
Humanities Assessment Summary 

AY 2013-14 

 At the beginning of AY 2013-14, the four concentrations of the Humanities Division 

(History, Hawaii-Pacific Studies, English, Philosophy) were instructed by the Assessment 

Committee to conduct evaluations of the CLOs scheduled for review in their assessment 

plans.  The specifications for these assessments are described in the UHWO Assessment 

Guidelines developed during AY 2012-13 and provided to all UHWO faculty.   

Table 1.  Summary of the Humanities faculty involved in conducting assessments; and the 

number, level and modality of the courses assessed. 

Assessing 

Faculty 

Faculty 

Rank 

Course 

Alpha 

Sections 

Assessed 

Course 

Level 

Course 

Modality 

History 

Dr. Jayson 

Chun 

Associate 

Professor 

HIST 322 1 Upper Online/Hybrid 

Dr. Jayson 

Chun 

Associate 

Professor 

HIST 325 1 Upper In-person 

Dr. Alan 

Rosenfeld 

Associate 

Professor 

HIST 231 1 Lower In-person 

Dr. Alan 

Rosenfeld 

Associate 

Professor 

HIST 491 2 Capstone In-person 

Dr. Christen 

Sasaki 

Assistant Professor HIST 281 1 Lower  In-person 

Philosophy 

Dr. Lisa 

Rosenlee 

Professor PHIL 312 1 Upper Online 

Dr. Lisa 

Rosenlee 

Professor PHIL 401 1 Upper Online 

English 

Dr. Stan Orr Professor ENG 240 1 Lower In-person 

Dr. Brenda Associate ENG 253 1 Lower In-person 



Machosky Professor 

Hawaiian-Pacific Studies  

Dr. Ross 

Cordy 

Professor HPST 478 1 Upper In-person 

Dr. 

Lilomaiava-

Doktor 

Associate 

Professor 

HPST 482 1 Upper In-person 

 

The Humanities Assessment Representative was available to provide the concentrations of 

the division with rubrics and advisement on conducting these scheduled evaluations.  

Further, the assessment activities that the division (and campus) would undertake were 

presented during both the Fall and Spring Professional Development Days.  In turn, the 

History Assessment Representative repeated these directives at monthly division meetings 

and through regular emails which announced reporting deadlines.     

 Table 1 shows that the Humanities faculty conducting these assessments ranged 

from Assistant to Full Professor ranks.  Three of the 8 participating faculty were tenured 

Full Professors.  The Humanities division assessed 11 courses comprised of 4 lower-

division sections, 6 upper-division sections, and 1 senior capstone course.  Course delivery 

modality was also well represented with the assessment of 8 in-person courses and 2 

courses delivered online and 1 online/in-person hybrid course. 

 The particular program outcomes assessed varied by concentration in accordance 

with their already developed assessment plans (Table 2).  Where possible, the Assessment 

Representative provided the concentrations with VALUE Rubrics developed by the 

American Association of Colleges and Universities.  These rubrics were applicable to the 

written communication assessments conducted by History, Hawaiian-Pacific Studies, 

Philosophy and English; the oral communication assessment conducted by History, and 

Philosophy; and the critical thinking assessment conducted by English.   

 

 

 

 

 



Table 2.  The CLOs assessed by each participating Humanities concentration during AY 

2013-14 in accordance with their respective assessment plans.   

Concentration Concentration Outcomes Assessed in the Social Sciences 
History CLO-1: Write well-organized and competent expository prose about 

the causes of significant events in history to a set specification (e.g. 

Chicago Manual of Style, Turabian) or the discursive equivalent in 

other media as determined by faculty.  

 
CLO-2: Give well-organized and competent oral presentations that 

involve the use of history (either historical topics or the use of history 

in the classroom).  

 
English CLO-1: Identify, discuss and analyze genres and historical periods of 

British, American, and World literatures. 
 
CLO-2: Write effective and coherent essays or creative works using 
appropriate techniques in literary scholarship.  
 
 

Hawaiian-Pacific 
Studies 

CLO-3: Present well-organized and competent findings on specific 

Hawaiian-Pacific Studies topics in writing, orally, performances or 

other acceptable media. 

 
Philosophy CLO-5: Able to present philosophical ideas concisely in a thesis 

driven paper. 

