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INTRODUCTION 

 This document constitutes the internal report of the second program review conducted on the 

UHWO Social Sciences Division.  The UHWO program review process occurs in four parts that include the 

internal report, an external review, a review by the UHWO Educational Effectiveness Committee and a 

memorandum of understanding (MOU) with the Vice-chancellor of Academic Affairs (VCAA).  The first 

Social Sciences program review was concluded in the Spring of 2008 with an MOU drafted by Interim 

VCAA, Joanne Itano.  The present internal report covers the activities of the Social Sciences Division for 

the five-year period beginning in the Fall 2008 through the Spring of 2013. 

 The content of this internal report follows the guidelines articulated in the second edition of UH-

West Oahu’s Program Review Handbook.  While the program review handbook provided useful 

guidance, it also posed some procedural challenges.  After the external review, for example, the 

handbook stipulates that the internal and external reports be reviewed by the standing Educational 

Effectiveness Committee of the UHWO Faculty Senate.  This standing committee no longer exists and it 

remains unclear what Faculty Senate body should review the internal and external reports before 

moving on to the VCAA. 

 The content of the present internal report is organized into eight sections that include: 1) a 

description of the methods used in conducting this review; 2) a review of divisional history and 

structure, 3) a review of divisional compliance with the previous MOU, 4) a review of the divisions 

faculty, 5) a description of our students, 6) a review of the academic curricula of each program in the 

division, 7) a review of instruction and assessments of learning, and 8) conclusions that resulted from 

conducting this internal review. 

PROGRAM REVIEW METHODS 

 The data for informing this program review came from the AY 2012-13 UHWO General Catalog, 

the UHWO Office of Assessment and Institutional Research, a collection of Curriculum Vitae provided by 

the faculty of the Social Sciences Division, a Social Sciences Assessment Self-study conducted during AY 

2012-13, and a Social Sciences Faculty Survey prepared explicitly for this report.  Data on the certificate 

and concentration curricula within the Social Sciences Division came from the AY 2012-13 UHWO 

General Catalog.  The Office of Assessment and Institutional Research provided raw data on course 

rotations, faculty grading, student semester hours, course and program enrollments, adjunct faculty 

staffing, online and in-person course sections delivered, and student characteristics.  Course related 

data in this report (Tables 2, 5, 17, 18 and 19) included cross-listed courses that were not delivered by 

faculty of a given Social Sciences concentration but are counted by the campus registrar as equivalent to 

the cross-listed sections delivered by Social Sciences faculty.  Data on faculty backgrounds and research 

came from the collected Curriculum Vitae.  Data on the assessment activities of the division were based 

on a recently conducted Social Sciences assessment self-study. 

 The Social Sciences Faculty Survey (SSFS) consisted of 59 rating-scale items and open-ended 

questions (Appendix A).  These items were presented in five sections that included Assessments of 

Learning, Social Science Academic Programs, Distributed Learning, Instruction, and Scholarship and 

Service.  All of the rating-scale items had the faculty rate their satisfaction with some divisional topic or 
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issue on a 5-point scale and these items were typically followed up with an open ended question on the 

same topic or issue.  The survey was administered during the Spring of 2013 and the faculty were 

provided a deadline for completion of the instrument.  After the first deadline, the division’s faculty 

were given a second deadline in an effort to increase participation.  Of the 15 full-time faculty employed 

by the Social Sciences Division, nine individuals responded to the survey. 

 After compiling the data from the sources identified above, an Internal Report narrative was 

drafted and vetted with the Social Sciences faculty.  After making revisions, the document was again 

vetted with the divisional faculty, and the present document was the result. 

DIVISIONAL HISTORY 

 The UHWO Social Sciences Division was formally constituted one year after the founding of the 

campus as West Oahu College in 1976.  In the early years of the campus, enrollments were small, faculty 

resources were minimal and instruction was conducted in rented commercial spaces.  West Oahu 

College was an upper-division post-secondary institution offering three Bachelor of Arts (BA) degrees in 

Humanities, Professional Studies and Social Sciences.  Each degree was housed in an academic division 

of the same name, with different disciplinary specializations (later called concentrations) offered under 

each respective degree.  Students earning the BA in Social Sciences could earn “specializations” in 

Anthropology, Economics, Political Science, Psychology or Sociology.   

 This specialization structure was explicitly designed to permit the offering of disciplinary 

credentials without sufficient enrollments to support autonomous BA degrees.  Specializations 

accomplish this by sharing core credit and requiring students to take courses from other concentrations.  

The Social Sciences specializations required less disciplinary course work than traditional majors (18 

credits), and made up for the reduced course work by requiring 9 credits from another Social Sciences 

discipline (complementary credit requirement).  In addition to permitting the delivery of more 

disciplinary credentials with fewer students, this structure also provides students with significant 

interdisciplinary exposure.  Further, the early Social Sciences specializations all shared a divisional core 

that required students to complete the same methods and statistics courses.  This academic structure 

has remained largely unchanged within the Social Sciences Division to the present. 

 In 1989, West Oahu College changed its name to the University of Hawai‘i – West O‘ahu and was 

housed in an array of portable buildings at the west end of Leeward Community College.  In 2000 the 

campus was moved to a larger array of portable buildings located on the east end of the Leeward 

Community College campus and adopted the convention of referring to academic specializations as 

concentrations.  The five original Social Sciences specializations/concentrations remained unchanged 

until the Fall of 2001, with the addition of the Distance Education (DE) based Bachelors of Applied Social 

Sciences (BASS) program and a Certificate in Substance Abuse and Addiction Studies (SAAS).  The BASS 

program pooled DE courses (primarily online) from the different divisional concentrations to offer a BA 

degree to neighbor island students residing on Kaua‘i, Lana‘i, Maui, Moloka‘i and Hawai‘i.  The SAAS 

program was developed to fulfill the academic requirements of students seeking to become state 

certified substance abuse counselors. 
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 In the Fall of 2003, the Social Sciences Division saw the addition of another certificate in 

Environmental Studies.  This certificate program originally provided students with an interdisciplinary 

curriculum that primarily addressed the social impacts of environmental policy and also provided a 

programmatic role for what then was the only natural scientist on campus.  In 2006, the first new Social 

Sciences concentration since the founding of the division was added with a new program in Early 

Childhood Education (ECE).  This distance education (DE) concentration was established to provide BA 

level education in ECE that was lacking within the UH-System of campuses, and to establish a precedent 

for UHWO in teacher education.  The housing of ECE (and Elementary Education) in the Social Sciences 

Division was planned as a temporary arrangement until the campus established a Division of Education.   

A third Certificate in Applied Forensic Anthropology (AFAN) began enrolling students in the Fall of 2006.  

This program was developed as a workforce initiative to provide applied training in the career options 

associated with Forensic Anthropology. 

 In the Fall of 2007, UHWO transitioned from an upper-division to a 4-year baccalaureate 

institution.  In turn, the Social Sciences Division added lower-division requirements and the 

concentrations of the division modified their curricula to accommodate our first freshmen and 

sophomore classes.  The process of developing lower-division concentration curricula has been 

incremental and constrained by pragmatic concerns such as low lower-division enrollments.  The 

development of comprehensive lower-division curricula by the Social Sciences concentrations is 

currently uneven and remains an ongoing process. 

 The divisional core was changed in the Fall of 2008 with the introduction of disciplinary methods 

requirements, in place of the long standing Methods and Techniques in Social Science Research (SSCI 

301) course.  Each concentration stipulated its own methods requirements to suit disciplinary needs.  

Anthropology and Political Science required a Fieldwork and Qualitative Methods course (SSCI 317).  

Economics required either Statistical Analysis II (SSCI 410) or the original SSCI 301 offering for its 

methods requirement.  Early Childhood Education and Sociology required the original SSCI 301 or 317 

courses; while Psychology developed its own Survey of Research Methods (PSY 212) course.  Further, 

the original upper-division Statistical Analysis I course was moved to a lower-division offering (SSCI 210), 

and a new Philosophy of the Social Sciences (SSCI 300) course was made a divisional core requirement.  

 In the Fall of 2009, Economics became Economics and Finance to make this concentration more 

marketable to a wider range of student interests.  This name change signified the development of two 

tracks in Economics and Finance, respectively.  At the time of this curricular change, the Economics and 

Finance concentration was staffed with 2 permanent faculty.  Both of these original faculty have since 

left the division, and the faculty staffing for the Economics and Finance concentration is now back down 

to one individual.  At this point it remains unclear how this staffing situation will impact the programs 

capacity for delivering these two tracks. 

 In the Fall of 2012, UHWO moved to its permanent campus in Kapolei.  This change has afforded 

enrollment growth and facilities improvements that were unprecedented in the history of the campus.  

While overall campus enrollments have shown dramatic growth, this growth has not been even across 

the different Social Sciences concentrations.  Some concentrations, for example, have enrollments that 

are more than large enough to justify the additional faculty lines and course sections necessary for 
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delivering independent disciplinary BA degrees, while others have shown little growth since before 

moving to the new campus.   This circumstance poses a new challenge for how to change the academic 

structure of a division that has been effective in delivering disciplinary programs by pooling academic 

resources to accommodate low enrollments since 1977. 

DIVISIONAL MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING COMPLIANCE 

 In the Spring 2008 program review Memorandum of Understanding (MOU, see Appendix B), the 

faculty of each Social Sciences concentration agreed to: 1) require the divisional statistics requirement 

(SSCI 210) as a pre-requisite to each concentration’s methods requirement, 2) continue to analyze and 

discuss the division’s grade distributions every two years to monitor grade inflation, 3) have the 

Psychology concentration add a History and Systems of Psychology (PSY 402) course requirement, 4) 

have each concentration with the exception of Sociology require at least two disciplinary course 

requirements, and 5) offer the BA in Social Sciences to the neighbor island populations served by the 

BASS program, while taking parallel measures to phase out the BASS curriculum.  The compliance of the 

Social Sciences Division with this agreement will be reviewed in the following paragraphs of this section. 

 With respect to requiring the divisional Statistical Analysis I course as a pre-requisite for each 

concentration’s methods requirement, compliance has been weak at best.  To date, the Psychology 

concentration has partially complied by making the SSCI 210 course a co-requisite for its PSY 212 

methods requirement.  The SSCI 210 course is technically a pre-requisite for the Economics and Finance  

SSCI 410 methods requirement, but Economics and Finance also allows students to take SSCI 301 and 

the 410 course has not been offered for the past 5 years.  Neither the SSCI 301 nor 317 methods courses 

have any defined pre-requisites to date. 

 On the issue of analyzing and discussing grade distributions every 2 years, the Social Sciences 

Division has again been found lacking.  Grade distributions in the division have not been analyzed or 

discussed for the past 5 years.  The Social Sciences concentrations have, however, been quite active in 

conducting assessments of student learning every year for the past five years (see page 27, Assessments 

of Learning section).  Given that learning assessments are required by the Western Association of 

Schools and Colleges (WASC) in part because of nation-wide concerns about grade inflation, our 

assessment efforts may be viewed as ameliorating our lack of diligence with respect to monitoring grade 

inflation.  A review of our assessment efforts (page 27) and a summary of the grades awarded by the 

division during the present review period (page 36) are included in this report 

 The Social Sciences Division has demonstrated good compliance on establishing disciplinary 

course requirements.  The Psychology faculty made PSY 402 a curricular requirement in the Fall of 2009; 

required PSY 100, implemented a 2-course 200-level restricted elective requirement, developed and 

required its own methods course (PSY 212), and implemented a 4-course upper-division restricted 

elective requirement.  For its part ECE simply has six required upper-division courses (ECED 320, 340, 

401,402, 420 and 440).  Economics and Finance meets the required courses agreement with two 

requirements (ECON 300, and 301 or 302) common to its two tracks.  The Economics and Finance tracks 

also have distinctive 4-course restricted elective upper-division requirements.  Political Science has 2 

required disciplinary courses (POLS 302 and 330) and a 4-course restricted elective upper-division 
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requirement.  Anthropology has one required disciplinary course (ANTH 490) and a 6-course upper-

division restricted elective requirement.  Faculty in the Sociology concentration explicitly rejected the 

agreement to have two required courses from the start, and were excluded from this provision of the 

MOU (Appendix B).  Sociology like Anthropology has one required disciplinary course (SOC 470), but 

with students required to simply complete five additional courses form the list of Sociology offerings in 

the UHWO Catalog.   

 The disposition of the BASS program has been an unresolved point of contention within the 

Social Sciences Division.  The original plan (UHWO Academic Development Plan 2008-2015) was to have 

the faculty of each concentration develop sufficient DE course offerings to deliver their concentrations 

to the neighbor islands under the BA in Social Sciences.  In support of this plan, the administration had 

agreed that additional Social Sciences faculty lines would be hired to staff the additional online sections 

that would need to be developed and delivered.  These agreed upon faculty lines were never hired as 

planned, and consequently the plan was never fully implemented.  Nonetheless, Political Science began 

offering their concentration to the neighbor islands in the Fall of 2009 by developing sufficient DE course 

offerings.  With the exception of Psychology, the other Social Science concentrations have argued that 

they lack the faculty staffing to offer their concentrations online.   

 During AY 2010-11, the Psychology concentration proposed to offer its concentration to the 

neighbor islands in a DE format and was met with resistance by some faculty in the Division.  As the 

Psychology faculty continued to press for divisional support to offer their concentration online, new 

concerns were raised by the administration about the Psychology faculty lacking the capacity to meet 

student demand if the program was offered online.  To date, the Psychology faculty have not received 

any additional faculty lines or been permitted to officially offer their program to the neighbor islands 

and have largely abandoned efforts to do so.  Currently, the BASS program is planned to continue 

indefinitely as a DE program serving the neighbor islands. 

 The campus-wide Assessment Committee chair proposed that if the BASS program was to 

continue indefinitely, it should also be subject to learning assessments like the Social Sciences 

concentrations.  In response, learning outcomes were developed for BASS and published in the AY 2012-

13 UHWO General Catalog.  Some online sections that serve BASS have been subject to assessment, but 

no one in the division has accepted responsibility for compiling these assessments to evaluate the 

program.  To date, there have been no annual assessment reports submitted for the BASS program.  

 While divisional compliance with the 2008 MOU has been spotty, it is important to note that the 

administrative oversight provided by the campus VCAA for such agreements has been compromised by 

an almost continuous state of executive turnover.  An interim VCAA drafted the MOU, followed by a 

permanent VCAA who resigned after about 18 months.  Since our most recent permanent executive 

resigned, two additional interim VCAAs have been in charge.  These frequent changes in administrative 

leadership make it difficult to track and maintain compliance with agreements over spans of years. 
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SOCIAL SCIENCES FACULTY 

Faculty Staffing   

 Social Sciences is currently staffed by 15 full-time faculty and about 6 (3.4-10.4) FTE adjunct 

faculty each year (Tables 1 and 2).  The full-time Social Sciences faculty include 12 tenure-track positions 

and 3 full-time non-tenure line faculty.  All the tenure line and 2 of the non-tenure line faculty hold 

terminal degrees in their respective fields, with these credentials earned between 1984 and 2011.  The 

full-time faculty include 5 women and 10 men who ethnically/racially (ethnicity was requested) self  

Table 1. The academic credentials, academic concentration, UHWO rank, years of service at UHWO, 

gender and self-reported ethnicity/race of each full-time faculty member in the Social Sciences Division 

as of AY 2012-13. 

 

Name Degree UHWO Rank Years of  
Service 

Gender Ethnicity/
Race 

Anthropology 

Suzanne 
Falgout 

Ph.D., 1984, U of 
Oregon  

Professor 22 Female Cajun 

James Turner Ph.D., 1983, 
Michigan State U  

Associate Professor 
(non-tenure track) 

9 Male Caucasian 

Early Childhood Education 

Susan Adler Ph.D., 1995,  U of 
Wisconsin-Madison 

Professor 7 Female Japanese 
American 

Jeanne Marie 
Iorio 

Ed.D, 2007, 
Teachers College 
Columbia U 

Associate Professor 6 Female Caucasian 

Economics and Finance 

Richard Dadzie PhD, 2011, U of 
Missouri 

Assistant Professor 2 Male Black 

Political Science 

Louis Herman Ph.D., 1988, U of 
Hawai‘i  

Professor 23 Male Caucasian 

Monique 
Mironesco 

Ph.D., 2003, U of 
Hawai‘i  

Associate Professor 
(non-tenure track) 

9 Female Caucasian 

Psychology 

Richard 
Castillo 

Ph.D., 1991, 
Harvard U  

Professor 23 Male Native 
American/
Hispanic 

Richard 
Langford 

Ph.D., 1987, U of 
Oregon 

Professor 5 Male Caucasian 

Garyn Tsuru Ph.D., 2010, U of 
Michigan 

Assistant 
Professor 

3 Male Japanese 

Kanoa 
Meriwether 

M.A., 1998, U of 
Nabraska  

Instructor 9 Male Caucasian 

Mark Hanson Ph.D., 1995, UC 
Davis  

Professor 17 Male Caucasian 
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Sociology 

Joyce Chinen Ph.D., 1989, U of 
Hawai‘i  

Professor 24 Female Japanese 

Michael 
Delucchi 

Ph.D., 1992, UC 
Santa Barbra  

Professor 18 Male Caucasian 

Orlando 
Garcia-
Santiago 

Ph.D., 2009, U of 
Hawai‘i   

Assistant Professor 2 Male Latino 

 

Table 2.  The number of course sections delivered (courses delivered) by adjunct faculty and the FTE 

faculty (FTE adjunct faculty) counts associated with these hires for each Social Sciences concentration, in 

service to delivering the divisional core curriculum (Social Science Core), and for the division over all 

(Divisional Totals) between AY 2008-09 and AY 2012-13. 

