Papers 1 

and 2.  Table 3 shows the mean scores for the 4 HPST students in this class.  The HPST student 

means are lower, but they show improvement in all the scores, except for grammar/punctuation 

and overall clarity, which stayed the same.  In the HPST scores that improved, the improvement 

was about the same amount of improvement as the rest of the class – although again the final 

means are not as high.  As with the entire class, the HPST student scores also show that in the 

initial paper the weakest score was in following instructions (Purpose).  Many left out elements 

of the content that they were required to include. 

 Mean scores do not show the variation in student performance, so Table 4 presents the 

assessment scores for all 21 students who did both papers in this class, and Table 5 presents the 

assessment scores for each HPST student (who are also in Table 4).  These tables also include 

their grades for each paper, both letter grade and points (total points for each paper was 45).  The 

original table lists all 21 student’s scores in order of the grades received on Paper 1.  So all 

students who got A’s on Paper 1 are listed first, then those with B’s, then C’s, and then D’s.  The 

student number in the left column identifies where the student was within the entire class in 

grades on the first paper.  The 4 HPST students ranked 8, 14, 18, and 20 out of the 21 students 

assessed.  These tables also enable the reader to see how individual students did on the second 

paper on the assessment variables, as well as give a feel for how students at different overall 

performance levels did on the assessment variables.  It should be noted that the paper grade had 

more content and content development points than the assessment. 

Table 2 
Overall Summary 

 

 

 Purpose Content Discipline Sources   Grammar Clarity 
  Develop. 
 

 

Paper 1 0.95 1.2 1.07 1.3 1.5 1.6 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Paper 2 1.2 1.4 1.5 1.4 1.6 1.6 
 

 

Table 3 
Overall Summary for HPST Students 

 

 
 Purpose Content Discipline Sources   Grammar Clarity 
  Develop. 
 

 
Paper 1 0.5 0.9 0.6 1.0 1.0 1.0 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Paper 2 0.9 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.0 1.0 
 



Table 4 
Breakdown by All Students that were Assessed 

 

 
Students  Purpose Content  Discipline   Sources  Grammar  Clarity   Grade (pts/tot=45)  
 

 
1 – P1 2 2 1 2 2 1 A   (43¾) 
   -  P2 2 2 2 2 2 2 A+ (46) 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
2 – P1 1.5 2 1.5 2 1.5 2 A   (42) 
   -  P2 2 2 2 2 2 2 A   (43)  
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
3 -  P1 1 2 2 1.5 1.5 2 A   (42¾) 
   -  P2 1.5 2 2 1.5 2 2 A   (41½) 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
4 – P1 2 2 1.5 2 2 2 A   (44¼) 
   -  P2 2 2 2 2 2 2 A+ (46¼) 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
5 – P1 1.5 2 2 2 1.5 2 A   (42½) 
   -  P2 1.5 2 2 2 2 2 A   (43½) 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
6  - P1 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 2 B   (37½) 
    - P2 2 2 2 1.5 1.5 2 A   (42½) 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
7 – P1 1.5 1.5 2 1 1.5 2 B+ (40½) 
   -  P2 1.5 2 2 1.5 1.5 1.5 A   (42) 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
8*- P1 1 1.5 1 1.5 1.5 1 B-  (36) 
   -  P2 1 2 2 1.5 2 2 A   (41½) 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
9 – P1 1 2 1 0.5 1.5 2 B   (38) 
   -  P2 0.5 0.5 1 0.5 1.5 1 D+ (31)1 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
10 – P1 1 1.5 1 1.5 1.5 2 B   (38½) 
     -  P2 1 1 2 1.5 1.5 1.5 C   (33¼) 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
11 – P1 1 1 1.5 1 2 2 B-  (36) 
     -  P2 1.5 1.5 2 1 2 1 B+ (39½) 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
12 – P1 1 1.5 1 1 2 2 C+ (36¼) 
     -  P2 1 2 1.5 1.25 2 2 B   (39) 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
13 – P1 0.5 0.5 1 1 2 2 C-  (31½) 
     -  P2 0.5 0.5 1.5 1 2 2 D   (30)2 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 



Table 4 (contd)  Breakdown by All Students 
 

 
Students  Purpose Content  Discipline   Sources  Grammar  Clarity   Grade (pts/tot=45)  
 

