
Women’s Studies Assessment ’16-’17 -- Appendices 

Narrative: 

The past 5 years have shown a variety of assessment strategies and challenges for the 

Women’s Studies SAC. In the 2011 program review and the 2012-13 assessment report we presented 

an analysis of the barrier that faculty turnover created for curricular and assessment activities. The 

2012-13 assessment report documented the inability to carry out effective assessment due to lack 

faculty participation. During that year, faculty were unable to collect enough student samples to 

accurately represent student work.  

The 2015-16 assessment project was a marked improvement from previous years. Multiple 

faculty were able to provide input into the design and implementation of the assessment strategy. 

The resulting assessment strategy was based on a pre and post-test design that addressed one of the 

reflection points from the 2012-13 assessment project, allowing us to “measure what may well be 

incremental progress on the part of students, a kind of progress not likely to be revealed in a one-

time sampling of student”. During that academic year not only was the SAC able to gather a large 

sample of student work for analysis, but we developed a new SAC-specific rating rubric and engaged 

in multiple norming and rating sessions. A large number of artifacts were rated and analyzed. During 

the current academic year of 2016-17 the SAC refined the assessment strategy, providing a more 

directed prompt that allowed us to gather data that would be more valuable for analysis. We also 

further developed the rating rubric, which allowed us to rate more consistently and measure student 

growth and progress with a finer gradation.  

During the past years, the SAC has had difficulties accurately assessing attainment of core 

outcomes, so the information gathered has not allowed for specific, directed changes in instruction. 

The 2016-2017 assessment project has provided valuable data that will be useful in strategizing 

future changes in instruction.  

The WS SAC has continued to focus assessment efforts on WS101 because its high enrollment 

engages the largest number of students across campuses. Women’s Studies offers 6 sections of WS101 

per quarter: two at Sylvania, one at Rock Creek, one at Cascade, and two on-line courses. Women’s 

Studies is an interdisciplinary field that is enriched by a breadth of theoretical perspectives. The 

diverse pedagogical approaches that are employed by our faculty members prompted the SAC to 

develop a uniform assignment to consistently assess core outcomes at PCC during 2015-16 and 2016-

17.  



The 2015-16 assessment strategy centered on a pre-test post-test model in which students 

were asked to discuss their understanding of key theoretical concepts as well as their own 

connections to the concepts. The SAC designed a shared assignment intended to gauge student’s 

understanding of crucial theoretical concepts, while prompting self-reflection about whether and 

how the concepts had applications for their own lives. 

 A pre- post-test design is more accurate in measuring change and growth than a single-point 

cross sectional approach. This growth model was presented as desirable in the 2012-13 assessment 

report. The writing prompts were designed to capture some of the more typical growth patterns 

that can be seen during an introductory women’s studies class. The assignment was filled out during 

week 2 of the course to gauge a baseline in understanding and the same assignment was repeated 

during week 10 of the term in order to assess change and growth. 

The faculty developed a rating rubric to evaluate the artifacts that reflected the typical 

developmental patterns shown by students as they are first introduced to women’s studies content 

and they immerse themselves in self-reflection. The faculty engaged in norming to determine inter-

rater reliability. Each faculty member then rated anonymous artifacts independently, and the results 

were processed to determine changes in each student’s responses.  

In analyzing the results, we determined that the original assignment design was flawed. The 

writing prompt that were provided to students were too broad to adequately assess the benchmarks 

for success. The responses were often too brief to provide enough material to evaluate well. The 

faculty commented that even students who had demonstrated high skill levels in the classrooms 

were not succeeding at developing precise responses to the writing prompts. The project was unable 

to determine whether changes were needed in teaching strategies because the data that was 

gathered was incomplete.  

 As a direct result of the 2015-16 assessment project, the SAC made important changes to the 

2016-17 assessment project. Both the rubric and the assignment prompts were changed to allow for 

a more finely-tuned approach. The assignment prompts were re-written to address important 

concepts more directly. The assignment prompt also included explicit expectations about extension 

to avoid the short responses that made it difficult to evaluate the artifacts in the previous year.  

The rating rubric was changed from 3 to 4 categories to better reflect the gradation in 

student understanding and progress. The rubric was also expanded to more accurately measure 

growth in the core outcome of self-reflection. The faculty directly utilized the core outcome guides 

in order to apply them to typical developmental stages in women’s studies. The faculty agreed that 

an introductory-level course in Women’s Studies would strive to improve the knowledge and skills 

of students who entered the course at a beginner level (rating #1 and #2), but that the course is not 



intended to significantly improve the skillsets of intermediate and advanced students. That is to say, 

we expected students who entered at a #1 and #2 level to make progress by the end of the term, 

but students who began at #3 and #4 were likely to stay at the same level as they were at the 

beginning of the term. The broad design of the assessment project was maintained: a pre- and post-

test model with a shared writing prompt assigned during weeks 1 and 11 of the term, with a 

consensus-based rubric for evaluation.   

