


http://www.westmont.edu/_offices/institutional_portfolio/program_review/eeresources_assessment.html
http://www.westmont.edu/_offices/institutional_portfolio/program_review/eeresources_assessment.html
http://www.westmont.edu/_offices/institutional_portfolio/program_review/eeresources_assessment.html
http://www.westmont.edu/_offices/institutional_portfolio/program_review/eeresources_assessment.html
http://www.westmont.edu/_offices/institutional_portfolio/program_review/eeresources_assessment.html
http://www.westmont.edu/_offices/institutional_portfolio/program_review/eeresources_assessment.html


 
We also split the sample by professor.  Although there were differences in Profs. Covington and Knecht’s rankings—Dr. 
Covington students ranked higher on Genre, Sources, and Syntax; Dr. Knecht ranked students higher on Context and 
Content—an ANOVA test showed that none of these differences were statistically significant (See Appendix B).   
 
Drs. Covington and Knecht evaluated two papers to gauge intercoder reliability.   Our reliability was quite good; we  came 
up with the same evaluation on 7 of the 8 criteria in our rubric (intercoder reliability of 88%).    

Closing the 
Loop 
Activities 

Drs. Covington and Knecht discussed these results and how to “close the loop” on writing in a meeting in late August.   
Several things emerged from our discussion.  First, we agreed to use the Writing Center to help improve our students’ 
control of syntax and mechanics.  For this academic year, we will pilot requiring our students to visit the Writing Center 
before turning in their research papers.  Second, Dr. Covington will explore working with departmental librarian Lauren 
Kelly to help with content development through improving student research practices.  A library liaison talks to Dr. 
Knecht’s POL 40 class each year, to good effect.  Third, we discussed how to better structure the peer review process.     
Both of us use peer reviews in our courses, but with varying degrees of success.   In particular, we discussed ways to 
motivate students to be more critical in their remarks without demoralizing their peers.  Third, we discussed the nature of 
our writing assignments.  We are conflicted between the “research paper” writing model and the “practical/engaged” 
writing model.  The “research paper model” is the standard in the discipline and is especially helpful for those students 
going on to graduate school.  However, few of our students will eventually write a Master’s thesis or Doctoral dissertation 
in political science, especially those students who take our lower-division GE courses.   Therefore, we are exploring 
moving toward writing assignments that are more engaged and might better reflect the type of writing students will be 
doing after college.  In Dr. Knecht’s lower division courses, for instance, students write blogs, speeches, reactions to 
books, and book reports.  Yet we worry that these types of assignments do not really prepare our future majors or those 
students who aspire to graduate school.  The nature of our writing assignments will be an on-going departmental 
conversation.  Finally, we celebrated the progress the department has made in writing.  Our numbers were above the 



 
or/and  
 

II B. Key Questions  

Key Question What types of writing assignments best se

http://www.westmont.edu/_offices/institutional_portfolio/program_review/eeresources_assessment.html
http://www.westmont.edu/_offices/institutional_portfolio/program_review/eeresources_assessment.html
http://www.westmont.edu/_offices/institutional_portfolio/program_review/eeresources_assessment.html
http://www.westmont.edu/_offices/institutional_portfolio/program_review/eeresources_assessment.html
http://www.westmont.edu/_offices/institutional_portfolio/program_review/eeresources_assessment.html


What was 
decided or 
addressed? 

 

How were the 
recommendations 
implemented? 

 

Collaboration and Communication  
 
 
 
 
 

IV. Other assessment or Key Questions related projects  

Project  

Who is in 
Charge 
/Involved? 

 

Major 
Findings 

 

Action  

Collaboration and Communication 
 
 
 
 

 

 
V.  Adjustments to the Multi-year Assessment Plan (optional) 
 

Proposed adjustment Rationale Timing 
   

   



 

VI. Appendices 
A. Prompts or instruments used to collect the data 
B. Rubrics used to evaluate the data 
C. Relevant assessment-related documents (optional)  



 
C a ps to ne B e nc hm a rk

4 1

C o nte xt  o f  a nd 

P urpo s e  fo r Writ ing

Inc ludes  co ns ideratio ns  

o f audience , purpo s e , and 

the  c ircum s tances  

s urro unding the  writing 

tas k(s ).