 

CLO-6. Able to articulate philosophical ideas orally in either a formal 

or informal presentation.  

 
  

 

 

Procedures 

 In accordance with the UHWO Assessment Guidelines, the divisional assessment 

representative no longer prescribes the methods by which evaluations of student learning 

are conducted, but rather the specifications that completed assessments must meet.  In 

turn, the Humanities faculty were instructed that their assessment procedures must: 1) 

provide formative and summative evidence of student achievement on defined program 

outcomes, 2) be conducted at a program level, 3) involve peer sharing of assessment 



evidence, 4) identify program strengths and actionable weaknesses, 5) inform program 

level changes to address identified weaknesses, and 6) include a timely process to evaluate 

if the program changes implemented were effective at addressing the weaknesses 

originally identified. Humanities faculty were also instructed that so far as was possible, 

they should collect data on concentration courses that would permit the comparison of 

lower and upper division sections, in-person and online course delivery modalities, and 

courses delivered by full-time and adjunct faculty.   

 The Humanities divisional faculty were provided with course level assessment 

reporting forms which requested information about the course assessed, the assessment 

procedures deployed, the results found, and course level recommendations based on 

assessment findings.  During the Spring 2014 UHWO Professional Development Day, the 

faculty were provided time to form into groups with their concentration peers and share 

their course level assessment findings for the purpose of making program 

recommendations to address identified weaknesses.  After this professional development 

exercise, the concentrations of the Humanities Division were instructed to compile the data 

from their course level assessment reports into concentration level reports with 

recommendations for program level changes to improve student learning.  The 

concentration level assessment reports compiled by the Humanities Division follow this 

summary. 

 

Findings 

 All of the assessments conducted found evidence of robust student learning on the 

CLOs reviewed.  The History faculty were able to compare both upper and lower division 

courses.  Student learning was generally found to be the greatest improvement in the 

individual senior capstone project.  Philosophy was able to conduct assessment of the on-

line/hybrid modalities and found that students were also scoring higher in upper division 

classes. This finding by both History and Philosophy faculty demonstrates student progress 

and development as they complete their education at UHWO. The Philosophy concentration 

also found the lack of faculty problematic in terms of assessment rater reliability. The 

English faculty assessed two lower division courses, and found the main area of concern to 

be use and discovery of secondary sources.  HPST faculty determined that due to the 

scarcity of HPST majors in any one course, a system of sustained assessment should be 

changed to a method tracking majors through the use of a portfolio system. Please see the 

HPST concentration report for more detail.  

 

Recommendations 

 These assessments were highly effective in producing a substantial list of actionable 

concentration level assessment recommendations that are summarized in Table 3.  These 

recommendations are being implemented by divisional concentrations now.  The effects of 



these program changes on student learning in the Social Sciences are scheduled for re-

evaluation during the Fall of 2014.  

  

Table 3.  Concentration level program recommendations informed by the assessments 

conducted in the Social Sciences division during AY 2013-14. 

Concentration Concentration Outcomes Assessed in the Social Sciences 
History Students conducting oral presentations were weakest in organization and 

conclusions. The History faculty will work on creating demonstrations that 
highlight examples of organization and conclusions in oral presentations.  

There are a very small number of senior projects. This creates a problem 

when trying to assess the Senior Project/capstone. We hope to have an 

increasing number of projects in the future.  

Hawaiian-Pacific 
Studies  

HPST faculty and students will create a portfolio system to monitor student 
progress throughout their tenure at UHWO.  
HPST faculty will also meet at the end of every semester to discuss student 
progress toward SLOs and CLOs.  

Philosophy Philosophy faces many challenges as a single faculty member concentration.  
The concentration suggests hiring an additional FTE member in order to build 
the major course offerings and student body.  This would also create an 
opportunity to place prerequisites on Philosophy courses, in order to create a 
upper division courses with relatively similar academic preparation. 

English Work with library staff to acquire additional  research databases such as 
ProjectMuse.  
Fine-tune the assessment instrument to encourage the articulation of 
difference within a unifying literary theme. 
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Course Level Academic Assessment Reporting Form 

Semester/year: Fall 2013     Course alpha(s):  PHIL 312 & PHIL 401 

Course title(s): Ethical Studies; Existentialism and the Human Condition 

Course instructor: Li-Hsiang Lisa Rosenlee   Instructor rank: Professor 

Modality of the course (underline one or more):  Hybrid 

Academic Division: Humanities      Academic Concentration: Philosophy 

Student Learning Outcome(s) assessed (provide complete SLO language): 

CLO-5: Able to present philosophical ideas concisely in a thesis driven paper. 