 The general results of the 2016-17 assessment project are as follows. We received a total of 

70 artifacts that included a pre and post-test response. We then worked with a sample size of 60, at 

a 95% confidence interval. Of the 60 artifacts that were rated, 29 were rated at 1-2 initially. These 

were the students that we hoped would demonstrate growth through the term. 55% of those 

students did demonstrate growth and improvement through the term. 38% of those beginner 

students did not show improvement, and 7% (2 students) showed a decline in the quality of their 

response.  

Of the responses received, 31 students were rated as 3-4 initially, which makes their 

contribution of interest, but not central to our stated goal of fostering growth and improvement 

mostly in beginner students. However, it is interesting to note that of those 31, 35% did show 

improvement through the term, moving from 3 a rating of 3 to 4. Since WS101 is an introductory 

course with no content prerequisites, our focus must be on beginner students, so we cannot devote 

a large portion of time to advanced students. However, knowing that so many of our students are 

coming into class with a basic understanding of theory and self-reflection could help us shape 

classroom experiences for them.  

As described above, the changes made to the assessment strategy were effective because they 

allowed us to gather meaningful data. The improvements in the assessment strategy let us more 

accurately determine the student’s knowledge level and self-reflection both at the beginning and the 

end of the term. This higher-quality data gave us the ability to gauge the level of improvement of 

the students considered to be beginners at the pre-test (our main focus through the term).  

We have consistently improved our assessment practices. In previous years it was more 

difficult to gather valuable artifacts and work on rating and inter-rater reliability. In 2015-16 the SAC 

was able to follow through on an organized, effective assessment strategy. In 2016-17 the SAC made 

significant improvements to the assessment strategy and gathered valuable information that can now 

be used to revise course practices. The continued improvement demonstrates a willingness to devote 

significant effort into learning from previous challenges. It is worth nothing that the SAC counted 

with a full-time faculty member for the first time (temporary posting) during the years 2015-16 and 

2016-17, which has allowed a dedicated focus on assessment work. Faculty turnover and lack of a 



full-time faculty member was analyzed as a barrier to assessment in the 2011 program review and 

the 2012-13 assessment report.   



Appendices: 

Comparison of Assignment prompts during  

2015-16 and 2016-17 assessment projects 

In the 2015-16 assessment project, all the WS101 students were asked to respond to the following 

prompts:  

What do you think feminism is about?   

How does feminism connect to your life and your community? 

 

In the 2015-16 assessment project, all the WS101 students were asked to respond to the following 

prompts:  

What is feminism? What does it have to do with race, class and disability? (write 8-10 

sentences, around 150 words) 

Does feminism connect to YOUR values and behaviors? Why or why not? explain and give 

an example (write 8-10 sentences, around 150 words). 

  



Comparison of grading rubrics during 2015-16 and 2016-17 assessment projects 

In the 2015-16 assessment project, the SAC created and utilized the following guidelines for rating 

student responses:  

Level 1 
Man-hating 
Reverse discrimination 
No complexity 
No subtlety 
No knowledge 
Lots of stereotypes 
Generalizations 
Never seen oppression, never happened 
to me 
Doesn’t apply 
Happened a long time ago; there’s 
equality now 
Only in other countries 

Level 2 
Equality 
Gender Roles 
Reproductive Rights 
Somewhat binary 
Some stereotypes 
 

Level 3 
Intersectional 
Media critique 
Ally 
Non-binary 
Reproductive Justice 
Queer 
Multiple communities 
I don’t have to fulfill society’s roles 
My own gender is socially constructed 
Realize my own privilege 

In the 2016-17 assessment project, the SAC created and utilized the following guidelines for rating 

student responses:  

Level 1 
Man-hating 
Reverse discrimination 
Lots of stereotypes 
Generalizations 
Never seen oppression, 
never happened to me 
Doesn’t apply 
Happened a long time 
ago; there’s equality 
now 
Only in other countries 
Essentialism: human 
nature, absolutes 
Has nothing to do with 
me 
Feminism is just as bad 
as sexism 
Any mention of reverse 
discrimination 
Victim blaming 
 

Level 2 
Vague 
Equality 
No complexity 
No subtlety 
No knowledge 
Some stereotypes 
I’m a humanist 
Signs of fragility 
Colorblind, 
neutral, equal 
General example, 
unfocused 
Personalized, 
individualized, 
no structures 
 

Level 3 
Gender Roles 
Reproductive Rights 
Somewhat binary 
Realize own 
privilege 
Acknowledge 
unconscious beliefs 
Guilt/individualized 
acknowledgement of 
privilege 
Sexism is just 
stupid/silly/ridiculous 
I don’t have to fulfill 
society’s roles 
Outrage 
 

Level 4 
Intersectional 
Media critique 
Ally 
Non-binary, Queer 
Reproductive Justice 
Multiple communities 
own gender is socially constructed 
Understanding ally role 
Be accountable for actions as agent 
Example is specific, focused 
Intersectional 
Analysis of social structures 
Empathy, perspective taking 
Understands internalized oppression 
Equity, non-neutral focus, affirmative action, 
targeted interventions, caucusing 
Seeking out more information regarding own 
privilege 
Long-term view of social change 
Collective action 
Self-reflection around own behaviors with a 
goal for improvement 
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