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PROGRAM ASSESSMENT  

Spring 2012  

Recommendations 

Coursework 
 

• Make visible to students Directed Research/Independent Study course options via web and 
quarterly meetings. 

• Suggest Directed Research/Independent Study and Academic Internships as models whereby 
fellows may earn credit in pursuit of new and ongoing service and engagement activities. 

• Incentivize the development and integration of public scholarship coursework opportunities 
through course development grants to CPS faculty. 

Community Development and Organizing 

• Institute quarterly fellows’ meetings.  These are to be coordinated with the Fall and Spring 
steering committee meetings. (Schedule is now set as the first Mondays of Finals Week, with 
Steering Committee meetings the Friday of Finals Week in Fall and Spring.)  Graduate 
representatives have the responsibility of organizing the agenda for quarterly meetings with the 
fellows and the program directors, and of reporting out of meetings to the steering committee. 

• Suggest that from this basic communication and organization structure, fellows have options and 
resources for self-organized activities and structures, such as study groups, capstone development 
groups, etc. These include Simpson Center space scheduling privileges, a communication 
network, and graduate interest group (GIG) funding, if pursued.  
 

Advising 
 

• In recruitment, make plain the self-directed nature of the program.  Fellows participating in the 
information sessions did so this year. 

• Surface the results of the survey to fellows and advisors, to norm expectations around what is 
already happening in the program: advising meetings two-three times per year.  Clarify that 
fellows are responsible for initiating meetings or exchanges with their advisors; advisors for 
responding to requests. 

• Use the quarterly meetings to remind fellows to (1) update their portfolio workspaces, and (2) 
check in with portfolio advisors. 

• Continue to hold yearly portfolio advisor meetings and portfolio presentations to develop 
program-wide understandings of advising that move through the portfolio-building practices of 
documenting and representing relevant work.  
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Assessment Survey Data and Analysis 
 

METHOD 

A mixed survey of 17 multiple-choice and long-form response questions was developed by the co-
directors out of conversations with the steering committee, and refined with input from steering 
committee members Moon Ho Jung and Jessie Kindig (Graduate Representative, 2010-12).  The survey 
was administered electronically and anonymously. 

The survey targeted four main areas in an effort to assess strengths, challenges, and areas for 
development:  

1) Influence of the Certificate on research, teaching, and engagement activities; 
2) Programmatic support for core learning objectives; 
3) Advising experience; and  
4) Fellows’ motivations, values, and goals regarding the program.  

The survey had a response rate of 66%, with 12 responses out of a possible pool of 18; 100% of the 7 
fellows from the most recent 2011 entrance cohort responded, compared with 5 out of 11 fellows (or 
45%) from the 2010 entrance cohort. 

The survey results therefore are likely to reflect more strongly recent experiences of the program and 
program developments, and to reflect the opinions of more active and motivated fellows. 

FINDINGS 

1) Impact or influence of the Certificate on research, teaching, and engagement activities 

All respondents indicated that the program had had “some” or “very much” influence on their approach to 
research, teaching, and/or engagement.  (See response statistics for more granular reporting).  Qualitative 
elaborations indicated that fellows perceived the program’s influence in making them more articulate, 
confident, reflective, synthetic, focused, conscious, and conceptual in their approach to their research, 
engagement, and teaching activities. Respondents gave different emphasis to different activities in their 
responses, indicating support for understanding them all as scholarly practices.  

2)  Program Learning Objectives 

The gateway course seems to be functioning as an anchor, with fellows giving it high marks (and no 
discernible differences between entrance cohorts, though the course was significantly revised in this 
period). 
 
Other program elements—formal advising, informal advising, elective courses, CPS events, etc.—showed 
more distributed responses in the range between “somewhat helpful”  to “very helpful,” and a significant 
number of “not applicable” responses, reflecting the individualized course of study students pursue after 
HUM 594.  No respondent indicated that any program offering was “not helpful.” 
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The most significant finding here indicates the unawareness and under-utilization of Directed Research 
and Independent Study options.  Seven respondents marked “not applicable” to this question and other 
qualitative responses in the survey indicated the desire to satisfy requirements by means other than the 
elective courses on offer. 
 
While many students indicated satisfaction with their coursework experiences to date, other responses 
regarding coursework indicated the desire to see elective course options that offered more range, and 
more practical engagement with public scholarship.  See recommendations.  
 
Other desires for the program included a stronger programmatic emphasis on racial transformation and 
community engagement practice. 
 
3)  Advising 
 
The majority of fellows responding indicated that they engaged substantively with their portfolio advisors 
once per quarter or twice a year, and their responses indicated a strong level of satisfaction with the 
frequency and quality of exchange.  
 
Asked about what might improve the advising experience, respondents sought clarification about the role 
of their advisors vis-à-vis portfolio development and expressed desire for more structure and more 
guidelines (e.g., formal meetings, deadlines, goal-setting.) 
 

4)  Defining Program Success 

Overall, this section produced data about students’ motivations for participating in the program.  In terms 
of evaluating the program’s success in supporting those aims, responses indicated strong support for what 
was happening in the program, while suggesting that in many areas, it was too soon to be able to tell.   

Motivations and Support  

Respondents indicated strong levels of motivation, and also strong levels of program support around 
“Advancing [their] intellectual and educational goals,” “Integrating their intellectual and educational 
goals,” and “Developing a greater capacity for collaboration.”   
 
Also high among their goals were the ability “to represent the value of [their] work to different publics,” 
“Enlarging [their] professional options,” and “Creating and sustaining alliances and partnerships with 
other communities and institutions.”  Program support was perceived as strong in these areas as well, with 
more fellows suggesting that it might be too early to judge.  
 
The relative importance of “Representing the value of [their] work to [their] departments was more 
distributed, and likely correlates to the specific department’s (or dissertation advisor’s) support or lack 
thereof for publicly-engaged scholarship.  
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“Receiving a credential” rated relatively low as a motivating factor, as did “Creating a rich archive of 
work,” although these were perceived as well-supported areas in the program.  
 
One response indicated that some students might have been drawn to the program by the desire for 
interdisciplinary connections and affiliation with public scholarship, but not be seriously invested in 
pursuing a curricular track involving programmatic commitments and requirements.  
 
Strengths and Challenges 
 
Responses indicate that some fellows have thoroughly grasped and embraced the structuring and 
motivating principles of the portfolio.  Many respondents registered a confidence in themselves and the 
program that credited its conceptual framing and crossdisciplinary connections.  
 
Some fellows registered the tension between the certificate’s self-directed program of study and 
opportunities to develop collaborations.  They worried about possible “drift” in the program, and desired 
more structure that would convene fellows together.  
 
One fellow suggested that there was a danger that students and the program might find satisfaction with 
thin rather than deep forms of engagement; another way of registering this challenge would be to ask how 
the program will develop partnerships and pathways to partnerships for fellows.  
 

 