CLO-6. Able to articulate philosophical ideas orally in either a formal or informal presentation.  

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

being assessed): 

Since Philosophy is a one-person concentration with limited course offerings, only one course each is 

assessed for effective oral and written communication respectively. PHIL 312 is assessed for CLO 6 (oral) 

and PHIL 401 for CLO 5 (writing). Both are taught and assessed by the same full-time instructor. 

In PHIL 312: Ethical Studies, students learned about the fundamentals of various ethical theories and 

learned to apply theories to pertinent ethical issues such as abortion, same-sex marriage, world poverty, 

death penalty and animal rights, etc. via film response & open discussion and formal presentation.  

Lastly, students were also required to give a persuasive speech on an ethical issue of their own choice, 

not covered in class, by incorporating at least one ethical theory to justify their ethical stance.  

In PHIL 401: Existentialism and the Human Condition, students learned various existential philosophies 

and were required to demonstrate their textual comprehension via film response & open discussion, 

article review & discussion, and indepth book report. All the writing assignments were paired with a list 

of guided questions and were all thesis driven papers.  

PHIL 312’s SLOs align with the Philosophy CLO-6 on effective oral communication, which also aligns with 

DLO-5 and ILO-1. 

PHIL 401’s SLOs align with the Philosophy CLO-5 on writing, which also aligns with DLO-4 and ILO-1. 

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

The sole philosophy faculty scheduled the assessment of program CLOs on oral communication (CLO-5) 

and writing (CLO-6) for AY 2013-14 in the Philosophy Assessment Plan. Two courses that were offered in 

the Fall that fulfilled CLO5 & 6 were assessed: PHIL 312: Ethical Studies for CLO 6: oral communication 

and PHIL 401: Existentialism and the Human Condition for CLO 5: writing. 



 

For the oral assessment, PHIL 312’s final persuasive speech assignment was selected, since this 

assignment represents the culmination of students’ course comprehension as well as their oral 

communication skill. In addition, in this assignment, students were evaluated individually, as opposed to 

being evaluated as a group in other assignments such as issue presentation. Students were provided 

with an assignment specific rubric for their speech in addition to the UHWO Oral Assessment Rubric. 

There were 18 students enrolled and six students were randomly selected for assessment (every 3rd 

student on the roster). Since there is only one full-time teaching faculty in Philosophy, it was impossible 

to get another Philosophy faculty to sit in these presentations in order to do an interpersonal rating.  

As for the Writing, there were various writing assignments for PHIL 401 including film response, article 

review and indepth book report. The final book report assignment was selected for assessment. In this 

assignment, students were to demonstrate their textual comprehension of the assigned reading on a 

specific philosopher by offering an evaluative book report. Students were provided with specific 

instructions and questions as well as a sample paper to help them develop their own thesis. The UHWO 

Writing Assessment Rubric was also made available to the students. There were 15 submissions for the 

final book report and five students were randomly selected (every 3rd submission on the roster). The 

UHWO Written Communication Rubric was used to assess these sample papers. In addition, the 

instructor also developed a general writing rubric to help students develop their writing skills.  

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

summarizes the rubric scores assigned to student works): 

The oral communication assessment found that from the following six randomly selected students’ final 

oral assignments, students generally were able to follow the instructions given for this specific 

assignment and organize their persuasive speech accordingly with an exception of one student whose 

speech had no discernable organization. In Table I, the mean score for Organization is 1.5 which shows 

that students’ organization skill is in between “Progressing” and “Advanced”. As for “Language” and 

“Central  Message” dimensions, the same finding holds; the mean score is 1.5 as well. Students seemed 

to have less of a handle on “Delivery” and “Supporting Material”; the mean scores are 1.3 and 1.2 

respectively. The overall mean score for this final assignment is 6.8 out of 10 possible score, which 

shows that students’ oral communication skills in these randomly selected samples were above 

“Progressing” and edge towards “Advanced”. Since PHIL 312 is an upper division course designed for 2nd 

and 3rd year students, the mean score for the assignment seems to align with the level of the course. 