 
14*– P1 1 1 0.5 1 0.5 1.5 C   (32¾) 
     -  P2 1 1 1 1 1 1 C   (33½) 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
15 – P1 0.5 0.5 1 1.5 1 1.5 C   (33 1/3) 
     -  P2 1 1.5 1.5 2 1.5 2 B+ (40¼) 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
16 – P1 0.5 1 2 2 1.5 1.5 C   (32.3) 
     -  P2 2 2 2 2 2 2 A+ (47) 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
17 – P1 0.5 0.5 0.5 1 2 2 C-  (32) 
     -  P2 0.5 0.5 1.5 1.5 1 2 D   (29.2)3 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
18*- P1 0 1 0.5 1 1.5 1 C-  (32) 
     -  P2 1 1 1 1 0.5 0.5 C   (33 2/3) 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
19 – P1 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 1 1.5 D+ (30½)4 
     -  P2 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 1 1 D   (25½) 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
20*- P1 0 0 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 D   (28) 
     -  P2 0.5 0.5 0.5 1 0.5 0.5 D   (28) 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
21 – P1 0.5 0.5 0 1 1.5 1 D- (26¾)4 
     -  P2 0.5 1 0.5 1.5 2 2 C   (33.2) 

 
8* -- Hawaiian-Pacific Studies student 
 
1.  Story chosen (Kaululaʻau) left out first portion, so content lowered grade. 
2.  Story chosen (Kūaliʻi chant) only used small portion of chant, so content lowered grade. 
3.  Student had family issues and missed classes at end of semester. 
4.  Students missed many classes, and seemed to have little interest. 

 

 



Table 5 
Breakdown by Student – the HPST Students 

 

 
Students  Purpose Content  Discipline   Sources  Grammar  Clarity   Grade  Class 
       (pts/tot=45) Grade 
 

 
8*- P1 1 1.5 1 1.5 1.5 1 B-  (36) B 
   -  P2 1 2 2 1.5 2 2 A   (41½) 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
14*– P1 1 1 0.5 1 0.5 1.5 C   (32¾) B 
     -  P2 1 1 1 1 1 1 C   (33½) 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
18*- P1 0 1 0.5 1 1.5 1 C-  (32) B 
     -  P2 1 1 1 1 0.5 0.5 C   (33 2/3) 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
20*- P1 0 0 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 D   (28) C- 
     -  P2 0.5 0.5 0.5 1 0.5 0.5 D   (28) 
 

 

 

Assessment Conclusions 

One of the most important points to realize in this assessment is that only 4 of our approximately 

25 HPST majors were in this class – two freshmen (#14, 20) and two seniors (#8, #18).  

Historically, some students do well in HPST, some average, and a few poorly.  A sample of 4 

students tells us almost nothing about how our majors collectively are achieving our HPST 

learning outcomes.  This is particularly true for mean scores.  But even individual scores are 

unlikely to be a representative sample.  HPST WI classes next year might include 5 students who 

do much better, or 4 better and 1 much worse.  Thus, assessing this learning outcome for HPST 

based on a sample from 1 or 2 classes ever 5 years or so will not be productive. 

Similarly, even a look at individual students only provides a snapshot of how they did in this one 

class.  And their scores could have been impacted by factors unrelated to learning the outcomes.  

One factor was the amount of time they could devote on the last major paper, when they were 

running out of time in the semester and had multiple papers and exams in other classes.  At least 

two of the HPST students mentioned this concern.  While this probably reflects the need for 

students to acquire more time management skills, to some degree it may mean that a sample of 

first and very last papers might not be reflective of students’ progressive learning or abilities 

over the courses of the semester.  One HPST student (#18), who scored lower on 

Grammar/Punctuation on the second paper, and as a result lower on Clarity, seems to have not 

proofed Paper 2 as well, suggesting being rushed to complete the paper.  Another HPST student 

(#14) also mentioned having to devote more time to other classes’ assignments.  These factors 

suggest the Paper 2 scores may not reflect learning the outcomes.  And certainly one class’ 



assessment does not show how well our HPST students have learned this outcome by the time 

they graduate.  Nor is one snapshot necessarily representative of their work. 

We have thought long and hard about this sampling issue.  It makes more sense to us to track 

each of our individual students over their career at UHWO on all of our HPST outcomes, so we 

can identify their weaknesses, try to address those weaknesses, and then see through further 

tracking if they improve.  We propose to do this by developing a portfolio approach to 

assessment. 

Just looking at the scores for these 4 HPST students, it is a mixed picture of improvement 

between the two papers in this one class.   