Ge nre  a nd 

D is c ip lina ry 

C o nv e nt io ns

Fo rm al and info rm al rules  

inherent in the  

expec tatio ns  fo r writing in 

particular fo rm s  and/o r 

academ ic  fie lds  (pleas e  

s ee  glo s s ary).

S o urc e s  a nd 

Ev ide nc e

Demo ns tra tes  s killful us e  

o f high-qua lity, c redible , 

re levant s o urces  to  

deve lo p ideas  tha t a re  

appro pria te  fo r the  

dis c ipline  and genre  o f the  

writing

Demo ns tra tes  co ns is tent 

us e  o f c redible , re levant 

s o urces  to  s uppo rt ideas  

tha t a re  s itua ted within the  

dis c ipline  and genre  o f the  

writing.

Demo ns tra tes  an a ttempt 

to  us e  c redible  and/o r 

re levant s o urces  to  

s uppo rt ideas  tha t a re  

appro pria te  fo r the  

dis c ipline  and genre  o f the  

writing.

Demo ns tra tes  an a ttempt 

to  us e  s o urces  to  s uppo rt 

ideas  in the  writing.

C o ntro l o f  S ynta x 

a nd M e c ha nic s

Us es  graceful language  

tha t s killfully 

co mmunica tes  meaning to  

readers  with c la rity and 

fluency, and is  virtua lly 

e rro r-free .

Us es  s tra ightfo rward 

language  tha t genera lly 

co nveys  meaning to  

readers . The  language  in 

the  po rtfo lio  has  few 

erro rs .

Us es  language  tha t 

genera lly co nveys  meaning 

to  readers  with c la rity, 

a ltho ugh writing may 

inc lude  s o me erro rs .

Us es  language  tha t 

s o metimes  impedes  

meaning becaus e  o f e rro rs  

in us age .

M ile s to ne s

3 2

Demo ns tra tes  a  tho ro ugh 

unders tanding o f co ntext, 

audience , and purpo s e  tha t 

is  res po ns ive  to  the  

as s igned tas k(s ) and 

fo cus es  a ll e lements  o f 

the  wo rk.

Demo ns tra tes  adequate  

co ns idera tio n o f co ntext, 

audience , and purpo s e  and 

a  c lear fo cus  o n the  

as s igned tas k(s ) (e .g., the  

tas k a ligns  with audience , 

purpo s e , and co ntext).

Demo ns tra tes  awarenes s  

o f co ntext, audience , 

purpo s e , and to  the  

as s igned tas ks (s ) (e .g., 

begins  to  s ho w awarenes s  

o f audience 's  perceptio ns  

and as s umptio ns ).

C o nte nt  

D e v e lo pm e nt

Us es  appro pria te , re levant, 



Appendix B.  Results. 
 

Professor
Context of and 

Purpose for 

Writing 

Content 

Development

Genre and 

Disciplinary 

Conventions 

Sources and 

Evidence

Control of 

Syntax and 

Mechanics

Paper 1 Covington 4 3 4 4 4

Paper 2 Covington 4 3 4 4 4

Paper 3 Covington 4 3 3 3 3

Paper 4 Covington 3 2 2 3 3

Paper 5 Covington 2 3 3 3 4

Paper 6 Covington 2 2 2 2 2

Paper 7 Covington 3 2 2 2 3

Paper 1 Knecht 4 3 3 2 3

Paper 2 Knecht 4 4 4 4 3

Paper 3 Knecht 3 4 2 3 3

Paper 4 Knecht 4 3 3 3 2

Paper 5 Knecht 4 4 4 4 4

Paper 6 Knecht 4 2 2 2 2

Paper 7 Knecht 3 2 2 2 2

Paper 8 Knecht 4 4 4 4 3

Paper 9 Knecht 3 1 1 1 1

Paper 10 Knecht 3 1 1 1 1

Avg for Sample 3.41 2.71 2.71 2.76 2.76

Avg for Dr. Covington 3.14 2.57 2.86 3.00 3.29

Avg for Dr. Knecht 3.6 2.8 2.6 2.6 2.4  
 

 

ANOVA 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 







interesting research question that probably cannot be answered because national security concerns restrict access to files.  Before you 

start down a road of inquiry, check to see if enough evidence is available to answer the question.   