      

identified as Black (1), Cajun (1), Caucasian (8), Japanese or Japanese American (3), Native 

American/Hispanic (1) and Latino (1).  These full-time faculty have served the division for between 2 and 

24 years (mean = 11.9 years) and their ranks include 1 instructor, 3 assistant professors, 3 associate 

Adjunct courses/FTE AY 2008-09 AY 2009-10 AY 2010-11 AY 2011-12 AY 2012-13 Mean 

Anthropology 

Courses delivered 5 3 4 4 12 5.6 

FTE adjunct faculty 1.7 1 1.3 1.3 4 1.9 

Early Childhood Education 

Courses delivered 0 0 0 0 0 0 

FTE adjunct faculty 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Economics and Finance 

Courses delivered 0 0 5 2 2 1.8 

FTE adjunct faculty 0 0 1.7 .7 .7 .6 

Political Science 

Courses delivered 2 2 1 4 6 3 

FTE adjunct faculty .7 .7 .3 1.3 2 1 

Psychology 

Courses delivered 7 2 1 1 2 2.6 

FTE adjunct faculty 2.3 .7 .3 .3 .7 .9 

Sociology 

Courses delivered 0 2 7 3 6 3.6 

FTE adjunct faculty 0 .7 2.3 1 2 1.2 

Social Science Core 

Courses delivered 2 1 2 1 3 1.8 

FTE adjunct faculty .7 .3 .7 .3 1 .6 

Divisional Totals 

Courses delivered 16 10 20 15 31 18.2 

FTE adjunct faculty 5.4 3.4 6.6 4.9 10.4 6.14 
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professors and 8 full professors.  The low numbers of new tenure-line Social Sciences faculty (assistant 

professors) reflects the infrequency with which new faculty are hired within the division.  All of the 

Social Sciences faculty hires over the past 5 years have been in service to replacing vacated positions. 

 Prior to the Fall of 2004, the Anthropology, Economics (Economics and Finance after Fall 2009) 

and Political Science concentrations were delivered with a single permanent faculty each.  A 2003 WASC 

capacity review raised concerns about the degree to which these single-faculty concentrations could 

represent the academic breadth of their disciplines and suffered from intellectual isolation (Final 

Capacity Review Report of the WASC Preparatory Review Team to the UH-West O’ahu, June 2003).  In 

AY 2004-05, Anthropology and Political Science each hired a single full-time non-tenure track instructor 

to address this situation.  Economics hired an additional tenure track faculty member in the Fall of 2008.  

Psychology also hired a permanent instructor in 2004, but this hire was to keep pace with growing 

enrollments in the concentration, as Psychology was already staffed with 4 full-time faculty.   

 The 3 non-tenure line full-time faculty in Anthropology, Political Science and Psychology have 

been working since 2004, which is beyond the 7-years of continuous full-time employment necessary for 

justifying the conversion of these positions to tenure lines as specified in the faculty contract (Faculty 

Contract, Article XIII, Section B, “Conversion of Temporary Appointments to Probationary Status”).  Two 

Social Sciences concentrations (Anthropology and Political Science) have requested that the 

administration convert their full-time non-tenure positions to tenure lines, but to date this has not been 

accomplished.  Further, Economics and Finance recently went from a complement of 2 tenure-line 

faculty to a single faculty member, as one of the Economics and Finance faculty members moved to the 

Business Administration Division.  Appeals to the administration for replacing this Economics and 

Finance faculty member have not received any action.   

 In AY 2012-13 (the last year of the current review), adjunct faculty hires by the division nearly 

doubled over the previous 4 years (Table 2).  If this trend continues, it may signal a growing dependence 

on adjunct hires to serve growing enrollments, and in turn would justify the hiring of additional 

permanent Social Sciences faculty.  The spike in Anthropology courses delivered by adjuncts in AY 2012-

13 is related to one of the full-time Anthropology faculty taking medical and sabbatical leaves and 

increased demand for general education Foundations courses offered by the discipline.  An inspection of 

enrollments in the concentrations during the present review period shows that growth in the division 

has not been even (see Table 5, page 14).   

 In addition to concentration enrollment, service to the General Education program can also 

impact the faculty staffing needs of a concentration.  Anthropology, for example, delivers one of only 

two course series (ANTH 151-152 and HIST 151-152) that satisfies the Global and Multicultural 

Perspectives general education Foundations requirement.  In light of the issues reviewed, prioritizing the 

hire of additional Social Sciences faculty should consider the intellectual isolation, enrollment growth, 

and service demands of the different concentrations within the division. 

Research and Service  

 Full-time faculty of the Social Sciences Division holding the rank of Assistant Professor or higher 

have a 3 course/semester instructional load and receive a 1-course release for research and service 

activities.  Full-time instructors have a 4 course/semester instructional load and no research 
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expectation, but are expected to participate in faculty service (i.e., committee work, faculty senate).  

Adjunct faculty hires are only expected to teach the courses for which they were specifically hired to 

deliver.  The tenure and non-tenure line full-time faculty have performed considerable service during 

the past 5-years.  Table 3 shows that the division has been very active in service related to advising 

students, serving on and chairing committees, writing institutional reports, and engaging the broader 

community. 

Table 3.  The number of service activities performed by the faculty of the Social Sciences Division 

between AY 2008-09 and AY 2012-13. 

Categories of Service Total 

Students advised 500 

Standing committees served  32 

Standing committees chaired 4 

Ad hoc committees served 6 

Ad hoc committees chaired 0 

Administrative committees served 21 

Administrative committees chaired 4 

System committees served 5 

System committees chaired 0 

Institutional reports written 21 

Presentations to community groups 34 

Interviews given for the media 12 

Community organizations joined 10 

 

Table 4.  Scholarly productivity of the Full-time Social Sciences faculty between AY 2008-09 and AY 2012-

13. 

Categories of Scholarly Activity Total 

Books authored or co-authored 2 

Chapters or works in books written 5 

Books, anthologies or journals edited 59 

Works published in refereed journals 15 

Works in other publications 0 

Other editorial tasks performed 80 

Papers presented at conferences 23 

Conferences or workshops attended 33 

Grants or fellowships received 7 

Readings or performances given 2 

Professional organizations joined 17 

Reviews written 7 

Electronic publications 0 

 

 The divisional faculty have also been very active in research endeavors.  Table 4 shows that the 

full-time Social Sciences faculty have produced 2 books, 5 chapters, 15 peer reviewed journal articles, 23 

conference presentations, and 7 successful grants or fellowships.  The faculty of the Social Sciences 
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Division have been active in serving their respective disciplines by editing 59 books, anthologies or 

journals; performing 80 other editorial tasks (i.e., reviewing IRB proposals), authoring 7 reviews, 

attending 33 conferences/workshops, and joining 17 professional organizations.  Since 2010, several of 

the division’s faculty have collaborated in working on the Honouliuli Internment and Prisoner of War 

Camp Project.  This has been a multidisciplinary effort involving eight faculty members from seven 

academic disciplines, with most from the Social Sciences Division (Anthropology, Education, Economics, 

English, History, Psychology, and Sociology).   It is also noteworthy that the non-tenure line full-time 

faculty of the division have also been active in scholarship.  For example, the instructors hired in 2004 

for Anthropology and Political Science have conducted sufficient research to be promoted to the rank of 

Associate Professor.   

 While the Social Sciences faculty have been very active in service and productive in research, the 

SSFS revealed that a lack of administrative support, information resources, and financial and personnel 

resources has inhibited scholarly productivity.  When asked to identify the “greatest challenges you face 

in conducting your scholarship” (item 56), the division’s faculty identified the lack of needed data bases 

in the library, funding for travel, time to review data, course releases for research, resources for 

research, administrative support for research, and research assistants.  Consistent with the greatest 

challenges to scholarship identified above, satisfaction with the information resources at the UHWO 

Library received a moderate mean satisfaction rating of 3 (n=9, item 52).  When asked how the library 

information resources could be improved (item 53), all of the responses (n=6) mentioned the need for 

more scholarly resources and data bases.  Satisfaction with administrative support for scholarship was 

rated very low, with a mean score of 1.9 (n=9, item 54).  When asked how the administration could 

better support scholarship (item 55) all 5 responses mention more resources in one form or another 

(i.e., for travel, grants, equipment and/or assistants).   

 The expressed need for “time to review data,” research assistants and release time for research 

may be related to the high level of service performed by UHWO faculty in general, and documented 

above for the Social Sciences faculty in particular.  During the past 5-years and more, the development 

of UHWO, combined with minimal faculty and administrative staffing has created a large and distracting 

service obligation.  Our faculty are regularly expected to serve on standing, personnel, assessment, 

search, WASC focused, and planning committees; and there are not very many of us.  The idea that we 

need more Social Sciences faculty was a recurring theme on the SSFS with participants indicating the 

need for more faculty in the responses provided to items 12, 13, 21, 23, 25, 27, 28, and 29 (Appendix A).   

SOCIAL SCIENCES STUDENTS 

Program Enrollments  

 As of Fall 2012, enrollment in the Social Sciences concentrations and the BASS program ranged 

between a low of 9 to a high of 259 students (Table 5).  The three Social Sciences certificate programs 

enrolled between 8 students in Interdisciplinary Environmental Studies (IES) to 38 students in Substance 

Abuse and Addiction Studies (SAAS), with Applied Forensic Anthropology (AFAN) attracting 23 students.  

As noted above, enrollments campus-wide have been increasing dramatically, but enrollment growth 

has not been even within different programs.  Anthropology, Economics and Finance, Sociology and 

AFAN have seen little sustained growth since the Fall of 2008.  Early Childhood Education and the BASS  
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Table 5.  The numbers of students enrolled, student semester hours completed (SSH), and full-time 

equivalent (FTE) students in each Social Sciences concentration, BASS and certificate programs by 

semester between AY 2008-09 and Fall 2012 (data were not available for Spring 2013).  

Enrollment Data F-08 S-09 F-09 S-10 F-10 S-11 F-11 S-12 F-12 

Anthropology 

Enrollment 25 20 15 15 18 19 28 30 29 

SSH completed 186 157 139 106 139 166 213 224 246 

FTE students 12.4 10.5 9.3 7.1 9.3 11.1 14.2 14.9 16.4 

Early Childhood Education 

Enrollment 70 67 83 71 84 66 68 67 56 

SSH completed 408 423 512 424 514 370 344 312 338 

FTE students 27.2 28.2 34.1 28.3 34.3 24.7 22.9 20.8 22.5 

Economics and Finance 

Enrollment 7 4 4 11 17 13 13 12 9 

SSH completed 52 30 39 105 177 135 96 84 79 

FTE students 3.5 2.0 2.6 7.0 11.8 9.0 6.4 5.6 5.3 

Political Science 

Enrollment 19 18 26 30 32 27 26 32 38 

SSH completed 136 156 202 198 204 172 197 216 338 

FTE students 9.1 10.4 13.5 13.2 13.6 11.5 13.1 14.4 22.5 

Psychology 

Enrollment 151 151 151 163 176 179 208 205 259 

SSH completed 1275 1236 1315 1374 1420 1479 1653 1718 2269 

FTE students 85.0 82.4 87.7 91.6 94.7 98.6 110.2 114.5 151.3 

Sociology 

Enrollment 47 41 41 35 43 42 53 45 53 

SSH completed 411 367 373 261 348 300 410 378 479 

FTE students 27.4 25.5 24.9 17.4 23.2 20.0 27.3 25.2 31.9 

Bachelors of Applied Social Sciences 

Enrollment 60 52 58 49 51 43 43 40 47 

SSH completed 390 366 430 372 330 249 256 297 332 

FTE students 26.0 24.4 28.7 24.8 22.0 16.6 17.1 19.8 22.1 

Substance Abuse and Addictions Studies Certificate 

Enrollment 23 30 24 26 31 31 33 35 38 

SSH completed 198 223 152 183 186 221 305 327 271 

FTE students 13.2 14.9 10.1 12.2 12.4 14.7 20.3 21.8 18.1 

Certificate in Applied Forensic Anthropology 

Enrollment 21 16 16 14 18 13 20 22 23 

SSH completed 170 151 152 84 138 96 146 189 205 

FTE students 11.3 10.1 10.1 5.6 9.2 6.4 9.7 12.6 13.7 

Interdisciplinary Environmental Studies Certificate 

Enrollment 1 2 2 1 0 0 1 3 8 

SSH completed 3 3 9 3 0 0 3 22 83 

FTE students 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.2 0 0 0.2 1.5 5.5 
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program appear to be trending down in enrollments.  Political Science, Psychology and SAAS have 

shown growth in recent years. 

 Program enrollments are not the only measure of the students served by a discipline.  Student 

semester hours (SSH) reflect all the credit hours delivered to students by the disciplinary courses offered 

during a semester.  For example, if discipline X offers a 3-credit course with 10 students enrolled, 30 SSH 

are delivered; but if discipline Y offers a course with 30 students enrolled, 90 SSH are delivered.  These 

examples illustrate how one course can serve many more students than another course.  Table 5 

presents the SSH delivered by each Social Sciences concentration from Fall 2008.  It is customary to 

divide the SSH delivered in a concentration by 15 (a full-time student credit load) to derive the number 

of Full-time Equivalent students served by a program.  The number of FTE students in proportion to  

program enrollments provides a gage for evaluating how many students are served by a program’s 

courses over those enrolled in the program (i.e., through general education service, service to other 

disciplines through cross-listing courses, service to BASS students, service to complementary credit 

students etc.). 

Student Characteristics   

 Students enrolled in the Social Sciences Division over the past 5 years have been ethnically 

diverse with relatively high percentages of individuals self reporting as Hawaiian (25.3-43.0%), Caucasian 

(17.2-32.2%), mixed race ( 8.6-15.3%), and various Asian (mixed Asian, Korean, Japanese, Filipino, other 

Asian) ethnicities (Table 6).  Reflecting national trends in higher education, the gender distribution of 

Social Sciences students has been skewed towards women who represented between 74.5 and 88.2% of 

our student body over the past 5-years (Table 7).  UHWO students have historically been older non-

traditional students owing to our upper-division past.  This trend has continued with the addition of 

lower-division curricula, with the mean ages of our students ranging between 32.5 and 29.1 years during 

the review period (Table 8).  It is noteworthy that the mean student age has steadily dropped each year 

since the Fall of 2008, and this is likely a result of our growing lower-division student population.  In 

turn, the BASS program which is still an upper-division curriculum that relies on transfer students shows 

the highest mean student ages (35.9-38.6 years) of any program in the division. 

 Several items on the SSFS addressed faculty satisfaction with the students enrolled in the 

division.  The faculty reported high satisfaction with the students enrolled in their concentration over-all 

with a mean rating of 4.1 (n=9, item 39).  The college readiness of the freshman class, however, was 

rated moderately low with a mean satisfaction rating of 2.8 (n=8, item 40).  To the open ended follow-

up question about what could be done “to improve the readiness of our freshmen” (item 41), three of 

the four responses indicated a need to increase admission standards.  The satisfaction with our 

traditional transfer student population was higher with a mean rating of 3.7 (n=9, item 42).  The 

responses to the open ended follow-up question about how to improve our transfer students (n=5, item 

43) again saw two comments about admissions standards, one response about needing better support 

for reading and writing, and one response blaming “public schools” for a lack of preparation in math and 

writing.  In light of these comments, the administration might consider a campus-wide discussion about 

the UHWO admissions policy. 
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Table 6.  The number and percentage of different student ethnicities enrolled in the Social Sciences 

Division between AY 2008-09 and Fall 2012.  Note that the ethnic categories were revised in AY 2011-12 

and this change affected the distribution of ethnicities reported before and after the change. 