Students by and large in their final oral assessment demonstrated their oral communication skills that 

were in between Progressing and Advanced.  

 

 

 



Table I: The mean score for the final oral communication assignment (n=6) 

Assignments 
Assessed 

Oral Communication Rubric Dimensions  

Organization Language Delivery Supporting 
Material 

Central 
Message 

Total score 

Student 1 2 2 2 1 2 9 

Student 2 0 1 1 1 1 4 

Student 3 2 2 1 1 1 7 

Student 4 2 1 1 2 2 8 

Student 5 2 2 2 1 2 8 

Student 6 1 1 1 1 1 5 

Mean Score 1.5 1.5 1.3 1.2 1.5 6.8 

 

The written communication assessment found in Table 2 that from the following 5 randomly selected 

students’ final writing assignments, students by and large understood the mechanics of writings with 

one exception. And since this is a 400 level course, students were generally in their 3rd or 4th year of 

college; it then can be expected that students have thus far been exposed to various writing 

assignments prior to taking this WI courses and hence have some mastery over the mechanics of 

writing. What most students seemed to need to continuously work on was the specifics of philosophical 

writings, especially the mastery over the use of sources and evidence which has the lowest overall score, 

0.8. Philosophical texts are by and large difficult to comprehend, and without comprehending the text 

clearly, consequently students were less successful in using the sources to support their arguments. 

Another area for improvement is the “Context of and Purpose for Writing” whose mean score is 1. Once 

again, since the assigned readings were difficult to comprehend, students in this sample writings were 

generally unable to grasp the overall context of the writing assignment with one exception. Overall, 

students’ mean score for this final assignment is 5.2, which shows that students in this 400 level course 

were slightly above “Progressing”. Unfortunately, the outcome didn’t quite align with the supposed level 

of this WI course, which should be edging towards “Advanced”.  

Table 2.  The mean scores for the final writing assignment (n=5) 

Assignments 
Assessed 

Written Rubric Dimensions  

Purpose Content 
dev. 

Genre Source Mechanics    Total Score 

Student 1 1 1 1 0 2 5 

Student 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Student 3 2 2 2 2 1 9 

Student 4 1 1 1 1 2 6 

Student 5 1 1 1 1 2 6 

Mean Score 1 1.2 1.2 0.8 1.4 5.2 

 

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

learning strengths and weaknesses):  



The two courses assessed for Oral and Writing respectively showed that students seemed to meet the 

Oral communication requirement more readily than the Writing requirement. The weakest area to 

improve on for Oral is supporting material, which has to do with student’s proficiency with the 

philosophical texts, and that weakness is also shown in Writing as well. The reason for the lower scoring 

in Writing could be attributed to the difficulty of the philosophical texts that were required of students 

to read and interpret and the peculiar philosophical writing style. Since none of the upper division 

philosophy courses have any prerequisites, in principle students could take a 300 level OC or a 400 level 

WI course as their first philosophy course and that adds difficulty to not only teaching OC or WI, but also 

teaching the content as well. And when students did not have a clear understanding of the text, 

naturally students were unable to use the supporting material effectively in their oral or writing 

assignments.  

In addition, the discipline of Philosophy has its own peculiar writing style, which often times is 

interpretative and argumentative, instead of summative. This sort of philosophical writing requires 

students not only to write well mechanically or to summarize the text, but to present a coherent 

argument to defend their own original interpretation of the already difficult and dense text. 

Philosophical writing requires a second order thinking, which for some students who have no prior 

experience in philosophy is especially difficult to grasp. But since Philosophy is a small concentration 

with only one full-time teaching faculty, it cannot afford to put prerequisites on any of the upper 

division courses. 