 

Research Design 

Research design refers to the methods and evidence you will use to write your paper.  Your research design should include the 

following: 

 

1) Your research question and why it is important.   

2) Your working thesis or set of hypotheses. 

3) 



International Security; International Studies Quarterly; Journal of Peace Research; Journal of Conflict Resolution; International 

Studies Review; Political Science Quarterly; Public Opinion Quarterly; Security Studies.   

 



 

Avoid writing an ñopinion paper.ò  Your paper should largely be non-normative.  Normative views should be left to the conclusion.   

 

Stay on track.  Many papers wonder away from the main point.  Write your research question and your answer on a separate piece of 

paper and refer to it often.  If you find you are spending a lot of time on an issue that is unrelated to your question and thesis, stop and 

refocus.    

 

Defeat rival hypotheses.  Foreign policy events are overdetermined, meaning that there are multiple explanations for each 

phenomenon.  As a result, there will always be other theories and perspectives that will challenge your own.  A good rhetorical 



Task 6. Peer Review (Due Apr 11) 

 

You are expected to review D�IHOORZ�VWXGHQW¶V�SDSHU and provide comments.  All comments should be made electronically using 

0LFURVRIW�:RUG¶V�HGLWRU�IXQFWLRQ���<RXU�FRPPHQWV�VKRXOG�LQFRUSRUDWH�ERWK�VXEVWDQWLYH�DQG�VW\OLVWLF�VXJJHVWLRQV���<RX�DUH�H[SHcted to 

be a firm, yet encouraging, editor.   

 

Paper Requirements 

 

Your paper will be graded on the quality of the writing as well as the quality of the argument.   

 



 
TERM PAPER ASSIGNMENTðCLASSICAL POLITICAL THEORY 

DR. COVINGTON, FALL 2015 

 

Overview 

Per the syllabus, students will complete substantial research and writing in the final project for this course. The purpose of this project is most 

centrally to provide students with the opportunity to enter into scholarly dialogue in an area their own choosing, seeking to make a substantive 



importance. %\�³LPSRUWDQFH´�,�PHDQ�WKH�OHJLWLPDWH�³VR�ZKDW²ZKR�FDUHV"´�DVSHFW�RI�DOO�RI�WKLV��3OHDVH�SLFN�VRPHWKLQJ�WKDW�\RX�DUH�JHQXLQHO\�

interested in, think others should be interested in, and has implications for how we approach contemporary politics.  In the final version of your 

paper, thiV�H[SODQDWLRQ�RI�WKH�³SX]]OH´�DQG�LWV�LPSRUWDQFH�ZLOO�VHUYH�DV�\RXU�LQWURGXFWLRQ��%H�VXUH�WR�demonstrate the puzzle, not just assert it. 

(This requires some framing and some detail). Make this interesting! It is academic research, but this introduction shoXOG�VWLOO�EH�D�³KRRN�´ 

2) Build a bibliography of highly relevant sources: Identify no fewer than 12 highly relevant academic sources (peer-reviewed journal articles, 

scholarly books, book chapters) that speak directly to the issue you want to resolve. (The bibliography of any highly relevant source will be a 

great starting point for finding other good sources. Again, relevance is the hallmark here.) Please note: book reviews and reference works do 

not count towards your 12-work total, though if you use these be sure to include them in your bibliography. The bibliography will eventually 

be placed at the end of your paper. (The annotated bibliography is only for your paper proposal; you will not need to include annotations on 

your final bibliography). 

 

3) Write a literature review: This should sum up very succinctly the range of answers that other scholars have concluded regarding the 

VXEMHFW�RI�\RXU�LQTXLU\��L�H���\RXU�SX]]OH���7KLQN�RI�WKH�OLWHUDWXUH�UHYLHZ�DV�D�³IXQQHO´�WKDW�PRYHV�IURP�D�JHQHUDO�VWDWHPHQW of your 

research question to a more specific articulation of it²all based on existing research. What are the broad fault lines of agreement and 

disagreement about it among scholars? What burning questions have been sufficiently answered? Insufficiently? Are there different 

methods of approaching this issue? Use this section to distill and clarify the issues based on existing research. This should be done 

succinctly and synthetically, avoiding any hint of a laundry-list approach to the authors. (If you are not sure what a well-synthesized 

literature review looks like, please ask!) The literature review identifies what remains controversial with regard to your puzzle, helping 

to focus your inquiry. At the end of this stage, you should demonstrate your knowledge of relevant literature and articulate exactly what 