One weak point was in following directions to fully include required information in these papers 

(Purpose – Variable 1).  This information was vital for students to learn how stories changed 

over time, to learn about the tellers of these stories, and to make overall conclusions – key 

content and critical thinking skills.  It was also important for learning writing skills, such as 

proper citation/referencing.  I devoted extensive time on these instructions in class, and placed 

my grading sheet on Laulima, and discussed that sheet in class.  Yet in Paper 1 the HPST 

students did not do well, omitting required information.  Two had 0.  I spent considerable time in 

correcting each Paper 1 and requiring revisions (with instructions), so students would follow the 

directions on Paper 2.  I also went over the instructions again in class.  The student evaluation 

form (Table 1) shows that the students felt that I adequately reviewed what was required.  The 

overall mean in Table 3 shows students improved in Paper 2.  But, a look at individual scores 

shows improvement only for the two lower scoring students – with all four still needing 

improvement.  And this is despite the evaluation form indicating that I adequately went over 

what was required and the students “felt comfortable in what was expected.”  I plan to cover 

these directions even more thoroughly in class prior to Paper 1 next time this class is offered.   

Within Content Development (Variable 2), students had to summarize the oldest story, compare 

the other two versions individually to the oldest version to identify similarities and differences, 

and identify three main points relevant to all the versions in the conclusion.  The overall mean 

score improved, but only Student 8 dramatically improved to excellent levels.  This contrasted 

with the wider class’ performance, where a fair number did quite well.  This is a little troubling 

for this variable reflects a key aim of the class – to learn how stories altered over time.  However, 

the student evaluation form clearly indicates that students felt that they had learned how stories 

change.   

One of the key weaknesses in these papers that is not immediately visible in the scores for this 

variable is that students often struggled when making general conclusions (identifying major 

patterns relevant to all 3 versions of their story).  The student evaluation form indicates that 15 

felt that they learned more about writing such conclusions, and 5 answered that they learned 

something.  [Of the 5 that said they only learned something; 1 was HPST student #20, who did 

not do well in the class.]  In actuality, however, a fair number of all 21 students had problems 

with their conclusions (mostly elaborating on points that they were making).  I see this problem 

in research and analytical papers of general UHWO students, as well as HPST students, in many 

of the other WI classes that I teach.  This is a major skill that students need to learn.  I plan to 

devote more time to this in the next class, including putting examples on Laulima to accompany 

the course.  I also plan on talking with ENG 100 and 200 permanent faculty to better understand 



what our students do in those classes, to try to understand why students are generally lacking 

these concluding skills in research/analytical papers in upper division WI classes. 

Variable 3 related to discipline approaches to citing information in text and figure/map captions, 

to quality of the References, and to a clear linkage of sources cited in the text to the References.  

My view from past WI classes is that this subject matter has always been a weakness of UHWO 

students.  Thus, despite emphasizing these points in lectures prior to Paper 1, the mean score was 

lower, and many of the lower performing students struggled on this variable.  However, as a 

result of my comments on Paper 1 and lecture comments after Paper 1, scores increased on this 

variable on Paper 2 for 3 of the 4 HPST students, indicating most were mastering this writing 

concern.  Student #20 alone did not improve.  This is consistent with the student evaluation form, 

with two of the HPST students indicating that they learned more about citation and about 

matching citations to the References page, and Student #20 indicating they only learned “some”. 

Variable 4 focused on the students’ ability to find three versions of their story and to find 

information on the tellers of those versions.  This partly required knowledge of Hawaiian-Pacific 

Studies disciplinary material.  I spent considerable time in lectures on how to find versions of the 

stories, and sources on authors.  Interestingly, the 4 HPST students did not as dramatically 

improve on this score as the other students.  Thus, this would seem an area where they still need 

work. However, the student evaluation form indicates that the 3 students who filled out this form 

felt that they had learned something about the tellers of the stories, which is a reflection in part of 

finding appropriate sources. 

Another weakness of our students relates to grammar and punctuation (Variable 5).  Individual 

student scores of 0 and 0.5 indicate students need extensive work on grammar, punctuation and 

spelling; and even 1.0 scores are not good.  Even 1.5 scores reflect some issues that need work.  I 

spent a fair amount of time on this concern.  Besides these two papers, the students also had do 8 

abstracts of stories over the course of the class, and I corrected 

punctuation/grammar/spelling/etc. on each of these abstracts.  I also similarly corrected sections 

of their Paper 1.  And I talked about punctuation and grammar issues, and how to address them 

by proofing and other means over the course of the class.  Based on the student evaluation form 

nearly all students felt that my comments on their abstracts and Paper 1 were useful for their 