Academic year AY 2008-09 AY 2009-10 AY 2010-11 AY 2011-12 AY 2012-13 

African American 5 (5.4%) 2 (2.4%) -- -- 4 (2.9%) 

Caucasian 30 (32.2%) 20 (24.1%) 16 (17.2%) 24 (21.1%) 31 (22.6%) 

Chamorro -- 1 (1.2%) 1 (1.1%) -- -- 

Chinese -- 3 (3.6%) 6 (6.5%) 3 (2.6%) 4 (2.9%) 

Filipino 4 (4.3%) 7 (8.4%) 4 (4.3%) 4 (3.5%) 4 (2.9%) 

Hawaiian 26 (27.9%) 21 (25.3%) 40 (43%) 41 (35.9%) 45 (32.8%) 

Hispanic -- -- -- 2 (1.7%) 3 (2.2%) 

Japanese 10 (10.8%) 6 (7.2%) 8 (8.6%) 13 (11.4%) 5 (3.6%) 

Korean -- -- -- 2 (1.7%) 2 (1.5%) 

Mixed Asian 4 (4.3%) 6 (6.7%) 3 (3.2%) 3 (2.6%) 7 (5.1%) 

Mixed Pacific Islander 2 (2.2%) 3 (3.6%) -- -- -- 

Mixed Race 8 (8.6%) 9 (10.8%) 13 (13.9%) 15 (13.1%) 21 (15.3%) 

Native American 2 (2.2%) 1 (1.2%) 1 (1.1%) 2 (1.7%) 2 (1.5%) 

Other Asian -- -- -- 2 (1.7%) 4 (2.9%) 

Samoan -- -- -- 2 (1.7%) 2 (1.5%) 

Tongan -- -- -- -- 1 (0.1%) 

Vietnamese -- 2 (2.4%) -- -- -- 

Not reported 2 (2.2%) 2 (2.4%) 1 (1.1%) 1 (0.9%) 2 (1.5%) 

 

Table 7.  The number and percentage of male and female students enrolled in the Social Sciences 

Division between AY 2008-09 and Fall 2012. 

Academic year Males Females 

AY 2008-2009 11 (11.8%) 82 (88.2%) 

AY 2009-2010 11 (13.3%) 72 (86.7%) 

AY 2010-2011 15 (16.1%) 78 (83.9%) 

AY 2011-2012 17 (14.9%) 97 (85.1%) 

AY 2012-2013 35 (25.5%) 102 (74.5%) 

 

 

Table 8.  The mean ages and age range of the students enrolled in the Social Sciences Division and BASS 

program between AY 2008-09 and Fall 2012. 

Program AY 2008-09 AY 2009-10 AY 2010-11 AY 2011-12 AY 2012-13 

Social Sciences Division 

Mean Age 32.5 32.1 31.5 30.6 29.1 

Age Range 17-77 17-79 17-80 17-81 17-81 

Bachelors of Applied social Sciences 

Mean Age 38.8 38.6 38.4 37.1 35.9 

Age Range 20-77 21-79 20-80 21-81 20-80 
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SOCIAL SCIENCES PROGRAMS 

Curricular Requirements   

 Tables 9 through 13 summarize the curricular requirements for each of the long-standing Social 

Sciences concentrations (Anthropology, Economics and Finance, Political Science, Psychology, 

Sociology).  These concentrations require six credits of upper-division core course work (Philosophy of 

the Social Sciences and Statistical Analysis I), a three credit methods requirement that varies by 

concentration, nine credits in an outside Social Science (complementary Social Sciences requirement), 

24-27 credits of course work in the student’s declared Social Sciences concentration of study, and a 

senior capstone course (Senior Project or Practicum).   

 Early Childhood Education (ECE) has different degree requirements than the other 

concentrations.  For example, in addition to the Social Sciences core, the methods requirement, the 

complementary requirement, and 18 credits in upper-division course work; ECE requires 32 credits of 

pre-requisite lower-division Education course work and a one semester six credit senior practicum 

capstone.  Further, the upper-division courses in ECE have lower-division ECE pre-requisites which 

typically prevent students in other Social Sciences concentrations from using ECE as a complementary 

area without an instructor over-ride (see Table 14). 

The Social Sciences faculty also deliver the online upper-division BASS program to students 

residing on Kaua‘i, Lana‘i, Maui, Moloka‘i and Hawai‘i.  The BASS program has different academic 

requirements than the BA in Social Sciences.  In addition to the divisional core and SSCI 301, BASS 

students complete nine credits in each of three different study themes that include: 1) Human 

Development, Health and Healing; 2) Culture and Environment; and 3) Economy and Society.  All 

students in the BASS program also complete a senior practicum.  This curriculum structure was 

developed to provide neighbor island students access to a BA at a time when UHWO did not have the 

resources to offer any of the intact Social Sciences concentrations online (Table 15). 

 

Table 9.  Summary of the curricular requirements for the Anthropology concentration. 

Requirement Credits  Description 

SSCI 210 3 Statistical Analysis I 

SSCI 300 3 Philosophy of the Social Sciences 

SSCI 317 3 Fieldwork and Qualitative Methods 

Complementary 
requirement 

9 3 courses in a Social Sciences concentration other than 
Anthropology 

ANTH 490 3 History and Theory of Anthropology  

SSCI 486A or 490A 3 Anthropology Senior Project or Practicum  

Culture and Language 
Cluster 

6 6 credits from the following list: ANTH 151, 313, 350, 351, 358, 
383, 420, 423, 447, 448, or 487 

Archaeology Cluster 6 6 credits from the following list: ANTH 151, 181, 210, 321, 381, or 
483 

Physical Anthropology 
Cluster 

6 6 credits from the following list: ANTH 215/L, 310, 384, 415, 458, 
or 460 
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Table 10.  Summary of the curricular requirements for the Economics and Finance concentration. 

Requirement Credits  Description 

SSCI 210 3 Statistical Analysis I 

SSCI 300 3 Philosophy of the Social Sciences 

SSCI 301 or 410 3 Methods and Techniques in Social Sciences Research or Statistical Analysis II 

Complementary 
requirement 

9 3 courses in a Social Sciences concentration other than Economics or 
Finance 

ECON 130 3 Principles of Microeconomics 

ECON 131 3 Principles of Macroeconomics 

Economics Track 18 6 credits to include ECON 300, 301 or 302; and 12 additional credits from 
the following list: ECON 311, 321, 325, 340, 342, 358, 396, 410, 432, 461, 
495, 496, or 499 

Finance Track 21 9 credits to include ECON 300, 301 or 302, or ACC 201 or 202; and 12 
additional credits from the following list: BUSA 324, 326, 427; ECON 321, 
322, 340, 461, 496; FIN 301, 307, 412, 496, 499 

SSCI 486E or 490E 3 Economics Senior Project or Practicum for the Economics Track 

SSCI 490N 6 Finance Practicum for the Finance Track 

 

Table 11.  Summary of the curricular requirements for the Political Science concentration. 

Requirement Credits  Description 

SSCI 210 3 Statistical Analysis I 

SSCI 300 3 Philosophy of the Social Sciences 

SSCI 317 3 Fieldwork and Qualitative Methods 

Complementary 
requirement 

9 3 courses in a Social Sciences concentration other than Political 
Science 

POLS 302 3 Political Philosophy 

POLS 330 3 American Politics 

SSCI 486L or 490L 6 Political Science Senior Project or Practicum  

Political Science content 
requirement 

12 12 additional credits from the following list: POLS 110, 130, 
308, 316, 320, 326, 335, 339, 342, 370, 371, 378, 381, 384, 
430, 450, 496, or 499   

 

All of the division’s three certificate programs (AFAN, IES and SAAS) are workforce related and 

can be completed alone or in conjunction with another academic program.  The certificate in AFAN is a 

29-30 credit program delivered by the Anthropology faculty in collaboration with Leeward Community 

College.  Students who complete the AFAN certificate receive a solid foundation in forensic 

Anthropology and a good introduction to the field of Forensic Science.  The SAAS certificate is a 19 credit 

program delivered primarily online by the Psychology faculty.  Completion of the SAAS certificate 

provides students with the educational requirements for State certification as a Substance Abuse 

Counselor.  Last, the certificate in IES is a 21 credit program delivered in conjunction with faculty of the 

Math and Science sub-unit of the Humanities Division.  Students who complete the IES certificate are 

better prepared to work in a variety of conservation, environmental or ecological endeavors (Table 16).   
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Table 12.  Summary of the curricular requirements for the Psychology concentration. 

Requirement Credits  Description 

SSCI 210 3 Statistical Analysis I 

SSCI 300 3 Philosophy of the Social Sciences 

PSY 100 3 Survey of Psychology 

PSY 212 3 Survey of Research Methods 

PSY 402 3 History and Systems of Psychology 

SSCI 486P 3 Psychology Senior Project 

Complementary 
requirement 

9 3 courses in a Social Sciences concentration other than Psychology 

Lower-division 
psychology requirement 

6 2 courses from the following list: PSY 231, 240, 250, or 260 

Upper-division cluster 
requirement 

12 1 course from each of the following 4 clusters: Human Development (PSY 
340, 342, or 442); Social Psychology (PSY 351, 352, 404, or 450); 
Experimental Psychology (PSY 322, 323, 324, 325, 405, or 429); and Clinical 
and Applied Psychology (PSY 371, 372, 373, 406, 408, 412, 473, 474) 

 

Table 13.  Summary of the curricular requirements for the Sociology concentration. 

Requirement Credits  Description 

SSCI 210 3 Statistical Analysis I 

SSCI 300 3 Philosophy of the Social Sciences 

SSCI 301 or 317 or 
PSY 212 

3 Methods and Techniques in Social Science Research, Fieldwork and Qualitative 
Methods, or Survey of Research Methods 

Complementary 
requirement 

9 3 courses in a Social Sciences concentration other than Sociology 

SOC 470 3 Sociological Theory 

SSCI 486S or 490s 3 Sociology Senior Project or Practicum  

Sociology content 
requirement 

15 15 additional credits from the following list: SOC 100, 311, 313, 324, 329, 334, 
341, 352, 362, 401, 411, 412, 418, 423, 431, 434, 450, 451, 456, 457, 496, or 499   

  

Table 14.  Summary of the curricular requirements for the Early Childhood Education concentration. 

Requirement Credits  Description 

Pre-requisite 
requirements 

30 ED 105, 110, 131, 140, 151, 191V/190, 115 (or ED 215), 245 (or 
FAMR 235), 263, 264, 296C/P, and 291V 

SSCI 210 3 Statistical Analysis I 

SSCI 300 3 Philosophy of the Social Sciences 

SSCI 301 or 317 3 Methods and Techniques in Social Sciences Research or 
Fieldwork and Qualitative Methods 

Complementary 
requirement 

9 3 courses in a Social Sciences concentration other than ECE 

SSCI 490C 6 ECE Practicum  

Upper-division ECE 
requirements 

18 ECE 320, 340, 401, 402, 420, and 440  
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Table 15.  Summary of the curricular requirements for the Bachelors of Applied Social Sciences. 

Requirement Credits  Description 

SSCI 210 3 Statistical Analysis I 

SSCI 300 3 Philosophy of the Social Sciences 

SSCI 301 3 Methods and Techniques in Social Sciences Research 

SSCI 490 3 Social Science Practicum 

Upper-division 
theme 
requirements 

27 3 courses from each of the following 3 study themes: Human Development, Health and 
Healing (PSY 260, 322, 325, 340, 371, 373, 403, 404, 405, 406, 407B or SOC 411); 
Culture and Environment (ANTH 321, 350, 358, 383, 415, 447, 448, PHIL 482, POLS 326, 
371, 381, SSCI 317, 326, or SOC 362); and Economy and Society (ECON 311, 358, 396, 
POLS 316, 320, 330, 384, SOC 311, 313, 329, 341, 352, or 418) 

 

 

Table 16.  Summary of the curricular requirements for the Certificates in Applied Forensic Anthropology, 

Substance Abuse and Addictions Studies and Interdisciplinary Environmental Studies. 

Requirement Credits  Description 

Applied Forensic Anthropology 

Pre-requisite 
requirements 

7-8 ANTH 215/L, BIOL 100 or 101, BIOL 171/L 

Upper-division certificate 
requirements 

22 ANTH 181, 384 (4 credits), 415, 458, 460, 309, and SSCI 490F or 
PUBA 490 (Practicum course) 

Substance Abuse and Addictions Studies 

Pre-requisite 
requirements 

9 An English Composition Course (ENG 100), PSY 100, and PSY 
371 or 474 

Upper-division certificate 
requirements 

19 PSY 373, 374 (1 credit), 403, 404, 405, 406, and 407B 
(Certificate practicum) 

Interdisciplinary Environmental Studies 

Co- or pre-requisite 
requirements 

6 An English Composition Course (ENG 100) and MATH 103 

Science Requirements 11 BIOL 101, 123 or 200; CHEM 100, OCN 201 or ZOOL 200 (at 
least 2 courses with a laboratory )  

Upper-division 
requirements 

9 ANTH/HPST 380; ANTH 415; ECON 358; GEOG/HPST 365; 
HPST/HUM 471; ANTH/HPST/HIST 483; PHIL 482; POLS 326, 
335, 371; of PUBA 460 (6 of the credits must be outside the 
student’s declared concentration of study) 

 

The core course work for a BA in Social Sciences includes Applied Statistics I (SSCI 210), and The 

Philosophy of the Social Sciences (SSCI 300).  Historically, a 300 level quantitative Methods and 

Techniques of the Social Sciences course was also a Social Sciences core requirement.  Since AY 2006-07 

the Social Science concentrations have been making incremental moves towards offering independent 

degrees, as opposed to concentrations within a single Social Sciences degree.  The first step in this 

transition has involved the development of concentration specific methods requirements.    

Anthropology and Political Science require a Fieldwork and Qualitative Methods course (SSCI 317).  

Economics and Finance require either Statistical Analysis II (SSCI 410) or the original SSCI 301 offering for 



Social Sciences Internal Report              21 
 

its methods requirement.  Early Childhood Education and Sociology require either the original SSCI 301 

or the 317 course; while Psychology developed its own Survey of Research Methods (PSY 212) course.   

Lower-division Development 

Since the Fall of 2006, the concentrations of UHWO have been delivering 4-year curricula.  Table 

17 presents the number of lower and upper-division course sections delivered by each Social Sciences 

concentration since the Fall of 2008.  The small numbers of lower-division offerings over-all reflects the 

relative under-development of lower-division requirements by most concentrations in the division.  The 

ECE program shows no lower-division courses being delivered because it is an upper-division transfer 

program that serves graduates of the UH Community College system.  The Psychology concentration has 

the most developed lower-division curriculum in the division, and in turn shows a greater number of 

lower-division courses delivered.    

To provide a developmental progression in course content across a four-year curriculum, the 

Social Sciences statistics requirement was moved to a 200 level offering with plans to make this course a 

pre-requisite for the different methods courses.  To date, the Statistical Analysis I course has only been 

made a co-requisite for the Psychology methods course.  Further, all of the Social Sciences 

concentrations have developed 100 level introductory courses for their respective disciplines.  Some 

concentrations have also developed 200 level disciplinary content courses, or modified prior 300 level 

offerings for delivery at the 200 level.     

 

Table 17.  The number of lower-division and upper-division course sections delivered by each Social 

Sciences concentration between AY 2008-09 and AY 2012-13. 

Program AY 2008-09 AY 2009-10 AY 2010-11 AY 2011-12 AY 2012-13 

Anthropology 

    Lower-division 2 3 3 4 7 

    Upper-division 20 19 21 16 17 

Early Childhood Education 

    Lower-division 0 0 0 0 0 

    Upper-division 13 10 7 7 8 

Economics and Finance 

    Lower-division 2 3 4 4 6 

    Upper-division 11 17 24 13 9 

Political Science 

    Lower-division 1 0 0 0 3 

    Upper-division 14 18 18 17 16 

Psychology 

    Lower-division 9 6 10 11 13 

    Upper-division 34 39 32 39 29 

Sociology 

    Lower-division 1 1 1 1 4 

    Upper-division 18 22 18 15 15 
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The ECE, Economics and Finance, and Psychology programs, have defined lower-division 

disciplinary course requirements (see Tables 10, 12 and 14).  While the other concentrations of the 

Division have developed lower-division courses, these courses have not been made program 

requirements.  The delay in developing lower-division requirements for all the concentrations of the 

division is related to the relatively low freshmen and sophomore enrollments, compared to the size of 

our traditional transfer student population.  In turn, some concentrations have delayed implementing 

lower-division requirements until the ranks of lower-division students are sufficiently large to fill lower-

division sections. 

Distributed Learning 

In the Fall of 2001 the Social Sciences Division began delivering its first DE program to neighbor 

island populations through bringing up BASS.  With the addition of the ECE program in AY 2006-07, the 

division saw its second DE program.  During AY 2007-08 the division developed plans to phase out the 

BASS program and develop the individual concentration’s for online delivery contingent upon additional 

faculty hires (UHWO Academic Development Plan 2008-15).  Without any additional faculty, the Political 

Science program began online delivery to the neighbor islands in AY 2009-10.  To date, the Psychology 

faculty have developed sufficient online course sections to offer their concentration online.  As noted 

above (see page 8), however, the division and administration have resisted efforts by the Psychology 

faculty to “officially” offer its concentration to neighbor island populations out of concerns about 

capacity.  Currently, plans to phase out the BASS program are indefinitely on hold (UHWO Academic 

Development Plan 2012-16). 