One possible remedy to consider is to hire additional full-time faculty members in order to expand the 

range of courses in order to increase the number of majors in Philosophy. Once the Philosophy 

Concentration has a viable number of majors in Philosophy, then putting a prerequisite on upper 

division courses will be more do-able and will also serve both majors and non-majors better.  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

HAWAIIAN-PACIFIC STUDIES CONCENTRATION REPORT 

ON 

ASSESSMENT OF HPST LEARNING OUTCOME #3 

 

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

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

 

 

Ross Cordy (Professor), Leilani Basham (Associate Professor), Sa’ili Lilomaiava-Doktor 

(Associate Professor) 

 

January 30, 2014 

 

 

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? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  

History Program Assessment Report 

AY 2013-14 

 The History Assessment Plan scheduled the oral communication (CLO-2) and writing (CLO-

1) concentration outcomes for review during AY 2013-14.  All full-time History faculty delivering 

courses with Student Learning Outcomes (SLOs) aligned with CLO-1 or 2 in the History program 

were instructed to carry out assessments of student learning.  Further, faculty were instructed by 

the Assessment Committee to use the VALUE rubrics developed by the American Association of 

Colleges and Universities to evaluate student works.  The participating History faculty used the 

VALUE rubrics for written and oral communication in conducting the assessments described here.   

 Table 1 presents a summary of the History program’s assessment efforts during the Fall of 

2013.  All three of the tenure-line History faculty provided assessment reports as directed by the 

Assessment Committee.  The original course-level assessment reports compiled by the participating 

faculty are provided in Appendix A.  Two of the participating History faculty held the rank of 

Associate Professor while the remaining faculty member was an Assistant Professor.  Five courses 

were assessed in total and these included three upper division and two lower division sections. One 

of the five courses assessed for written communication was for the History concentration individual 

Senior capstone course. Four of the five courses were delivered in-person and one was an on-

line/hybrid (Hist 322).  

Table 1.  Summary of History program’s assessment efforts during AY 2013-14.   

Assessing 

Faculty 

Faculty 

Rank 

Course 

Alpha 

Sections 

Assessed 

Course 

Level 

Course 

Modality 

Dr. Chun Associate 

Professor 

Hist 

322 

1 Upper Online/Hybrid 

Dr. Chun Associate 

Professor 

Hist 

325 

1 Upper In-person 

Dr. 

Rosenfeld  

Associate 

Professor  

Hist 

231 

1 Lower In-person 

Dr. 

Rosenfeld 

Associate 

Professor  

Hist 

491 

1 Upper In-person 

Dr. Sasaki Assistant 

Professor 

Hist 

281 

1 Lower In-person 

 



Procedures 

 

 Each History faculty member chose a different method for assessment selection. While one 

faculty member chose to assess all students enrolled in their course, another member chose to 

randomly assess approximately 20% of the enrolled student body, and the third faculty member 

assessed only students with a declared Humanities major.  In total, the work of 37 students was 

evaluated in this assessment exercise (with two students enrolled in the individual 491 Senior 

capstone project).  

 

For the oral communication assessment, all participating faculty (2 members) applied the oral 

communication rubric to three different types of oral assignments and compared progress in 

student’s oral presentation skills.  For the written communication assessment, all participating 

faculty (2 members) applied the written communication rubric to a series of assignments. For the 

Hist 491 Senior project/capstone course, each student was required to complete three drafts of 

their research paper. These drafts were used in lieu of the series of assignments.  

 

After completing the assessments of oral and written communication on their respective courses, 

the participating History faculty convened during the Spring 2014 UHWO Professional 

Development Day to discuss their course-level findings. These discussions led to the identification 

of History program strengths and recommendations for program changes to address identified 

weaknesses in student learning.  

 

Findings 

 Written Communication.  The written communication VALUE rubric evaluates student 

writing on five dimensions that include: 1) context and purpose for writing, 2) content 

development, 3) genre and disciplinary conventions, 4) sources and evidence, and 5) control of 

syntax and mechanics.  The UHWO Assessment Committee modified the original VALUE rubric to 

score these dimensions on a 3-point scale (0-2) of beginning (0), progressing (1) and advanced (2) 

performance.  

Table 2 shows that in 2 of the 3 courses assessed (HIST 322, 325) for written 

communication, students showed writing improvement on the dimensions of purpose, content 

development, and use of sources.  Performance was stable on the dimensions of genre and writing 

mechanics, while context and purpose seemed to decline between the two paper assignments.   

 

 

 

 

 



Table 2.  The mean scores for each UHWO Written Communication rubric dimension measured on 

the first and second paper assignments (HIST 322, 325):  

Assignments 

Assessed 

Written Rubric Dimensions 

Context & 

purpose 

Content 

dev. 