writing (including all 3 HPST students filling out the form).  However, only 1 of our 4 HPST 

students scored well on Grammar/Punctuation.  The other 3 scored low on both papers, with the 

except of Student 18, who scored 1.5 on Paper 1 but then 0.5 on Paper 2, apparently being rushed 

to complete Paper 2 and not having time to proofread.  Clarity clearly also was impacted by the 

grammar/punctuation errors.    These scores do not necessarily reflect their skill in learning the 

material in most cases.  But it can severely hinder the eventual career success of our students 

beyond UHWO.  Identifying students with this problem cannot be done by looking at overall 

class means, rather one must look at individual student performance.  Improving this learning 

outcome for the students who have this weakness requires identifying those students with the 

weakness, somehow attempting to get them these skills, and monitoring their progress.   

Again, these scores for 4 of our 25 HPST students and any analysis of these scores seem to have little 
meaning as to how our learning objectives in HPST are being achieved.  We need a bigger sample of 
our HPST students, and we need a sample over the career of each of these students. 



We do seem to have some concerns for some HPST students, based on these 4 students and my general 
impression of HPST student performance over the years in other WI classes.  One is that some (only 
some) of our students have grammar/punctuation problems, which often affect paper clarity.  Another 
is that the conclusions of research and analytical papers are often weak.  Ideally, for our students to 
perform much better in writing, I believe that it is important to identify which students have these 
problems early on in their career, take attempts to correct these problems, and then hopefully see 
improvement in their writing as they continue their career at UHWO.  To me, the only means of doing 
this to ensure our students achieve our HPST learning outcomes as best as possible and to ensure 
adequate assessment of our learning outcomes is to do assessment on an individual student portfolio 
basis – of all HPST outcomes.  And for our HPST faculty to meet at the end of each semester and 
evaluate each of our students to identify weaknesses and determine how to address these weaknesses.    



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT 2 

 

INDIVIDUAL CLASS ASSESSMENT – HPST -3 

 

HPST 482   PACIFIC ISLANDS HISTORY (LILOMAIAVA-DOKTOR) 

 



Course Level Academic Assessment Reporting Form 

Semester/year: Fall 2013 Course alpha: HPST 482  Course title: PACIFIC ISLANDS HISTORY 

Course instructor: Sa’ili Lilomaiava-Doktor Instructor rank: Associate Professor  

Modality of the course (underline one):  In-person Online  Hybrid 

Academic Division: Humanities  Academic Concentration: Hawaiian-Pacific Studies 

Student Learning Outcome assessed (provide complete SLO language): 

Conduct research on a specific topic about Hawaii and the Pacific using sources such as novels, film, 

music, art, history texts and/or newspapers to critically analyze historical issues using correct writing 

and citation methods such as the Chicago Manual of Style (CLO 2, 3, DLO 4, ILO 4) 

Demonstrate through writing a well organized and competent research paper about significant events in 

history that demonstrate indigenous Hawaiian and Pacific perspectives on the varieties of historical 

events (CLO 5, DLO 4, ILO 3) 

Student learning outcome alignment (identify the CLO, DLO, GELO and/or ILO aligned with the SLO 

being assessed): 

The SLO-4 and SLO-5 required students to do write about specific topics through conducting research, 

using peer-reviewed literature on topics related to Pacific Islands and Hawaii’s histories. Students also 

should show well-organized research and demonstrate understanding of Hawaiian and Pacific 

perspectives. 

The SLO 4 aligns with HPST CLO-2, 3 on writing research papers DLO-4 on writing research papers and 

ILO-1, 4 on writing and effective communication and disciplinary knowledge and methods. In all of these 

students must read, write and analyze information pertinent to their topics. The SLO-5 aligns with CLO-2 

and 5 on writing, and demonstrating knowledge of indigenous Hawaiian and Pacific worldviews, and 

DLO-4 that, students demonstrate competent writing using relevant information in Humanities and 

Hawaiian and Pacific Studies, and ILO-3 that includes critical thinking by applying information gathered 

to make well-reasoned arguments that demonstrate adequate consideration of context. 