Two items (30 and 31) on the SSFS addressed divisional satisfaction with the BASS program.  The 

mean satisfaction rating with the BASS program was moderate at 2.9 (n=7), with three participants 

rating their satisfaction at 1.  The open ended question about “what if anything should be changed 

about the BASS program” (n=6) produced three responses indicating that it should be phased out, one 

faculty member indicating that s/he was “not familiar” with the program, and two participants 

indicating in different language that more courses needed to be added to the program.  The BASS 

program may need additional courses added, but there are currently 39 different courses listed as 

satisfying the restricted elective themes of BASS. 

While plans for developing the concentrations for online delivery have stalled, the 

concentrations of the division have continued to deliver many online course sections.  As of AY 2012-13 

(most recent data available), 46% of the division’s course offerings were online (Table 18).  The numbers 

of in-person and DE course sections delivered by each concentration during AY 2012-13, however, has 

shown wide variation (between 21% and 88%).   With the exception of ECE and Psychology, the 

proportion of online sections delivered by each concentration over the past 5 years has fluctuated.  ECE 

was designed as an online program, and in turn, has maintained a high proportion of online offerings.  

Online offerings in the Psychology program have grown steadily for each year of the current review 

period.   It is noteworthy that Political Science has been offered as a DE option to the neighbor islands 

with about one-third of its courses online each year.   

The SSFS had several items designed to measure the division’s satisfaction with online 

instruction.  On item 32, the Social Sciences faculty rated their satisfaction with the learning of students 
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enrolled in in-person sections higher (mean = 4.5, n=6) than for students in online courses (mean = 3.3, 

n=7).  The mean satisfaction rating of the division with the “expansion of online course sections” (item 

33) was moderately high at 3.7 (n=7).  To the question about whether the faculty in concentrations 

should be limited in the number of online course sections they deliver (item 34) 4 of 5 open ended 

responses indicated in the affirmative.  The division’s mean satisfaction rating with IT support for online 

instruction was moderately high at 3.4 (n=8, item 35).  In the open ended follow-up question about IT 

support for DE instruction, 3 of 4 responses expressed frustration with accessing support services.  

While only one negative response explicitly mentioned the UHWO online IT “help desk,” it is likely that 

all three negative responses were about this cumbersome and frustrating system for accessing IT 

assistance. 

Table 18. The number and percentage of in-person and distance education (online and interactive 

television/HITS) course sections delivered for each Social Sciences concentration between AY 2008-09 

and AY 2012-13. 

Modality AY 2008-09 AY 2009-10 AY 2010-11 AY 2011-12 AY 2012-13 Totals  

Anthropology 

In-person 18 (82%) 12 (55%) 13 (54%) 11 (55%) 16 (67%) 70 (63%) 

Online 4 (18%) 10 (45%) 11 (46%) 9 (45%) 8 (33%) 42 (38%) 

Early Childhood Education 

In-person 6 (46%) 4 (40%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (12%) 11 (24%) 

Online 7 (54%) 6 (60%) 7 (100%) 7 (100%) 7 (88%) 34 (76%) 

Economics and Finance 

In-person 9 (69%) 13 (65%) 14 (50%) 9 (53%) 8 (53%)  53 (57%) 

Online 3 (23%) 7 (35%) 14 (50%) 8 (47%) 7 (47%) 39 (42%) 

HITS 1 (8%) -- -- -- -- 1 (1%) 

Political Science 

In-person 10 (67%) 13 (72%) 13 (72%) 9 (53%) 15 (79%) 60 (68%) 

Online 5 (33%) 5 (28%) 5 (28%) 8 (47%) 4 (21%) 27 (32%) 

Psychology 

In-person  28 (65%) 25 (56%) 22 (52%) 20 (40%) 12 (29%) 107 (48%) 

Online 15 (35%) 20 (44%) 20 (48%) 30 (60%) 30 (71%) 115 (52%) 

Sociology 

In-person 15 (79%) 20 (87%) 15 (79%) 12 (75%) 15 (79%) 77 (80%) 

Online 4 (21%) 3 (13%) 4 (21%) 4 (25%) 4 (21%) 19 (20%) 

Social Sciences Division 

In-person  86 (69%) 87 (63%) 77 (56%) 61 (48%) 67 (53%) 378 (58%) 

Online 39 (31%) 51 (37%) 61 (44%) 66 (52%) 60 (47%) 277 (42%) 

 

 

Data on mean class sizes during the review period show that our online sections were often 

more efficient than their in-person counterparts (Table 19).  For example, with some exceptions the 

mean enrollments in courses tended to be higher for online than in-person sections.  This finding is 

surprising given that online sections are capped at 30 students and in-person sections at 40.  It appears 
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that students are expressing their preference for online instruction through higher enrollment in DE 

sections.  While there are sound pedagogical reasons for in-person instruction and some topics require 

in-person instruction for effective learning, this trend in student enrollment should not be ignored in 

planning for the division.   

 

Table 19.  The mean class size, and lowest and highest enrollments for course sections delivered in 

different modalities (in-person and online) by each Social Sciences concentration between AY 2008-09 

and AY 2012-13. 

Modality AY 2008-09 AY 2009-10 AY 2010-11 AY 2011-12 AY 2012-13 

Anthropology 

In-person 15.4 (9-30) 13.5 (1-36) 14.7 (1-39) 20.4 (7-35) 15.6 (1-26) 

Online 21.7 (9-31) 13.6 (2-32) 15.2 (4-32) 14.7 (4-29) 22.5 (7-33) 

Early Childhood Education 

In-person 5 (3-8) 3 (1-4) 2 (2-2) 1 (1-1) 13 (13-13) 

Online 16.6 (3-26) 18.8 (9-26) 12.7 (7-18) 11.6 (9-16) 11.8 (6-15) 

Economics and Finance 

In-person 8.3 (1-20) 11.9 (1-34) 9.1 (1-33) 15.8 (1-35) 18.8 (1-39) 

Online 21.0 (7-53) 12.0 (1-19) 12.1 (1-40) 15.1 (2-29) 22.7 (7-30) 

Political Science 

In-person 6.9 (1-12) 6.2 (1-11) 6.1 (1-14) 7.5 (2-13) 13.7 (1-38) 

Online 17.2 (9-26) 18.8 (14-26) 18.8 (15-25) 14.9 (4-27) 26.5 (20-30) 

Psychology 

In-person 19.5 (4-38) 21.3 (1-40) 20.6 (3-41) 23.9 (1-43) 28.5 (5-43) 

Online 19.0 (1-32) 16.5 (1-35) 23.8 (9-41) 20.2 (1-31) 28.0 (5-53) 

Sociology 

In-person 17.8 (1-30) 15.2 (1-37) 19.1 (1-34) 23.0 (8-39) 26.2 (1-40) 

Online 25.0 (17-32) 25.0 (16-32) 21.0 (14-28) 22.0 (16-28) 27.8 (22-30) 

 

Course Rotations   

 The course rotations for the divisional core, concentrations, BASS and certificate programs are 

presented in Appendix C.  Inspection of these rotations reveals that sufficient courses have been 

scheduled each year for transfer students to graduate in 2 years or freshmen to graduate in 4.  The 

course rotations also show that for most of the concentrations, the rich variety of courses listed in the 

catalog as satisfying program requirements is much more limited on the schedule of courses actually 

offered to students.  With the exception of ECE, all the concentrations list courses in the catalog that can 

satisfy program requirements but which have either not been offered or were rarely offered during the 

past 5 years.  The cause of this circumstance can be attributed to at least two explanations that are not 

mutually exclusive.  First, the concentrations may have developed more courses over the years than are 

necessary to deliver the program.  The catalog certainly does list a very large variety of courses for each 

Social Sciences concentration, regardless of the concentration’s faculty staffing or enrollment.  Further, 

as faculty are hired they tend to add courses to the catalog, but these courses may not be deleted when 

that faculty member retires or resigns.  Second, the Social Sciences faculty argue that they have too few 
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faculty to offer the greater diversity of courses listed in the catalog.  Responses to items 25 and 27 of the 

SSFS, for example, indicated the need for “more faculty to teach a wider range of specialized courses.” 

 

Transition to BA Degrees   

 The concentrations of the Social Sciences Division have planned to transition to independent 4-

year BA degrees since the Fall of 2006.  The mean satisfaction rating of the division with the current 

concentration structure was moderate at 3.2, with all rating levels represented and five of nine ratings 

at 4 or 5.  As noted previously (see page 5 Divisional History section), the concentration structure 

permits the delivery of disciplinary credentials without the disciplinary enrollments necessary to deliver 

independent BA degrees in each Social Sciences area.  This pragmatic function likely underlies the level 

of support expressed for the current structure.  While divisional enrollments are growing, there are not 

sufficient number of students in every concentration to fill the courses necessary for delivering 

disciplinary degrees in all the concentrations.  At present some concentrations could support 

independent BA’s while other would likely have trouble with low enrolled sections if we moved to BA 

degrees now.  Historically the Social Sciences Division has planned to move to disciplinary BA degrees 

when the smallest enrolled concentration had sufficient students to support a BA (i.e., perhaps 60-80 

students).  

 With one exception, no alternative plan for transitioning to BA degrees that is agreeable to the 

faculty of the division has been proposed.  This exception involves simply moving to independent 

degrees without regard for what to do about under-enrolled courses that might result.  This proposal 

was reflected in a response to item 28 on the SSFS about “the most important challenges that the Social 

Sciences Division will need to address” with the statement, “move to majors (regardless of the size of 

some concentrations).”   When asked about what “would you change about the concentration based 

academic structure of the division” (item 12), two participants indicated the development of 

independent “BA programs” and “need faculty so we can have majors,” one indicated that the current 

structure was “fine,” and one indicated that we should “move towards degrees when enrollments 

permit.” Of four participants who responded to item 13 about “what would need to occur or change 

before your concentration could sustain itself as an independent BA degree,” two of four individuals 

responding identified the need for “more faculty.”   

 While more faculty staffing is a pressing issue in the Social Sciences Division, these pleas for 

more faculty to offer BA degrees reveals an unresolved divisional debate about expanding programs by 

adding faculty verses growing student enrollments.  Some divisional faculty argue that the reason their 

programs don’t enroll more students is because they don’t have more faculty to deliver more courses 

that would attract more students.  Others argue that programs are grown by adding students, and that 

simply adding more faculty to low enrolled areas would result in problems with under-enrolled course 

sections.   

INSTRUCTION AND LEARNING 

Course Evaluations 
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 The Social Sciences faculty solicit feedback from students in their courses through course 

evaluation surveys that are administered in each course section every semester.  During the Fall of 2008 

changes in the administration of the course evaluation survey resulted in no aggregate division level  

Table 20.  Summary of rating-scale (5-point scale of agreement with the exception of the two items 

noted) course evaluation results for the Social Science Division by semester between AY 2008-09 and AY 

2012-13. 

Item Summary F-08* S-09* F-09 S-10 F-10 S-11 F-11 S-12 F-12 S-13 

Taught me methods 
of analysis 

N.A. 4.36 4.3 4.43 4.34 4.44 4.44 4.35 4.36 4.41 

Overall effectiveness 
of instructor 

N.A. 4.41 4.32 4.5 4.37 4.54 4.42 4.4 4.32 4.44 

Weekly time spent on 
assignments** 

N.A. N.A. 2.36 2.38 2.39 2.4 2.4 2.49 2.38 2.46 

Expected course 
grade *** 

N.A. N.A. 4.06 4.1 4.05 4.18 4.15 4.09 4.04 4.04 

Learned factual 
material 

N.A. 4.43 4.34 4.54 4.45 4.54 4.5 4.44 4.41 4.44 

Gained understanding 
of principles 

N.A. 4.36 4.28 4.44 4.36 4.43 4.4 4.31 4.33 4.37 

Good use of 
examples/illustrations 

N.A. 4.38 4.33 4.52 4.4 4.47 4.45 4.3 4.33 4.48 

Instructor stresses 
important points 

N.A. N.A. 4.33 4.5 4.44 4.47 4.46 4.34 4.35 4.46 

Clearly stated course 
objectives 

N.A. 4.51 4.43 4.61 4.5 4.64 4.63 4.53 4.49 4.58 

Acknowledges all 
questions 

N.A. 4.46 4.38 4.59 4.45 4.55 4.53 4.42 4.41 4.52 

Instructor easy to talk 
with and available 

N.A. 4.42 4.29 4.53 4.35 4.46 4.44 4.35 4.32 4.45 

Course material clear 
and organized 

N.A. N.A. 4.28 4.44 4.4 4.47 4.45 4.35 4.36 4.45 

Amount of material 
was reasonable 

N.A. 4.36 4.23 4.42 4.35 4.41 4.35 4.23 4.25 4.36 

Class assignments 
were effective 

N.A. 4.39 4.29 4.4 4.32 4.41 4.4 4.31 4.24 4.31 

Materials provided 
were relevant 

N.A. 4.51 4.2 4.49 4.47 4.51 4.56 4.43 4.40 4.45 

 * During Fall 2008 divisional ratings were not reported and during Spring 2009 four of the  

  items on the current course evaluation form were not included. 

 ** On the scale for this item, a rating of 2 corresponds to 3-6.9 hours and a rating of 3  

  corresponds to 7-10.9 hours. 

 *** On the scale for this item, a rating of 4 corresponds to a course grade of B and a rating  

  of 5 corresponds to a course grade of A. 
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data being reported.  Beginning in the Fall of 2009 the course evaluations were delivered online to 

students in both in-person and DE course sections through what is called the eCafe course evaluation 

system.  With the shift to eCafe four new items were added to the survey, while several items 

historically administered to our students were removed.  Table 20 presents aggregate division level data 

for the 15 items that are currently administered to all participating students.  Thirteen of the items have 

students rate their agreement with statements like “the instructor clearly stated the objectives of the 

course,” on a 5-point scale.  Inspection of the division level data for these 13 items reveals that the 

faculty of the Social Sciences Division are highly regarded by the students participating in the course 

evaluations with all of the mean ratings ranging between 4 and 5 points on the 5-point scale. 

 The two distinctively scaled items on the eCafe instrument ask students about how much time 

they spend out of class on course related work each week, and the grade they expect to receive in the 

course.  The item on time spent out of class on course work is relevant to the credit hours expected of 

students in credit earning courses.  The UHWO credit hour policy holds that for each credit hour 

assigned to a course, students should devote 3 hours of work per week.  In turn, for a typical 3-credit in-

person course a student is expected to devote 9 hours of work of which nearly 3 hours are spent 

attending scheduled class meetings (2 hours and 40 minutes) each week.  For DE course sections, 

instructional activities such as viewing streamed lessons, participating in chats, or posting on discussion 

boards make up for the time devoted to attendance among in-person courses.  During the semesters for 

which data were available (Spring 2009 through Fall 2012) the mean ratings for time spent on work out 

of class each week ranged between 2.36 and 2.49, with a rating of 2 corresponding to 3-6.9 hours and a 

rating of 3 corresponding 7-10.9 hours.  Given that the mean ratings are greater than 2 but less than 3, it 

would appear that on average our students are spending about 7-8 hours a week on course related work 

outside of scheduled meeting times or instructional activities for online sections. 

 Last, aggregate data on the grade students expect in Social Sciences courses received mean 

ratings that ranged between 4.04 and 4.18.  On the scale for this item a 4 indicates a grade of B and a 5 

indicates a grade of A.  Consequently, students responding to the course evaluations in the Social 

Sciences Division typically expect a grade of B or slightly higher.  Given that an analysis of grades 

assigned in the division found that on average students receive a grade of C+ to B- (see Table 27), it 

would appear that the results of the course evaluations are either biased by higher performing students 

participating in the evaluations, or students may have inflated expectations of their likely course grade. 

 

Assessments of Learning 

 As of AY 2011-12 the UHWO Social Sciences Division had successfully completed its first 

assessment cycle.  The academic assessments were based on five Institutional Learning Outcomes (ILOs) 

that were developed during AY 2006-07 under the direction of a newly established campus-wide 

Assessment Committee.  This committee which is currently composed of one faculty representative 

from each academic division (Education, Business Administration, Humanities, Public Administration and 

Social Sciences), directed the UHWO faculty in developing Divisional and Concentration learning 

outcomes (DLOs and CLOs) that aligned with the newly developed ILOs.  The Assessment Committee 
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then established a schedule for assessing one ILO each year, which defined our recently completed 5-

year assessment cycle (AY 2007-08 through AY 2011-12). 

 For each year of the assessment cycle, the Assessment Committee developed: 1) a timeline for 

conducting assessments, 2) guidelines for how the assessments were to be carried out, and 3) rubrics for 

faculty to apply in evaluating student works.  In directing the Quantitative Literacy assessment during AY 

2009-10, the Assessment Committee only requested the participation of Economics and Finance within 

the Social Sciences Division.  For all other assessments, the faculty were instructed to select one course 

from each concentration on the Fall schedule with student learning outcomes (SLOs) aligned with the 

ILO (Written Communication, Oral Communication, Global and Indigenous Perspectives and Critical 

Thinking) under campus-wide review.  In turn, with the exception of Quantitative Literacy the 

Assessment Committee requested assessments on 6 courses in 6 different Social Science concentrations 

(Anthropology, Early Childhood Education, Economics and Finance, Political Science, Psychology, 

Sociology) each year.  Excluding the Quantitative Literacy assessment, between 4 and 6 Social Science 

concentrations participated in each annual assessment, with 4 concentrations (Anthropology, ECE, 

Political Science and Psychology) participating in every assessment requested (Table 21).  This amounted 

to between 4 and 8 courses being assessed each year in the BA in Social Sciences (for 4 of the 5 campus-

wide assessments conducted), because some concentrations assessed more than one course in some 

years. 