Genre Source Mechanics 

Paper 1 2.89 2.33 2.44 2.44 2.56 

Paper 2 2.44 2.56 2.56 2.56 2.33 

Difference -0.44 0.22 0.11 0.11 -0.22 

  

 

Table 3 shows the assessment data for written communication in the History senior 

project/capstone course (Hist 491). Unfortunately, the sample size for this data pool--2 students--is 

too small to glean any meaningful indication of campus-wide performance. This will happen 

whenever we attempt to assess Senior Projects in the Humanities disciplines, for the reasons 

described above.  

The results of the assessment process indicate that the two students in question—who both 

graduated at the end of the semester—achieved proficiency in all crucial areas of writing. 

Specifically, both students received perfect scores (on a 0-1-2 scale) in the dimensions of (a) 

context and purpose, (b) content development, (c) genre and disciplinary conventions, and (d) 

sources and evidence. In the final rubric dimension of (e) control of syntax mechanics, one student 

received a “progressing” score with the other received an “advanced” (2) score. Students were 

required to complete three drafts  of their research essays and received detailed instructor 

feedback at every stage. The History faculty are pleased to see that this attention to individual 

student development is evident in the assessment findings.  

Table 3 Assessment of Senior Project/Capstone 491 

Student Context/Purpose Content Genre and 

Discipline 

Sources 

and 

Evidence 

Syntax and 

Mechanics 

Total 

Student 1 2 2 2 2 1 9 

Student 2 2 2 2 2 2 10 

Mean 2 2 2 2 1.5 9.5 

 



Oral Communication. The oral communication VALUE rubric evaluates student reasoning on 

five dimensions that include: 1) Organization  2) Language  3) Delivery  4) Supporting Material  5) 

Central Message.  The UHWO Assessment Committee modified the original VALUE rubric to score 

these dimensions on a 3-point scale (0-2) of beginning (0), progressing (1) and advanced (2) 

performance.  

 Table 4 shows that the mean scores for each oral communication dimension increased 

between .2 and .7 rating points between the first, second, and third assignments, with delivery 

showing the strongest starting point and therefore, least amount of improvement. Table 5 shows 

that the mean scores for each oral communication dimension increased between .2 and .4 rating 

points between the first, second, and third assignments.  One category, language, demonstrated a .2 

decrease.  

This overall increase in oral communication performance suggests that students are learning 

presentation and speaking skills within the history discipline.  As with written communication, 

performance most likely increased through a course because of instructional feedback from the 

first assignment which helps students improve on following assignments.  

 

Table 4: Mean score for each oral communication rubric dimension Hist 231:  

 Organization Language Delivery Supporting 

Material 

Central 

Message 

Mock Press 1 1.2 1.4 .9 1 

Student Led 1.2 1.5 1.5 1.2 1.7 

Oral 

Presentation 

1.4 1.4 1.4 1.6 1.4 

 

Table 5: Mean score for each oral communication rubric dimension Hist 281:  

 Organization Language Delivery Supporting 

Material 

Central 

Message 

Primary 

Source 

1 2 1.4 2 1.6 

Student Led 1 2 1.6 2 2 

Oral 

Presentation 

1.2 1.8 1.6 2 2 

 



Conclusions 

 Written Communication.  In light of the written communication assessment findings 

compiled for the History program it is clear that our students improve substantially in their writing 

skills as they progress through a given course and the program overall, with the most improvement 

demonstrated through the individual Senior Project/Capstone course.  

 Oral Communication.  Results from the assessment of oral communication in History found 

that the oral communication skills of our students consistently improve as they progress through a 

course, but show more modest improvement as they work through the program. Organization and 

the development of a central message were two dimensions that the students seemed to have the 

most difficulty with. However, because each oral communication assignment required the student 

to utilize different skills, it is difficult to assess overall improvement throughout the semester.  

Recommendations 

 After discussing these finding the History faculty have made the following recommendation 

to address the weaknesses found in our student’s learning: 

1.  Provide History students with more focused instruction on how to transition topics and 

conclude an oral presentation. 

 2.  Increase writing instruction, writing exercises, and writing feedback. 

3.  Increase instruction on critical thinking related to developing a position and using 

evidence to draw conclusions. 

 

 

 

 