Assessment procedures (provide a description of the methods used to conduct the assessment):  

The Hawaiian-Pacific Studies (HPST) schedule the assessment of their program CLOs on written 

communication (HPST-2), AND (HPST-3) oral communication for AY 2013-2014 assessment plan. In 

accordance with the UHWO Assessment guidelines, my writing intensive HPST 482 Pacific Islands and 

SLOs that align with HPST CLOs on the writing communication skills were assessed. I assessed all the 

twenty students in the class. The students were required to write a research paper where they critically 

analyzed articles, and books about their research. Students were required to provide a proposal, outline, 

a first draft and final draft of the research paper. I used the first draft for formative (pre-test) and 

second draft for (post-test) summative data. I used the UHWO writing rubrics to apply to the students’ 



first pre-test and second post-test assessment of their papers. The mean scores from the first papers 

were compared to the final papers in Table 1 to show the formative development of writing and 

summative results of the writing skills for the Hawaiian-Pacific Studies (HPST n=4) majors. Table 2 shows 

other students from different foundational concentrations (n=16). I applied the same UHWO writing 

rubrics for these students to gauge their progress as well. Table 3 shows the mean scores for each of the 

UHWO Writing rubric dimension measured on the first and second paper assignments for all twenty 

students.  

Assessment findings (provide a description of the assessment results found with a table that 

summarizes the rubric scores assigned to student works): 

The written communication assessment found the mean scores presented in Table 1 for the first and 

second paper assignment for HPST majors based on the five dimensions: purpose, content development, 

genre and discipline conventions, use of sources and writing mechanics. The students showed 

improvement on the dimensions of purpose and content and sources, with stable improvement for 

genre and mechanics of writing. Table 2 for all other students n=16 also showed improvement in all the 

five dimensions and Table 3 gives the scores of all twenty students that reveals overall improvement on 

all five dimensions from the first draft to the final draft.  

Table 1 Mean Scores for each UHWO Writing rubric dimension measured on the first and second 

paper assignments for all students (n=20 all students)  

Assignment 
assessed 

Written Rubric Dimension   

 Purpose Content dev. Genre/discip. Source Mechanics 

First draft 1 1.12 .94 1 .88 .94 

Final draft 2 1.85 1.65 1.65 1.6 1.2 

Grand mean  .73  .71  .65  .72  .26       =.61 

Tables 2 Mean Scores for each UHWO Writing communication rubric dimension measured on the first 

and second paper assignments (n=4 HPST majors only) 

Assignment 
assessed 

Written Rubric  Dimensions   

 Purpose Content dev. Genre/discip. Source Mechanics 

First draft 1 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.25 1.25 

Final draft 2 2.0 1.75 1.75 1.75 1.75 

Grand mean  .5  .25  .25  .5  .5     =40 

Table 3 Mean Scores for each UHWO Writing communication rubric dimension measured on the first 

and second paper assignments (n=16 all other majors) 

Assignment 
assessed 

Written  Rubric  Dimension   

 Purpose Content dev. Genre/discip. Source Mechanics 

First draft 1 1 .75 .83 .75 .83 



Final draft 2 1.43 1.34 1.31 1.28 1.31 

Grand mean  .43  .59  .48  .53  .45           =50 

 

Assessment conclusions (provide an interpretation of the assessment results found in terms of 

student learning strengths and weaknesses):  

Review of Table 1 yields the conclusion that in each of the five dimensions of the Written 

Communication Value Rubric student scores improved in all five dimensions for the entire sample of 20 

students. The combined Grand Mean of the improvement across all five dimensions for the full sample 

of 20 students is +0.61, over a range of 0 to 2.00. 

Tables 2 & 3 also yield improved scores across all five dimensions, yielding a Grand Mean improvement 

of +0.40 for the 4 HPST students and a Grand Mean improvement of +0.50 for the 16 other major 

students. 

It is not possible to use traditional parametric statistics to indicate whether or not these levels of 

improvement are quantitatively or statistically significant because we cannot assume the data is 

normally distributed. 

Strengths: 

Qualitative analyses may suggest that such an outcome as those here found in Table 1 may reasonably 

be interpreted as indication that the student learning in this course, HPST 482, Fall 2013, enhanced 

student performance across all five dimensions of the Written Communication Value Rubric for the 

entire class. 

Weaknesses: Qualitative analyses of Tables 2 & 3 may suggest that the course was less successful in 

enhancing student performance across all five dimensions of the Written Communication Value Rubric 

for HPST majors than has been the result for the group of all non-HPST majors.  

What key areas to work on in future assessment for Haw-Pac Studies as program what to address? 

Need to pay attention to our majors. Some suggestions: 

More time for several drafts; include self-reflective parts for students to look at their own, not just 

professor so they invest time and learn from peers; more writing workshop sessions with Noe’au; ESL 

students. Going the portfolio way especially for HPST students? 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