Table 21.  The number of courses assessed by each Social Science concentration and the division during 

each year of the completed 5-year assessment cycle. 

 

Social Science 
Concentration 

AY 2007-08 
(Written) 

AY 2008- 09 
(Oral) 

AY 2009-10 
(Quantitative) 

AY 2010-11 
(G&I Pers.) 

AY 2011-12 
(Critical Th.) 

Courses 
Assessed 

Anthropology 1 1 0 1 1 4 

Early Child. Ed. 2 3 0 1 1 7 

Econ. & Fin. 0 1 1 0 1 3 

Political Sci. 1 1 0 1 1 4 

Psychology 1 1 0 1 2 5 

Sociology 1 1 0 0 0 2 

Courses 
Assessed 

6 8 1 4 6 25 

 

 

 The particular courses selected for assessment were volunteered by Social Sciences faculty who 

happened to be delivering a course with SLOs aligned with the ILO under review.  Table 22 shows that 

this process was successful in representing virtually all of the full-time faculty in the courses selected for 

assessment.  Further, both in-person and online Social Science course sections were represented in 

about the proportions that the division delivers courses in these modalities.  As illustrated in Table 18, 

for example, about half of the division’s course offerings were online, and Table 22 shows that about 

half the sections assessed by the division were online.  Some concentrations within the division do have 

substantial online offerings but assessed few or no online sections (i.e., Anthropology, Economics and 
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Finance).  In future assessments the concentrations of the division will need to do a better job of 

representing their in-person and online sections.   

 Following Assessment Committee Guidelines, the Social Science faculty member delivering a 

course under assessment compiled a collection of relevant student works (research papers, exam items, 

course assignments); or in the case of the Oral Communication ILO, coordinated with faculty peers to 

view the student presentation in-person or online.  The student works reviewed did not include every 

assignment in the course assessed, but rather the work of every student in the course for the 

assignments assessed.  The Assessment Committee guidelines stipulated that two faculty who were not 

the course instructor, should independently apply a rubric developed to evaluate the student works 

compiled by the course instructor.  Further, the percent correspondence of the independent rubric 

ratings were to be calculated as a measure of inter-rater reliability.  Compliance with the “two 

independent rater” guideline proved to be impractical and labor intensive for the Social Sciences faculty.  

For example, 4 of the 6 Social Science concentrations have only 1 or 2 full-time faculty, making it 

unrealistic for a course’s instructor to not also be involved in the rubric based rating of student works 

(Table 22).  

Table 22.  For each Social Sciences concentration: the number of full-time faculty, the number of 

different full-time faculty who volunteered courses for assessment; and the number of in-person, online, 

lower-division, upper-division and capstone courses assessed.  

 

Social Science 
Concentration 

Full-time 
Faculty 

FT Faculty 
Assessed 

In-person 
Sections 

Online 
Sections 

Lower- 
Division 

Upper- 
Division 

Senior 
Capstone 

Anthropology 2 2 4 0 1 0 3 

Early Child. Ed. 2 2 0 7 0 6 1 

Econ. & Fin. 1-2* 2 3 0 2 0 1 

Political Sci. 2 2 1 3 0 4 0 

Psychology 5 5 3 2 0 3 2 

Sociology 3 2 2 0 0 0 2 

Totals 16 15 13 12 3 13 9 

 

 * Due to retirements, resignations and hires that occurred during the assessment cycle,  

  the full-time faculty of Economics and Finance ranged between 1 and 2 personnel with  

  the discipline currently staffed by 1 recently hired faculty member. 

 

 As assessments of learning have increasingly occupied the faculty of UHWO and the Social 

Sciences Division over the past 5 years, several items on the SSFS were devoted to assessment.  Overall 

the faculty reported only moderate satisfaction with the assessments of learning conducted (item 5, 

mean=3.1, n=9).  In an open ended follow-up question about what “would you change(s) about the 

process of assessing student learning,” two of three individuals responding said “eliminate the report 

writing” and “reduce workload, increase autonomy.”   The division’s mean rating of satisfaction with the 

“workload associated with conducting assessments,” was moderately low at 2.7 (item 9, n=9).  The 

follow-up open ended question about assessment workload elicited responses such as “assessment and 
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report writing consume too much time” and “assessment workload needs to be cut down.”  Clearly, 

conducting these assessments of learning has entailed a substantial amount of additional work that is 

burdening the division’s faculty.    

 During AY 2009-10 and AY 2011-12, the Assessment Committee led the faculty in campus-wide 

“loop closing” exercises intended to identify how the Written Communication, Oral Communication and 

Quantitative Literacy assessments completed had informed faculty practice or program changes.  These 

exercises were reflections on what the faculty had learned and done in response to the assessments 

they had conducted.  During AY 2012-13 the Assessment Committee planned a “year of reflection” to 

identify strengths and weaknesses associated with the completed assessment cycle, develop General 

Education Learning Outcomes (GELOs) and lead the campus in a revision of ILOs, DLOs and CLOs.  In 

place of leading the faculty in more loop-closing on the Global and Indigenous Perspectives and Critical 

Thinking assessments, the Assessment Committee initiated a campus-wide self-study of our completed 

assessment cycle through focusing the faculty in each concentration on four questions: 1) can the 

rubrics developed be applied reliably, 2) did the Assessments performed identify program strengths and 

weaknesses, 3) have identified weaknesses informed program changes, and 4) did the changes 

implemented improve student learning?  Four of the 6 Social Sciences concentrations (Anthropology, 

ECE, Political Science and Psychology) participated in the assessment self-study exercise.  What follows 

is a summary of the responses of these four concentrations to the four study questions developed by 

the UHWO Assessment Committee. 

Rubric Reliability   

 On the question of whether the rubrics could be applied reliably, the data available for the 

concentrations under the Bachelors of Arts in Social Science are mixed (Table 23).  The Anthropology 

faculty raters ranged between 80 and 100% correspondence on their Written Communication 

assessment.  For the Oral Communication assessment, the Anthropology faculty raters did not 

quantitatively measure reliability but simply took the mean of any discrepant ratings recorded as the 

score for the presentations assessed.  On the remaining assessments, the Anthropology faculty did not 

measure reliability but discussed any discrepant scores reported.  Further, the Anthropology raters 

indicated that the process of discussing discrepant scores which were “minimal” led to agreements on 

scoring that were “easily reached.”  

 The Political Science self-study did not report percent correspondence, but noted that the 

faculty raters showed “high agreement.”  The ECE faculty raters reported that their “approximate mean 

of reliability was 60%.”  As with Anthropology, the ECE faculty noted that quantitative reliability 

measures were less useful than qualitative approaches that involved discussion between the raters 

about rating discrepancies.  The Psychology faculty were low on measures of absolute correspondence 

(22-29% correspondence) but were much more often within one point of each other on their 

independent ratings (56-81%).  For their part, the Psychology faculty raters also found value in the 

process of discussing their discrepant ratings to determine the rubric scores reported for the student 

works assessed. 

 In going through the process of rating student works with rubrics and measuring reliability, the 

Social Sciences faculty have come to the conclusion that the peer discussions that resulted from 
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assessing student works were more valuable than quantitative measures of inter-rater reliability.   In 

turn, the process of measuring inter-rater reliability in assessing student works turned out to be more of 

a distraction, than a benefit that improved student learning.  In the next assessment cycle, faculty of the 

Social Science division will work to formalize the fruitful discussions between faculty about student 

learning which proved to be the most beneficial aspect of measuring reliability. 

Table 23.  Inter-rater reliabilities reported by each Social Sciences concentration that participated in the 

assessment self-study.  

 

Social Science 
Concentration 

AY 2007-08 
(Written) 

AY 2008- 09 
(Oral) 

AY 2010-11 
(G&I Pers.) 

AY 2011-12 
(Critical Th.) 

Anthropology 80-100% minimal 
discrepancy 

minimal 
discrepancy 

minimal 
discrepancy 

Early Child. Ed. ~60% ~60% ~60% ~60% 

Political Sci. high agreement high agreement high agreement high agreement 

Psychology  
(w/in 1 pt.) 

56% 85% 62% 81% 

 

Identification of strengths and weaknesses   

 The faculty of all four Social Science concentrations that participated in the self-study exercise 

were unanimous in reporting that the assessment process was effective in identifying program strengths 

and weaknesses.  The assessment of the Written Communication ILO was distinctive in that every 

UHWO concentration was permitted to write its own rubric.  This resulted in rubrics with different 

writing dimensions for each discipline.  This proved to be a weakness in the assessment process because 

the assessments completed were not based on a common writing quality standard.  To address this 

weakness, the Assessment Committee adopted a practice of developing rubrics with both common 

dimensions that were shared by all UHWO programs and discipline specific dimensions that different 

programs could modify to address disciplinary interests.  This resulted in the remaining assessments 

conducted during the completed assessment cycle being evaluated on a common standard that 

provided more comparable data across disciplines (see Tables 24 and 25). 

Table 24.  Mean rubric ratings for the Written Communication assessments completed for different 
Social Sciences concentrations. 
 

Anthropology 

Rubric Dimensions Clarity --- Effectiveness --- Intended 
Audience 

Mean Score (range 1-3): 2.6 --- 2.9 --- 3.0 

Early Childhood Education 

Rubric Dimensions Referencing Organization Effectiveness Writing 
Quality 

--- 

Mean Score (range 1-3): 2.1 2.1 2.4 2.3 --- 

Political Science 

Rubric Dimensions Clarity --- Effectiveness --- Intended  
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Audience 

Mean Score (range 1-3): 2.2 --- 2.3 --- 2.3 

Psychology 

Rubric Dimensions Referencing Organization Hypothesis 
Development 

Writing 
Quality 

--- 

Mean Score (range 1-3): 1.3 1.7 1.4 1.6 --- 

 Written Communication.  Table 24 presents the results of the Written Communication 

assessment for the four Social Science concentrations that participated in the self-study exercise.  With 

the exception of Psychology, all of the Social Sciences concentrations found that their students wrote at 

the middle to the upper end their rubric scoring range.  Anthropology students displayed the best 

writing ability, while ECE and Political Science students were intermediate.  Psychology had the lowest 

writing ratings among the divisional concentrations.  Student writing skills also displayed variation across 

rubric dimensions within each Social Sciences concentration.  In turn, program faculty were provided 

diagnostic information about their students’ specific writing strengths and weaknesses.  For example, 

writing effectiveness and intended audience were clearly writing strengths for Anthropology students, 

while clarity was a relative weakness.  In ECE Effectiveness and Writing Quality were strengths, while 

referencing and organization were weaker.  Ratings of student writing in psychology were low across the 

board, and referencing was particularly weak. 

Table 25.  Mean rubric ratings on the Oral Communication, Global and Indigenous Perspectives and 

Critical Thinking assessments for different Social Sciences concentrations. 

 

Oral Communication Assessment 
(Rubric range 1-3) 

Concentration Clarity Effectiveness Delivery Content Style 

Anthropology 2.5 2.6 2.4 2.5 2.5 

Early Child. Ed. 2.8 2.3 2.3 2.5 2.8 

Political Science 2.0 2.3 2.3 2.1 2.7 

Psychology 2.5 2.1 2.4 2.4 2.5 

Global and Indigenous Perspectives Assessment 
(Rubric scoring range 1-4) 

Concentration Multi-cross 
Cultural 
Emphasis 

Local-Global 
Relations 

Disciplinary 
Relevance 

--- --- 

Anthropology 1.9 1.4 1.8 --- --- 

Early Child. Ed. 3.0 3.1 3.1 --- --- 

Political Science 2.3 2.8 2.6 --- --- 

Psychology 2.2 3.0 1.9 --- --- 

Critical Thinking Assessment 
(Rubric Scoring range 0-3) 

Rubric Dimensions Ethical 
Analysis 

Application of 
Technology 

Logical 
Analysis 

--- --- 

Anthropology 2.4 2.6 2.6 --- --- 

Early Child. Ed. 2.4 2.3 2.3 --- --- 

Political Science 1.9 1.6 1.8 --- --- 
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Psychology 1.9 1.5 1.7 --- --- 

 

 Oral Communication.  The oral communication performance of students within the Social 

Sciences was more uniform across concentrations than for any other outcome assessed (Table 25, Oral 

Communication Assessment).  The mean rubric scores for each dimension and for all four 

concentrations ranged between 2 and 2.8 on a 3-point scale.  These data suggest that the students of 

the UHWO Social Sciences Division speak well.  Students in ECE and Political Science were particularly 

strong on disciplinary style, and the ECE students were also particularly clear in their speaking.  

Weaknesses were found among Political Science students on clarity and content and among Psychology 

students on effectiveness. 

 Global and Indigenous Perspectives.  The Global and Indigenous Perspectives assessment found 

considerable variation within and across the four Social Sciences concentrations.  The scores within the 

division ranged from a low of 1.4 to a high of 3.1 on a 4-point scale (Table 25, Global and Indigenous 

Perspectives Assessment).  The scores reported for Anthropology were lowest among the Social 

Sciences concentrations, but given that the Anthropology course assessed was a 100 level offering, this 

actually signified very good performance according to the Anthropology faculty.  ECE students 

performed the best with mean scores of 3 or higher on all three dimensions assessed.  The Political 

Science students were relatively weak on multi-cross cultural emphasis and intermediate to strong on 

disciplinary relevance and local-global relations, providing diagnostic information for the faculty to 

improve their students’ speaking skills.  Last, psychology was the most variable of the concentrations 

with disciplinary relevance a weakness, local-global relations a strength and multi-cross cultural 

emphasis intermediate to low, again providing useful diagnostic information to the faculty. 

 Critical Thinking.  The mean rubric scores for the Critical Thinking assessment ranged from a low 

of 1.5 to a high of 2.6 on a 4-point scale starting at 0, providing useful diagnostic information (Table 25, 

Critical Thinking Assessment).  Given that the maximum on the scale applied was 3, even the lowest 

mean score reported was in the middle of the acceptable range.  Anthropology and ECE scored similarly 

high with all their mean ratings between 2.3 and 2.6.  Political Science and Psychology were lower and 

ranged between 1.5 and 1.9.  Disciplinary comparisons from this assessment would suggest that Political 

Science and Psychology need to work on critical thinking and particularly on the application of 

technology dimension.  Conversely, the Application of Technology and Logical Analysis skills of 

Anthropology students appears to be divisional strong. 

Informing program changes 

 The four Social Sciences concentrations that participated in the assessment self-study exercise 

all implemented program changes to address weaknesses identified through the assessment process.  

The changes implemented by each concentration are reviewed for the Written Communication, Oral 

Communication, Global and Indigenous Perspectives and Critical Thinking assessments (Table 26). 

 Written Communication.  In response to the findings of the Written Communication assessment 

in which writing was found to be an Anthropology program strength, the Anthropology faculty have 

further reinforced student writing by assigning different types of writing in Anthropology courses.  

Faculty delivering the ECE program found weaknesses in the referencing and organization of their 
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students’ writing.  In turn, the ECE faculty increased the amount of commentary on student writing 

assignments, to provide more explicit feedback on how writing in the discipline could be improved.  The 

ECE faculty have also organized conferences with students that focus on how students in the program 

can improve their written communication.  For example, students enrolled in the Senior 

Project/Practicum course now receive weekly phone calls from the ECE faculty about the writing of their 

course projects. 

 The Political Science faculty have worked with the campus No‘eau Center for Writing, Math, and 

Academic Success to develop writing tutoring tools for online students and resources that students can  

Table 26.  Summary of the Social Sciences program changes informed by the completed assessment 

cycle. 

Written Communication Assessment 

Concentration Changes Informed by Assessment 

Anthropology -Reinforced the assignment of different forms of writing in program  
  courses 

Early Child. Ed. -Increased commentary/feedback on student writing assignments 
-Organized student conferences on writing 

Political Science -Worked with the campus learning center to make online tutoring  
  software (Elluminate) available  
-Included writing samples and guidelines for the learning center Social  
  Science handbook on writing 

Psychology -Increase the amount of required writing in program courses 

Oral Communication Assessment 

Concentration Changes Informed by Assessment 

Anthropology -Increased faculty sensitivity to the oral needs of ESL students 
-Added formal oral assignments to required program courses 

Early Child. Ed. -Formalized electronic communications as oral expression in the  
  program 

Political Science -Developed streamed oral assignments in program courses 

Psychology -Adopted the oral rubric as an instructional aid in courses with oral  
  assignments 

Global and Indigenous Perspectives Assessment 

Concentration Changes Informed by Assessment 

Anthropology -Increased program curricular emphasis on local-to-global relationships 

Early Child. Ed.  

Political Science -Increased program curricular emphasis on indigenous and multi- 
  cultural content 

Psychology -Adopted the Global and Indigenous Perspectives rubric as an  
  instructional aid in courses with aligned content 

Critical Thinking Assessment 

Concentration Changes Informed by Assessment 

Anthropology -Increased emphasis on the expression of critical thinking in student  
  Senior Practicum writing assignments 

Early Child. Ed.  

Political Science -Resolved to select courses better aligned with the Critical Thinking  
  outcome in future assessments 
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-Resolved to improve the language of the Political Science CLO aligned  
  with critical thinking 

Psychology -Resolved to asses required program courses designed to address critical  
  thinking in future assessments of the outcome 

use to improve their written communication skills.  For example, the Political Science faculty have 

worked to have the learning center make Elluminate software available to faculty and students.  This 

online tutoring tool now provides students in the program with a real-time chatting component that can 

be used for tutoring on writing.  The Political Science faculty have also contributed model papers, 

language and guidelines for the Political Science section of a handbook published by the campus 

learning center on Social Sciences writing. 

 The Psychology Faculty discussed the generally weak writing performance demonstrated in the 

one psychology course evaluated for the Written Communication assessment.  As a consequence of 

these faculty reflections, two tenure-line psychology faculty members increased the amount writing 

required in their course offerings. 

 Oral Communication.  In response to the weak oral performance documented through the 

Anthropology Oral Communication assessment, the program faculty have increased their sensitivity to 

the oral instructional needs of ESL students in the program.  The Anthropology faculty have also added 

more oral assignments to the core program courses.  The ECE faculty deliver their program entirely 

online and regard blogging and other forms of electronic communication as oral expression.  In turn, the 

ECE faculty have worked to formalize technological expressions of oral communication (i.e., email and 

student blogs) in the ECE program. 

 The Political Science program is available online and the Oral Communication assessment posed 

a challenge for assessing oral communication in an online context.  Rather than interpret written 

electronic communication as oral communication (see ECE above), the Political Science faculty had their 

students narrate and stream PowerPoint presentations that were then assessed by the program’s 

faculty.  What initially appeared to be a program weakness in terms of student opportunities for oral 

expression, led to a solution that both permitted an assessment of student oral expression and 

formalized oral assignments within online sections of this program. 

 The psychology faculty were largely satisfied with the oral performance of the psychology 

students assessed.  Faculty in the Psychology program have resolved to use the oral rubric as a 

pedagogical tool in courses with formal oral assignments, to emphasize the standards by which the oral 

performance of students will be evaluated. 

 Global and Indigenous Perspectives.  Findings from the Global and Indigenous Perspectives (G&I) 

assessment, led the Anthropology faculty to increase their curricular emphasis on local-to-global 

relationships.  This curricular emphasis has been reinforced in both introductory and advanced 

Anthropology courses.  While knowledge of local-to-global relationships proved to be a strength among 

Political Science students, the Political Science faculty found weaknesses in indigenous and multi/cross 

cultural learning.  These weaknesses were addressed by increasing indigenous and multi-cultural 

content in introductory and advanced Political Science courses.  The Psychology program, again opted to 
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increase the awareness of students of the G&I learning standards by using the rubric developed for 

assessment as an instructional aid in relevant courses. 

 Critical Thinking.  Results of the completed Critical Thinking assessment, motivated the 

Anthropology faculty to have their Senior Practicum students emphasize more disciplinary critical 

thinking in written course assignments.  The Political Science faculty felt that the course selected for the 

Critical Thinking assessment may not have fairly represented the critical thinking skills of students in the 

program.  Mindful of this assessment process issue, the Political Science faculty will work to select more 

representative courses the next time critical thinking is evaluated.  Completing the critical thinking 

assessment also sensitized the Political Science faculty to the narrow language used in framing their CLO 

aligned with critical thinking.  In turn, the Political Science faculty have resolved to revise their Critical 

Thinking outcome to be more inclusive of the broad range of courses delivered in the program.  The 

Psychology faculty had developed an “E” focused course (Ethics - general education course) that 

stressed technology and the logic of research design; that would have been well suited to the Critical 

Thinking assessment.  In practice, however, two other program courses were assessed because the 

faculty member delivering the methods course could not participate in the assessment exercise due to 

other obligations.  The Psychology faculty will work to assess required program courses designed to 

address critical thinking dimensions in future assessments of this outcome. 

Improvements in student learning 

 On the question of whether the program changes informed by the completed Social Science 

assessments have improved student performance in identified weak areas, no evidence is yet available.  

The Social Science faculty have not to date repeated an assessment of any of the outcomes already 

assessed during the cycle just completed.  In addition, we have been modifying our processes as we 

have worked through this first assessment cycle, so the next assessment of an outcome already 

assessed may not be comparable to the results of the first assessment of that outcome.  This lack of a 

timely process for reassessing courses is a clear weakness in our current protocols that will need to be 

remedied before we embark on another round of assessment.   

Divisional Grade Distributions 

 While studies of divisional grade distributions had not been done every 2 years since AY 2008-09 

in accordance with the previous program review MOU, a review of grade distributions was conducted 

for the present review.  Inspection of the mean grade points (0=F, 4=A) assigned to students by the 

faculty of the Social Sciences Division does not reveal any evidence of increasing grade inflation (Table 

27).  The mean grade points assigned by the full-time faculty have been very stable at 2.8 every year 

between AY 2008-09 and AY 2011-12 (the last academic year for which complete grade records were 

available) and dipped slightly in AY 2012-13.  Adjunct faculty hired by the division tend to grade about 

three-tenths of a grade point higher than the full-time faculty, and with the exception of AY 2008-09, 

this pattern has also been very stable over the review period. 

 The expansion of online instruction within the division raises questions about the grading of in-

person verses online Social Sciences course sections.  Here again there is no evidence of growing grade 

inflation, with the grade points assigned in either modality varying by only one-tenth of a grade point 
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over the study period.  The in-person course sections were consistently graded one to two-tenths of a 

grade point higher than online sections.  It remains unclear why students in online sections receive 

slightly lower grades than their in-person counterparts.  The lack of social contact with peers and greater 

demands for online students to be self-organized may be responsible for the grading differences 

observed in the different instructional modalities. 

Table 27.  Divisional aggregated mean grade point values assigned by Social Sciences full-time and 

adjunct faculty between AY2008-09 and 2011-12 (F=0, D=1.0, C=2.0, B=3.0, and A=4.0). 

Academic Year Full-time Faculty Adjunct Faculty 

AY 2008-09 2.8 3.2 

AY 2009-10 2.8 3.1 

AY 2010-11 2.8 3.1 

AY 2011-12 2.8 3.1 

AY 2012-13 2.7 3.1 

  

Table 28.  Divisional aggregated mean grade point values assigned by Social Sciences faculty in distance 

education and in-person course sections between AY2008-09 and 2011-12 (F=0, D=1.0, C=2.0, B=3.0, 

and A=4.0). 

Academic Year Online In-person 

AY 2008-09 2.8 3.0 

AY 2009-10 2.7 2.9 

AY 2010-11 2.8 3.0 

AY 2011-12 2.8 2.9 

AY 2012-13 2.7 2.7 

 

INTERNAL REPORT CONCLUSIONS 

 The findings of this internal report suggest several areas where the Social Sciences Division 

could improve.  As evidenced by our lack of attention to the previous program review MOU, the 

administration and Division Chair need to do a better job of following-up on what we agree to do as a 

result of our program review efforts.  The division’s lack of diligence with respect to the previous MOU is 

in part attributable to the continuous parade of VCAAs experienced by the faculty of UHWO over the 

past 10-years.  Since 2008, when the MOU was signed, the Social sciences Division has been subject to 

four different academic executives.  This constant change in leadership increases the likelihood that the 

specifics of agreements made in years past get lost in the shuffle.  

 The present review of Social Sciences faculty resources shows that hiring for the division has 

languished.  We have fewer tenure line faculty today than we did in 2008.  Economics and Finance lost a 

faculty member and this concentration is now again experiencing the intellectual isolation for which we 

were criticized by WASC in 2003.  The non-tenure line full-time faculty in the division have been 

continuously hired for far longer than necessary to justify converting these positions to tenure lines.  

Overall enrollments in the Social Sciences have been growing and we require more faculty to prevent 
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becoming overwhelmed by students seeking our programs.  Immediate planning for new hires must 

carefully consider concentration enrollment growth, the service functions of our courses and the 

intellectual isolation experienced by the respective programs in the division. 

 In spite of these challenges, our faculty have been productive in research and generous in 

service.  The administration, however, could do a better job of supporting the scholarly ambitions of the 

Social Sciences faculty through funding travel, providing personnel support and funding library resources 

for research.  Last, the service demands imposed on the Social Sciences faculty have been onerous and 

distracting.  Here again, more faculty could reduce this burden by spreading the work across a larger 

pool of personnel.  

 The faculty of the Social Sciences appreciate their students, but some divisional faculty struggle 

with teaching individuals who they perceive as not college ready.  This appears to be especially true for 

our first-time freshmen students.  Remedial services available to our students need to be expanded and 

professionalized.  Further, some in the division feel that we need to consider our mission in relation to 

the community college system and develop more rigorous criteria for admissions accordingly. 

 Academic programs offered by the Social Sciences have slowly expanded over the past five years 

without the addition of new faculty.  As a result, the same number of faculty are working harder to do 

more without any additional personnel or services for our students.  This circumstance appears to have 

paralyzed the division with respect to issues like implementing lower-division curricula, developing the 

concentrations for online delivery, and the disposition of BASS.  Curiously the Social Sciences faculty 

have not been able to take advantage of increasing their program enrollments through serving distant 

populations, while at the same time delivering substantial numbers of online courses. 

 The Social Sciences faculty are highly regarded as effective instructors by the students enrolled 

in the division.  Our grading practices appear stable with no evidence that grade inflation is increasing 

within the Social Sciences.  Further, the faculty of the Social Sciences concentrations have worked hard 

to assess student learning and their pedagogy over the past five years.  While our assessment efforts 

have been fruitful, we need to better evaluate the effectiveness of the changes implemented as a result 

of assessment findings.  Effort will also need to be directed at reducing the workload associated with 

conducting our assessments of student learning. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Social Sciences Internal Report              39 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix A 

(Social Sciences Faculty Survey and Results) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Social Sciences Internal Report              40 
 

 

 

 

Social Science Faculty Survey Results Spring 2013 

Assessment and student learning 

1. Rate how satisfied you are with the Divisional Learning Outcomes.  

n: 9 

Mean: 3.8 

Rating f 
 

1 0 

2 1 

3 2 

4 4 

5 2 

2. What if anything would you change about the divisional outcomes? 

 #2: none 

 #3: They are ok as is; they have been changed several times 

 #8: no 

 #9: link to divisional requirements 

3. Rate how satisfied you are with your concentration’s learning outcomes. 

n: 9 

Mean: 4.0 

Rating f 
 

1 0 

2 1 

3 1 

4 4 

5 3 

4. What if anything would you change about your concentration’s learning outcomes? 

 #2: none 

 #3: They are ok as is; they have been changed several times. I would only change them if it 

 resulted in not needing to participate in so many assessments in the future. 

 #8: No 

 #9: Reduce in number, link to concentration requirements 

5. Rate how satisfied you are with the process of assessing student learning. 

n: 9 

Mean: 3.1 

Rating f 
 

1 2 

2 1 

3 1 
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4 4 

5 1 

     

 

 

6. What if anything would you change about the process of assessing student learning? 

 #3: Eliminate the report writing 

 #8: No 

 #9: Reduce workload, increase autonomy 

7. Rate how satisfied you are with how the results of learning assessments inform your instructional  

    practice.   

n: 9 

Mean: 3.4 

Rating f 
 

1 1 

2 0 

3 3 

4 4 

5 1 

8. What if anything should be changed so that the results of learning assessments would better inform 

    your instructional practice? 

 #2: Feedback 

 #3: Eliminate the report writing 

 #8: Nothing 

 #9: More individual autonomy in conducting assessments 

9. Rate how satisfied you are with the workload associated with conducting assessments of student  

    learning. 

n: 9 

Mean: 2.7 

Rating f 
 

1 3 

2 0 

3 4 

4 1 

5 1 

10. What if anything should be changed about the workload associated with conducting assessments of  

      student learning? 

 #3: The assessment and report writing consume too much time relative to the insight they  

  provide. 

 #8: No 

 #9: Assessment workload needs to be cut down. 
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Social Science Academic Programs 

11. Rate how satisfied you are with the concentration based academic structure of the Social Science  

       division. 

n: 9 

Mean: 3.2 

Rating f 
 

1 2 

2 1 

3 1 

4 3 

5 2 

12. What if anything would you change about the concentration based academic structure of the 

      division? 

 #1: Need faculty so we can have majors 

 #3: It is fine as is. 

 #8: There should be separate BA programs. 

 #9: Move towards degrees when enrollments permit. 

13. What if anything would need to occur or change before your concentration could sustain itself as an  

       independent BA degree? 

 #2: More faculty 

 #3: More faculty 

 #8: Nothing 

 #9: Nothing 

14. Rate how satisfied you are with the Social Science core curriculum (Statistics, Philosophy of the  

       Social Sciences). 

n: 9 

Mean: 3.9 

Rating f 
 

1 0 

2 1 

3 1 

4 5 

5 2 

15. What if anything should be changed about the Social Science core curriculum? 

 #1: More writing and math should be required. 

 #3: It is fine as is. It provides students with a good background in philosophy, methods and  

  statistics that will be useful throughout their academic career at UHWO and beyond,  

  and also in related jobs.  In the required and/or advanced concentration courses, it is  
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  always easy to distinguish those who have completed the core requirements from  

  others who have not. 

 #4:  All core courses except capstone should be 300+ level. 

 #5: Statistics are difficult for many students, eliminate it as a requirement. 

 #8: Delete Philosophy of the Social Sciences 

16. Rate how satisfied you are with the 9-credit complementary Social Science requirement. 

n: 9 

Mean: 4.1 

Rating f 
 

1 0 

2 0 

3 2 

4 4 

5 3 

17. What if anything should be changed about 9-credit complementary Social Science requirement? 

 #3: It is time to reconsider the cross-listing of courses with other disciplines. Currently, it is  

  possible for some students to complete the 9 credit requirement by taking courses that  

  are delivered from their first concentration. 

 #8: Change to 6 credits 

 #9: Phase it out when enrollments permit 

18. Rate how satisfied you are with the senior capstone requirement. 

n: 9 

Mean: 3.7 

Rating f 
 

1 2 

2 0 

3 0 

4 4 

5 3 

19. What if anything needs to be changed about the capstone requirement? 

 #3: This is a very good requirement.  The course meets its mission – to pull students up to an  

  advanced level of research and/or practice, to give them an important credential for  

  jobs and/or graduate studies, and to provide them with a network of contacts that help  

  to make those jobs and/or advanced studies a reality.  However this course is very labor  

  intensive for faculty.  Especially given our stagnant faculty numbers and our fast growing 

  student population, I suggest that this opportunity be offered to only select students in  

  the future. 

 #8: Remove the capstone requirement 

 #9: Phase it out and replace it with comparable required courses. 

20. Rate how satisfied you are with the lower-division requirements of your concentration. 

n: 9 

Mean: 4.2 
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Rating f 
 

1 0 

2 0 

3 2 

4 3 

5 4 

21. What if anything needs to be changed about the lower-division requirements of your concentration? 

 #1: More writing and math 

 #3: Additional faculty.  Currently, we can only offer a few lower division courses. 

 #8: No changes 

22. Rate how satisfied you are with the level of interdisciplinary emphasis in the Social Science division. 

n: 9 

Mean: 4.2 

Rating f 
 

1 1 

2 0 

3 0 

4 3 

5 5 

23. What if anything should change about the interdisciplinary emphasis of the Social Science Division? 

 #3: It should be enhanced, in order to provide a well-rounded education to our students.  With  

  more faculty in future, a few team taught courses could be offered by faculty from  

  different disciplines. 

 #8: No 

24. Rate how satisfied you are with how your concentration prepares students for professional success 

       (work) after graduation.  

n: 9 

Mean: 4.2 

Rating f 
 

1 0 

2 1 

3 1 

4 2 

5 5 

25. What if anything needs to change about your concentration’s curriculum to adequately prepare  

       graduates for professional success after graduation? 

 #3: More faculty to teach a wider range of specialized courses. 

 #6: A career development center on campus. 

 #8: Nothing 

26. Rate how satisfied you are with how your concentration prepares students for graduate school after  

       graduation. 

n: 9 

Mean: 4.2 
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Rating f 
 

1 0 

2 1 

3 1 

4 2 

5 5 

27. What if anything needs to change about how your concentration curriculum prepares graduates for  

       graduate school? 

 #1: More rigor 

 #3: We need more faculty to provide a wider range of specialized courses, to write grants, and  

  advise students. 

 #6: Increase preparation and information for applying to graduate programs. 

 #8: No changes 

28. What would you identify as the three most important challenges that the Social Science Division will 

       need to address over the next 5 years? (please list in order of priority below, with 1 being the  

       highest priority) 

 1. #1: staffing 

  #2: Lack of faculty 

  #3: Additional faculty 

  #4: Additional faculty positions 

  #5: Move to majors (regardless of size of some concentrations) 

  #6: Hiring more tenure line faculty 

  #8: existing faculty salary is too low and non-competitive and needs to be substantially  

   increased 

  #9: Freshman college readiness  

 2. #1: funding to support divisional activities for both faculty and students 

  #2: More WI courses 

  #3: Gaining the attention and respect of our administration.  We have a number of good 

   and popular programs in our division.  A large number of our students go on to  

   graduate studies and/or jobs in their field after graduation.  However, we are  

   being undervalued. 

  #4: Additional faculty positions 

  #6: Increased enrollment and not enough full time faculty 

  #8: Establish separate BA programs 

  #9: Enrollment growth in low enrolled concentrations 

 3. #2: Creation of MA programs 

  #3: Overcoming the “toxic” atmosphere among the faculty in our Social Sciences division 

  #6: Budget for student and professional development 

  #8: hiring new faculty to increased enrollment 

  #9: Phasing out the Bass program and bringing up the concentrations online 

29. What would you identify as the three most important challenges that your concentration will need    

       to  address over the next 5 years? (please list in order of priority below, with 1 being the highest  
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       priority) 

 1. #1: staffing 

  #2: Lack of faculty 

  #3: Additional faculty 

  #6: Hiring more tenure line faculty 

  #8: existing faculty salary is too low and non-competitive and needs to be substantially  

   increased 

  #9: Managing the growth of online instruction 

 2. #1: funding 

  #2: More WI courses 

  #3: Further program development 

  #6: Increased enrollment and not enough full time faculty 

  #8: Establish separate BA programs 

  #9: Freshman college readiness 

 3. #2: Creation of MA programs 

  #3: Gaining the attention and respect of our administration. 

  #6: Budget for student and professional development 

  #8: hiring new faculty to increase enrollment 

  #9: Hiring as necessary to meet enrollment growth 

Distributed learning 

30. Rate how satisfied you are with the BASS program. 

n: 7 

Mean: 2.9 

Rating f 
 

1 3 

2 0 

3 0 

4 3 

5 1 

31. What if anything should be changed about the BASS program? 

 #2: Not familiar 

 #3: The program has been in “limbo” for the past few years.  It needs a designated promoter, an 

  advisor, an advocate, and a placement specialist.  It is also time to refresh the program  

  by adding new courses that meet students’ interests and needs. 

 #4: Additional courses, scheduled rotation of course offerings. 

 #6: Drop it! 

 #8: It should be deleted and should be replaced with online BAs or concentrations 

 #9: Needs to be phased out 

32. Rate how satisfied you are with the learning of your students’ when enrolled in in-person, hybrid,  

       online and/or HITS course sections. 

In-person Online 

n: 6 n: 7 
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Mean: 4.5 Mean: 3.3 

Rating f Rating f 
   

1 0 1 1 

2 0 2 0 

3 0 3 3 

4 3 4 2 

5 3 5 1 

33. Rate how satisfied you are with the expansion of online course sections in your concentration. 

n: 7 

Mean: 3.7 

Rating f 
 

1 0 

2 0 

3 3 

4 3 

5 1 

34. Should the faculty in your concentration be limited in how many online course sections they deliver  

      and why? 

 #3: Yes, we need to focus on high quality in person courses.  Online courses have difficulty  

  meeting the quality of in person courses.  Also, online courses do not offer as great  

  an opportunity for personal contact with faculty and the good mentoring and advising  

  that can result from that.  They also do not benefit from personal interaction with other  

  students or participation in campus events.  We should only offer enough online courses 

  to benefit neighbor island students who lack other opportunities and for a small portion  

  of Oahu students for their convenience.  While we want our courses to be accessible to  

  Oahu students, that cannot become our first priority in delivering a Social Sciences  

  education.  Also, online courses hold fewer students than in person ones; in the end,  

  given the shortage of faculty, we are able to serve fewer students. 

 #4: Yes 

 #6: There should be a set limit and some quality control of course content e.g., more than no  

  chat and one exam.  In addition, summer term should be limited to 2 courses per term,  

  again, with some quality control or a minimum standard for interaction and   

  examination. 

 #8: No, they should not be limited because no faculty member should be required to teach  

  online or in-person.  It should be up to the individual faculty member to decide.  In  

  addition, according to the mission of UHWO, it is the primary distance education  

  institution in the UH system. 

 #9: Yes, the courses need to be evaluated for quality before the entire schedule is online 

35. Rate how satisfied you are with the IT support you receive for online or hybrid instruction (note, if  

       you do not teach online or hybrid please mark the NA space). 

n: 8 

Mean: 3.4 

Rating f 
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1 1 

2 0 

3 3 

4 3 

5 1 

36. What if anything could be changed to improve the IT support you receive for online or hybrid  

       instruction? 

   #2: More workshops 

 #3: We have very good IT support.  However, given the current system, it is difficult to access  

  UHWO support. 

 #8: There is little coordination and too much bureaucracy.  The faculty and students should not  

  have to fill out tedious forms just to get help, especially when their computers don’t  

  work.   

 #9: The “help desk” online help request system is a lot of trouble to go through to receive help             

Instruction 

37. Briefly describe your teaching philosophy. 

 #2: Dynamic 

 #3: First, I consider the very non-traditional characteristics of our student population and their  

  different styles of learning.  To help reach them in my courses, I use a wide variety of  

  teaching strategies and modalities.  I also vary the level of language, analytical concepts, 

  and assignments within each course.  I also scaffold levels of learning and skills required  

  as students progress through the curriculum. 

 #6: Interactive (instructor to student and student to student, and standards/outcome based). 

 #8: No opinion. 

 #9: Set high standards and provide the resources/support needed for student success 

38. Briefly describe your teaching style. 

 #2: Dynamic 

 #3: I use a variety of teaching strategies and modalities.  These include lecture, in class group  

  discussions, puzzles, and projects; films and YouTube clips; free writes; individual and  

  group fieldtrips, etc.  I also employ a variety of assignments.  These include required and 

  recommended readings; objective and essay exams; reaction, report, and research  

  papers; individual and group oral and PowerPoint presentations, etc. 

 #6 Multi-media, interactive, corrective feedback, scaffold guidance, and formative/summative  

  learning outcome assessment. 

 #8: No opinion 

 #9: Lecture and Socratic dialogue 

39. Rate your satisfaction with the students enrolled in your concentration. 

n: 9 

Mean: 4.1 

Rating f 
 

1 0 

2 0 
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3 1 

4 6 

5 2 

 

 

40. Rate your satisfaction with the college readiness of the freshman students you instruct. 

n: 8 

Mean: 2.8 

Rating f 
 

1 1 

2 3 

3 2 

4 1 

5 1 

41. What if anything should be changed to improve the college readiness our freshman? 

 #1: Admissions standards, better advising and better orientation 

 #2: Admissions policy 

 #8: No opinion 

 #9: Increase admission standards 

42. Rate your satisfaction with the college readiness of the transfer students you instruct. 

n: 9 

Mean: 3.7 

Rating f 
 

1 0 

2 1 

3 2 

4 5 

5 1 

43. What if anything should be changed to improve the college readiness of the transfer students you  

       instruct? 

 #1: Admissions standards, better advising and better orientation 

 #2: Admissions policy 

 #3: General speaking, many students from local public schools need more preparation in writing  

  and math.  Many experience great anxiety when asked to perform these tasks,  And, it is 

  often easy to distinguish them from privately educated local students and those from  

  mainland schools. 

 #6: Reading and writing support. 

 #8: No opinion 

44. What is your greatest challenge to effective instruction? 

 #1: Poor student preparation 

 #3: Student lack of preparedness for advanced writing.  Also, the attitude and practice of many  

  students that lead them to wait till the last minute, and to then try to pull their   

  assignments “out of a hat.” 
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 #6: Support services e.g., writing for students. 

 #8: No major problems 

 #9: The college readiness of the freshman and sophomore classes 

 

 

45. Have you received any teaching awards? [Please identify what award(s) and the year(s) received] 

 #2: Yes, BOR 2011 

 #3: NA 

 #6: Deans award for teaching 2005, Outstanding teaching award 1999. 

 #8: No 

46. Rate how satisfied you are with the administrative support you receive for instruction. 

n: 9 

Mean: 1.9 

Rating f 
 

1 5 

2 1 

3 2 

4 1 

5 0 

47. What if anything could be changed to improve the administrative support you receive for  

       instruction? 

 #3: Administrative support is minimal – the creation of CTLE and UH system awards for teaching.  

  Otherwise, our administration seems to have little concern for quality teaching on our  

  campus. 

 #6: Hire staff for the writing center and provide necessary equipment for classroom instruction. 

 #8: There is no support from the VCAA’s office.  We need to hire additional support staff. 

 #8: Clerical support 

48. Rate how satisfied you are with the services your students receive from the Learning Center. 

n: 8 

Mean: 4.1 

Rating f 
 

1 0 

2 0 

3 1 

4 5 

5 2 

49. What if anything would you change about the effectiveness of the Learning Center? 

 #3: It has been an excellent service, and I sincerely hope they will be able to continue to offer  

  them in future.  My only concern is that the peer tutors are unequal in their ability to  

  help other students. 

 #6: Hire more staff and a director with experience! 

 #8: No opinion 

 #9: Increase professional staffing. 
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50. Rate how satisfied you are with how the library provides services to support your instructional  

       activities. 

n: 9 

Mean: 4.1 

Rating f 
 

1 0 

2 1 

3 0 

4 5 

5 3 

51. What if anything would you change about how the library provides services to support your 

instructional activities? 

 #3: We have a beautiful new library, and it seems to be the focus on student life on campus.   

  Unfortunately, the library lacks adequate staff, books, and online databases.  Both  

  faculty and students suffer as a result. 

 #8: Faculty members should have the same access to library resources as UH-Manoa. 

Scholarship and service 

52. Rate how satisfied you are with the information resources available at the library. 

n: 9 

Mean: 3.0 

Rating f 
 

1 1 

2 2 

3 3 

4 2 

5 1 

53. What if anything should be changed to improve the information resources available at the library? 

 #1: Access to UH Manoa databases 

 #2: More journals 

 #3: We lack adequate staff, books and online data bases. 

 #7: Need electronic access to more journals 

 #8: More data bases 

 #9: Increase scholarly collections 

54. Rate how satisfied you are with the administrative support you receive for scholarship. 

n: 9 

Mean: 1.9 

Rating f 
 

1 5 
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2 1 

3 2 

4 1 

5 0 

     

55. What if anything could the administration change to better support your scholarship? 

 #1: More funding 

 #3: In the past, scholarship was considered a stigma at UHWO.  Today, there is almost no  

  support.  Administration, faculty, students and staff remain unaware of the interesting  

  and important work of our faculty.  As a result, we remain undervalued. I would like to  

  see UHWO support scholarship in the various ways it is done at other campuses   

  throughout the nation.  The recent addition of a grant support specialist is a step  

  forward.  We also need to provide intramural funds for small research projects and for  

  travel to conferences (to stay abreast of work done by others, and to present our own  

  work).  We need awards for excellent research and publications.  Our bookstore should  

  display and sell recent books published by our faculty.  Faculty research and publication  

  should also be items of news on campus and in our community.  An occasional speaker’s 

  series for faculty research should also be developed. 

 #6: More support for professional development e.g., conferences, collaborative work, research  

  assistants. 

 #7: Monies for research assistants, travel equipment 

 #8: There is no support, need more resources. 

56. What are the three greatest challenges you face in conducting your scholarship?  (please identify 

       below in order of priority with 1 being the highest priority) 

 1. #1: No access to data bases 

  #2: Lack of resources 

  #3: The lack of respect for and of knowledge about research and publications on our  

   campus. 

  #5: Funding for travel 

  #6: Release time 

  #7: time to review data – course releases, research assistants 

  #8: Funding for travel to conferences 

  #9: colleagues to collaborate with 

 2. #2: Lack of mentorship 

  #3: Funding to assist research and publication. 

  #6: Research assistantships 

  #7: monies to support travel to visit research sites and expand research 

  #8: Lack of library resources 

  #9: Administrative, assessment, committee distraction 
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 3. #3: With the heavy teaching load and committee load at UHWO, there is not sufficient  

   time to work on scholarship during the academic semesters. 

  #6: Travel expenses for conference presentations and/or on-site collaboration 

  #7: equipment (video cameras, computers, software) 

  #8: Lack of academic and staff support 

  #9: Library resources 

57. Since the Fall of 2008, how many: 

 -books have you authored or co-authored: 2 

 -chapters or works in books written: 1+4 = 5   

 -books, anthologies or journals edited: 1+58 = 59   

 -works in refereed journals published: 3+2+3+2+2+1 = 15    

 -works in non-refereed journals published_____   

 -other editorial tasks performed: 6+6+65+3 = 80 

 -papers presented at conferences: 4+9+7+3 = 23 

 -conferences/workshops attended: 6+7+5+15 = 33 

 -grants and fellowships received: 2+2+3 = 7 

 -readings/performances given: 2 

 -professional organizations joined: 3+5+9 = 17 

 -reviews written: 5+2 = 7 

 -electronic publications written_____  

58. Since the Fall of 2008, how many :* 

 -students have you advised: 50+350+50+50 = 500 

 -standing committees have you served on: 4+8+5+4+6+5 = 32 

 -standing committees have you chaired: 4 

 -ad hoc committees have you served on: 5+1 = 6 

 -ad hoc committees have you chaired_____ 

 -administrative committees have you served on: 4+5+4+8 = 21 

 -administrative committees have you chaired: 2+2 = 4 

 -system committees have you served on: 4+1 = 5 

 -system committees have you chaired_____ 

 -institutional reports have you written: 8+1+12 = 21 

 -presentations have you given to community groups: 8+12+10+1+3 = 34 

 -interviews have you given to the media: 6+5+2 = 12 

 -community organizations have you joined: 1+4+2+3 = 10  

       *Note, for the same committee served on for multiple years, please count each year as a unit of  

         service ( i.e., serving on Curriculum for 5 years = 5 committees on which you served). 

59. Please describe any issue or concern that you may have about the Social Science Division or your  

       concentration that you feel important to express but which was not addressed above.  

 #3: I am concerned about the toxic atmosphere in the Social Sciences division.  Some members  

  of the division regularly denigrate or even occasionally harass other faculty and/or  

  programs in the division.  This is very stressful and demoralizing – not only to the  
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  individual(s) being targeted, but to others in the division as well.  This situation is  

  especially unfortunate for our new and /or untenured faculty, who seem on edge and  

  mistrustful of some members of the division.  And, when news of this spreads to other  

  areas of our campus, and even to our administration, this hurts our division as a whole. 

 #8: No additional comments. 
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Appendix B 

(Spring 2008 Program Review Memorandum of Understanding) 
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Appendix C 

(Course rotations for the divisional core, each concentration, BASS and certificate programs) 
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Table 1.  In-person (IP) and online (DE) course rotations for the divisional Social Sciences core courses.  

Core 
Courses 

F-08 S-09 Sum-
09 

F-09 S-10 Sum-
10 

F-10 S-11 Sum-
11 

F-11 S-12 Sum-
12 

F-12 S-13 

SSCI 210 2-IP 1-IP, 
1-DE 

-- 1-IP, 
1-DE 

1-IP, 
1-DE 

-- 1-IP, 
1-DE 

1-IP, 
1-DE 

-- 1-IP, 
1-DE 

1-IP, 
1-DE 

-- 1-IP, 
1-DE 

1-IP, 
1-DE 

SSCI 300 2-IP 1-IP, 
1-DE 

-- 1-IP, 
1-DE 

1-IP, 
1-DE 

-- 1-IP, 
1-DE 

1-IP, 
1-DE 

-- 1-IP, 
1-DE 

1-IP, 
1-DE 

-- 3-DE 2-DE 

 

 

Table 2.  In-person (IP) and online (DE) course rotations for the Anthropology concentration.  

Program 
Course 

F-08 S-09 Sum-
09 

F-09 S-10 Sum-
10 

F-10 S-11 Sum-
11 

F-11 S-12 Sum-
12 

F-12 S-13 

SSCI 317 -- 1-DE -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-IP 

SSCI 486A 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- 

SSCI 490A 1-IP 1-IP -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- 

ANTH 490 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- 

Culture and Language Cluster (6 credits from the following) 

ANTH 151 -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- 1-IP 2-IP 

ANTH 313 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

ANTH 350 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- 

ANTH 351 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- 

ANTH 358  1-IP -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE 

ANTH 383 1-IP -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- 1-DE 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- 

ANTH 420 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- 

ANTH 423 -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP 

ANTH 447 -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- 

ANTH 448 -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- -- 

ANTH 487 -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP 

Archaeology Cluster (6 credits from the following) 

ANTH 152 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- 2-IP 2-IP 

ANTH 181 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

ANTH 210 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

ANTH 321 -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE 

ANTH 381 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

ANTH 483 -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- 

Physical Anthropology Cluster (6 credits from the following) 

ANTH 215 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- 

ANTH 215L -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- 

ANTH 310 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

ANTH 384 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- 

ANTH 415 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- 

ANTH 458 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- 
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Table 2 continued. 

 

 

Table 3.  In-person (IP) and online (DE) course rotations delivered for the ECE concentration. 

Program 
Courses 

F-08 S-09 Sum-
09 

F-09 S-10 Sum-
10 

F-10 S-11 Sum-
11 

F-11 S-12 Sum-
12 

F-12 S-13 

ECED 320 -- 1-IP, 
1-DE 

-- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE 

ECED 340 -- 1-IP, 
1-DE 

-- 1-IP, 
1-DE 

-- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- 

ECED 401 1-IP, 
1-DE 

-- -- 1-DE -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE 

ECED 402 1-IP, 
1-DE 

1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- 

ECED 420 1-IP, 
1-DE 

-- -- 1-IP, 
1-DE 

-- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- 

ECED 440 -- 1-IP, 
1-DE 

-- 1-IP, 
1-DE 

-- -- 1-DE 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE 

ECED 496D -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP 

SSCI 301 1-IP, 
1-DE 

1-IP -- 2-DE 1-IP -- 2-DE 1-DE -- 1-DE 1-IP, 
1-DE 

-- 1-IP, 
1-DE 

1-IP, 
1-DE 

SSCI 490C 
(6 credits) 

-- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE 1-DE -- -- 1-DE 

 

 

 

ANTH 460 -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP 

Program 
Courses 

F-08 S-09 Sum-
09 

F-09 S-10 Sum-
10 

F-10 S-11 Sum-
11 

F-11 S-12 Sum-
12 

F-12 S-13 

Other  Anthropology Courses Offered 

ANTH 296F -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- 

ANTH 342 -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- 1-IP 

ANTH 356 -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

ANTH 362 -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- 1-DE -- 

ANTH 380 -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP 1-IP -- -- 

ANTH 405 -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

ANTH 422 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 

ANTH 437 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- 

ANTH 459 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

ANTH 474 -- 1-IP -- -- 1-DE 1-DE -- 1-DE 1-DE -- 2-DE 1-DE -- 1-DE 

ANTH 496E -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table 4.  In-person (IP) and online (DE) course rotations delivered for the Economics and Finance 

concentration. 

Program 
Courses 

F-08 S-09 Sum-
09 

F-09 S-10 Sum-
10 

F-10 S-11 Sum-
11 

F-11 S-12 Sum-
12 

F-12 S-13 

ECON 130 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-DE 1-IP -- 1-DE 1-IP -- 1-IP, 
1-DE 

1-DE 

ECON 131 -- 1-IP -- 1-DE 1-IP -- 1-IP 1-DE -- 1-IP 1-DE -- 1-IP 2-1P 

ECON 300 1-DE 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- 1-DE -- 

ECON 301 -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- 1-DE 

ECON 302 -- -- -- 2DE -- -- 1-DE -- 1-DE 1-DE 1-DE -- 1-DE -- 

SSCI 410 (301 
optional) 

-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP, 
1-DE 

1-IP, 
1-DE 

Economics Track (12 credits from the following) 

ECON 311 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

ECON 321 -- -- -- 1-IP 1-IP 1-DE 1-DE 1-DE 1-DE 1-IP 1-DE -- -- -- 

ECON 325 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

ECON 340 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

ECON 342 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

ECON 358 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

ECON 396 -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

ECON 410 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- 

ECON 432 -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

ECON 461 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

ECON 495 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- 

ECON 496 -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- -- 

ECON 499 -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- 1-IP 1-IP 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- 

SSCI 486E 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- 

SSCI 490E -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- 1-IP -- 

Finance Track (Acc 201, 202 and 12 credits from the following with 3 credits in FIN) 

ACC 201 -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- 

ACC 202 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --  -- -- -- 

BUSA 324 -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE 1-DE -- 1-IP 1-IP -- -- -- 

BUSA 326 -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

BUSA 427 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

ECON 321 -- -- -- 1-IP 1-IP 1-DE 1-DE 1-DE 1-DE 1-IP 1-DE -- -- -- 

ECON 322 -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- -- 

ECON 340 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

ECON 461 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP 

FIN 301  -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- 1-DE 1-DE 1-DE -- 

FIN 307 -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- 1-DE -- 

FIN 496 -- -- -- 1-IP 1-IP -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

FIN 499 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

SSCI 490N -- -- -- -- 1-IP 1-IP 1-IP 1-IP -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- 
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Table 5.  In-person (IP) and online (DE) course rotations delivered for the Political Science concentration. 

Program 
Courses 

F-08 S-09 Sum-
09 

F-09 S-10 Sum-
10 

F-10 S-11 Sum-
11 

F-11 S-12 Sum-
12 

F-12 S-13 

POLS 302 -- 1-DE -- -- 2-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP, 
1-DE 

1-DE 1-DE 1-IP 

POLS 330 1-DE -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- 

SSCI 317 -- 1-DE -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- 

SSCI 486L  -- 2-IP -- 1-IP 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- 1-IP 1-IP 

SSCI 490L  1-IP --  -- 1-IP -- 2-IP -- 1-IP 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- 

Political Science Restricted Electives (12 credits from the following) 

POLS 110 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 2-IP -- 

POLS 130 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP 

POLS 308 -- -- -- 2-1P -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- 

POLS 316 -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- 

POLS 320  1-DE -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- 1-IP -- 

POLS 326 1-DE -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-IP 

POLS 335 -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP 

POLS 339 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- 

POLS 342  1-IP -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- 1-IP 

POLS 370 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

POLS 371 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- 2-IP -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP 

POLS 378 -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-DE -- 

POLS 381 -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- 

POLS 384 -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- 1-DE -- 1-DE 

POLS 430  -- 1-IP -- -- -- 1-IP -- 2-DE -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-DE 

POLS 450 -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

POLS 496 -- 1-IP 1-DE -- -- -- 1-IP, 
1-DE 

-- -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP 

POLS 499 -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- 1-IP -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- 

Other Political Science Courses Offered 

POLS 306 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- 

POLS 489 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table 6.  In-person (IP) and online (DE) course rotations delivered for the Psychology concentration. 

Program 
Courses 

F-08 S-09 Sum-
09 

F-09 S-10 Sum-
10 

F-10 S-11 Sum-
11 

F-11 S-12 Sum-
12 

F-12 S-13 

PSY 100  2-IP 1-IP 1-IP 1-IP 1-DE -- 2-IP, 
1-DE 

1-DE -- 1-IP, 
1-DE 

1-DE -- 2-IP, 
2-DE 

1-DE, 
1-IP 

PSY 212  1-IP 1-IP 1-IP 1-IP 1-IP -- 1-IP 1-DE -- 2-DE 1-DE -- 1-DE 1-DE 

PSY 402 -- -- -- 1-IP 1-IP -- 1-DE 1-IP -- 1-DE 1-IP -- 1-DE 1-DE 

SSCI 486P 2-IP 3-IP -- 2-IP 1-IP, 
1-DE 

-- 1-DE 2-IP -- 1-DE 1-IP, 
1-DE 

-- 1-DE 2-DE 

Psychology Lower-division Restricted Electives (6 credits from the following) 

PSY 231 -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP 

PSY 240 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-DE -- 1-DE 1-DE 

PSY 250  -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- 1-DE 1-DE -- 1-DE 1-DE -- -- -- 

PSY 260 1-IP -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- 1-DE 1-IP 

Human Development Cluster (3 credits from the following) 

PSY 340 1-IP 1-DE -- 1-IP 1-DE -- 1-IP 1-DE -- 1-IP 1-DE -- 1-IP 1-DE 

PSY 342 1-IP 2-IP -- 1-IP 1-IP -- 1-IP 1-IP -- 1-IP 1-IP -- 1-IP 1-IP 

PSY 343 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE 

PSY 442 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

Social Psychology Cluster (3 credits from the following) 

PSY 351 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- 

PSY 352  -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- 1-DE 

PSY 404 -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE 

PSY 450 -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- 

Experimental Psychology Cluster (3 credits from the following) 

PSY 322 1-DE 1-IP -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- 

PSY 323 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

PSY 324  -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

PSY 325  -- 1-DE -- -- -- 1-DE 1-IP -- -- 1-IP 1-DE -- 1-IP -- 

PSY 405  -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE 1-DE -- 1-DE 

PSY 429 -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

Clinical/Applied Cluster (3 credits from the following) 

PSY 371  1-IP, 
1-DE 

1-DE -- -- 1-DE 1-DE 1-IP -- 1-DE 1-IP -- 1-DE 1-IP -- 

PSY 372 -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

PSY 373 -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-DE -- 

PSY 406 1-IP -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- 

PSY 408 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

PSY 412 1-IP -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- 

PSY 473  -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- 1-DE 1-IP -- 1-DE 1-IP 1-DE -- 

PSY 474  -- 1-IP -- -- 1-DE 1-DE -- 1-DE 1-DE -- 2-DE 1-DE -- 2-DE 

Other Psychology Courses Offered 

PSY 374 -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- 

PSY 403 1-DE -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE 1-DE -- 1-DE 

PSY 407B -- 3-DE -- 2-DE 1-DE -- -- 1-IP -- 2-IP 1-DE -- 1-DE 1-DE 
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Table 6 continued. 

 

Table 7.  In-person (IP) and online (DE) course rotations for the Sociology concentration. 

Courses F-08 S-09 Sum-
09 

F-09 S-10 Sum-
10 

F-10 S-11 Sum-
11 

F-11 S-12 Sum-
12 

F-12 S-13 

SSCI 301 
(Psy 212 or 
SSCI 317) 

2-IP, 
1-DE 

2-IP, 
1-DE 

1-IP, 
1-DE 

1-IP, 
2-DE 

2-IP, 
1-DE 

-- 2-DE, 
1-IP 

3-DE -- 3-DE 1-IP, 
2-DE 

-- 1-IP, 
2-DE 

3-IP, 
1-DE 

SOC 470 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- 

SSCI 486S  1-IP 1-IP -- 1-IP 1-IP -- 1-IP 1-IP -- 1-IP 1-IP -- -- 1-IP 

SSCI 490S -- -- -- 1-IP 1-IP -- 1-IP 1-IP -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- 

Sociology electives (15 credits from the following) 

SOC 100 1-DE -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- 2-IP 2-IP 

SOC 311 1-DE -- -- -- 1-DE -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

SOC 313 -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- 

SOC 324 -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE 

SOC 329 -- -- -- 1-IP 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-IP 

SOC 334 -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- -- 

SOC 341 1-IP 1-DE -- -- 1-IP -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- 

SOC 352 -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- 

SOC 362 -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- 1-DE -- 

SOC 401 -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP 

SOC 411 1-IP -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- 

SOC 412 -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- 

SOC 418 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE 

SOC 423 -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP 

SOC 431 -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- 1-IP -- 

SOC 434 -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP 1-IP -- -- -- -- 1-DE 1-IP -- -- 

SOC 450 -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- 

SOC 451 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- 

SOC 456 -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- -- 

SOC 457 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

SOC 496 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-DE 1-IP 

SOC 499 -- 1-IP -- 2-IP 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

 

Program 
Courses 

F-08 S-09 Sum-
09 

F-09 S-10 Sum-
10 

F-10 S-11 Sum-
11 

F-11 S-12 Sum-
12 

F-12 S-13 

Other Psychology Courses Offered 

PSY 422 1-IP  -- 1-IP -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE --  1-DE -- -- 

PSY 480 -- 1-DE 1-DE 1-IP 1-DE 
1-IP 

1-DE 1-IP 2-1P 1-DE -- 1-IP 1-DE 1-IP -- 

PSY 496 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- 

PSY 499 1-IP -- -- 1-IP 2-IP -- -- -- -- 1-IP 1-IP -- -- -- 

SSCI 490P -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE 1-DE 
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Table 8.  Course rotations for the BASS distance education program. 

Required 
Course 

F-08 S-09 Sum-
09 

F-09 S-10 Sum-
10 

F-10 S-11 Sum-
11 

F-11 S-12 Sum-
12 

F-12 S-13 

SSCI 301  1-DE -- -- 2-DE -- -- 2-DE 1-DE -- 1-DE 1-DE -- 1-IP, 
1-DE 

1-IP, 
1-DE 

SSCI 490B 1-DE -- -- 2-DE -- -- 2-DE -- -- 1-DE 1-DE -- 1-DE 1-DE 

Human development theme (9 credits from the following) 

PSY 260 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- 

PSY 322 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- 

PSY 325 -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- 

PSY 340 -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- 

PSY 371 1-DE 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

PSY 373 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- 

PSY 403 1-DE -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE 1-DE -- 1-DE 

PSY 404 -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE 

PSY 405 -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE 

PSY 406 -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- 

PSY 407B -- 3-DE -- 2-DE 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- 1-DE 1-DE 

SOC 411 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

Culture and Environment Theme (9 credits from the following) 

ANTH 321 -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE 

ANTH 350 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- 

ANTH 358 -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE 

ANTH 383 -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- 

ANTH 415 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- 

ANTH 447 -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- 

ANTH 448 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- -- 

PHIL 482 -- 1-DE -- 2-DE 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

POLS 326 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- 

POLS 371 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

POLS 381 -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- 

SSCI 317 -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- 

SSCI 326 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

SOC 362 -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- 

Economy and Society Theme (9 credits from the following) 

ECON 311 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

ECON 358 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

ECON 396 -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

POLS 316 -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- 

POLS 320 1-DE -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

POLS 330 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- 

POLS 384 -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- 1-DE -- 1-DE 

SOC 311 1-DE -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table 8 continued. 

Required 
Course 

F-08 S-09 Sum-
09 

F-09 S-10 Sum-
10 

F-10 S-11 Sum-
11 

F-11 S-12 Sum-
12 

F-12 S-13 

SOC 313 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

SOC 329 -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- 

SOC 341 -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

SOC 352 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

SOC 418 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE 

  

Table 9.  Course rotations for the Certificate in Applied Forensic Anthropology. 

Required 
Course 

F-08 S-09 Sum-
09 

F-09 S-10 Sum-
10 

F-10 S-11 Sum-
11 

F-11 S-12 Sum-
12 

F-12 S-13 

ANTH 381 
or 181 

-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

ANTH 384 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- 

ANTH 415 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- 

ANTH 458 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- 

ANTH 460 -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP 

PUBA 309 -- 1-IP -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-IP 1-IP -- -- 1-IP 

SSCI 490F 2-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP 1-IP -- 1-IP -- 

 

Table 10. Course rotations for the Certificate in Substance Abuse and Addictions Studies. 

Required 
Course 

F-08 S-09 Sum-
09 

F-09 S-10 Sum-
10 

F-10 S-11 Sum-
11 

F-11 S-12 Sum-
12 

F-12 S-13 

PSY 373  -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-DE -- 

PSY 374 -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- 

PSY 403 1-DE -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE 1-DE -- 1-DE 

PSY 404 -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE 

PSY 405 -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE 1-DE -- 1-DE 

PSY 406 1-IP -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- 

PSY 407B -- 3-DE -- 2-DE 1-DE -- -- -- -- 1-IP 1-DE -- 1-DE -- 
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Table 11.  Course rotations for the Certificate in Interdisciplinary Environmental Studies. 

Required 
Course 

F-08 S-09 Sum-
09 

F-09 S-10 Sum-
10 

F-10 S-11 Sum-
11 

F-11 S-12 Sum-
12 

F-12 S-13 

Lower-division electives (9 credits from the following) 

BIOL 101  1-IP -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- 2-IP 

BIOL 123 -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- 

BIOL 200 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- 

CHEM 100 1-IP 1-IP -- 1-IP 1-IP -- 1-IP 1-IP -- 1-IP 1-IP -- 1-IP 1-IP 

OCN 201 -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP 1-IP -- 1-IP 1-IP -- -- 1-IP 

ZOOL 200 -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- 1-IP 

Upper-division electives (9 credits from the following) 

ANTH 415 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- 

ANTH/HPST 
380 

-- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- 1-IP 1-IP -- -- 

ECON 358 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

GEOG/HPST 
365 

1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-DE -- -- 1-DE -- 

HPST/HUM 
304 

-- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP 

HPST/HIST 
471 

-- 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- 

ANTH/HPST/
HIST 483 

-- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- -- 

PHIL 482 -- 1-DE -- 2-DE 1-DE -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1-DE -- 

POLS 326 1-DE -- -- 1-IP -- -- -- 1-IP -- 1-DE -- -- -- 1-IP 

POLS 335 -- -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP 

POLS 371 1-IP -- -- -- -- -- 2-IP -- -- -- 1-IP -- -- 1-IP 

PUBA 460 -- 1-DE 1-DE 1-DE 1-IP -- 1-DE 1-IP -- 1-DE 1-IP 1-DE -- 1-DE 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 