6) Write the main body of the paper: The bulk of your paper should implement your research design, seeking to answer your research 

question/puzzle in light of the best evidence you can find. This will involve both scholarly literature (in more depth and with more of a critical 

eye than in your literature review) and your own analytical engagement with the philosophical texts in question. Be sure to account for the best 

evidence on each side of your research question, analyzing and evaluating each component of your inquiry (i.e. be as balanced and objective 

as possible). Where a Christian perspective sheds unique light on your subject, work to reveal this analytically and objectively, as opposed to 

comparing the text to Scripture/doctrine. (I.e., demonstrate with your analysis any difficulties with unbelieving views of God, reason, human 

nature, etc.) As you follow the structure outlined in your research design, clearly identify this structure with subheadings, and conclude 

each sub-section of the body of your paper by relating it to your research question and hypothesis. By the end of this stage you should 

have implemented your research design, completing the tasks that allow you to answer your research question. 

 

7) Write a conclusion: To what extent is your question resolved and what is the import of your conclusions? Here you should:  1) re-state your 

conclusions succinctly, 2) relate them to your question and thesis, 3) highlight their import for political life, and 4) acknowledge further 

questions that remain unanswered. By the end of this section you should have clearly stated your research findings and reflected on their 

significance. 

 

8) Write an outline: This should consist of a hierarchically-organized, one-page outline of full-sentence declarative statements summarizing the 

argument of your paper (this will necessarily emphasize the body of the paper). I strongly encourage you to look at each paragraph of your 

SDSHU�DQG�DVN��³:KDW�GRHV�WKLV�argue? What is the thesis of the paragrDSK"´�:ULWLQJ�WKLV�RXWOLQH�VKRXOG�UHVXOW�LQ�JUHDWHU�FODULW\�DERXW�\RXU�

argument, significant re-organizing of the paper itself to better structure its argument, and substantial editing and revision to make the point of 

each paragraph clearer. While the outline will be included at the beginning of your paper, it does not count against your word-count. 

 

9) Revision and Polishing: Every paper should go through multiple rounds of revision, editing for content, clarity, grammar and usage. I highly 

recommend using the writing center in the library. Remember: be clear, brief, and precise. 

 



Dates: 

Week of 10/26-10/30²Complete proposal and meet with Prof. Covington during office (Tuesday & Thursday) hours to review it. Each proposal 

should include a 1-3 paragraph explanation of your research question/puzzle and its import, plus an annotated bibliography of at least 8 

highly relevant sources. 

Week of 11/2-11/6²Complete Draft of Literature Review & Research Design; meet with Dr. Covington during office hours (Tuesday & 

Thursday) to review these together (submit materials at the meeting). 

Friday, November 20²Complete Paper Drafts Due. These will be submitted to Dr. Covington and to your peer reviewer via e-mail. 

Tuesday, November 24²Completed Peer Reviews Due (submit via e-mail) 

Friday, December 4²Final Drafts Due by hard-copy to Deane Hall mailbox and by e-mail.  

 

Format:  

 12-point font, standard margins (1-1.25in.), double spaced, 4500 words maximum for individual papers, 6000 words for co-authored 

papers. Please put the word count on front page.  

 Your paper should have an appropriate title and a title page, followed by a one-page outline of your argument. Neither the title page, the 



SEMESTER PROJECTðAMENDING THE CONSTITUTION 

AMERICAN POLITICAL THOUGHT (POL-132) SPRING 2016 

 

Goal: To develop an argument for an amendment to the Constitution that addresses a significant need in the American polity.  

 

Explanation: This assignment asks you to identify and explain D�SUREOHP�LQ�WKH�$PHULFDQ�SROLW\��D�³QHHG´���design (create or adapt) a 

constitutional amendment to meet that need, and defend the amendment proposal through a carefully constructed practical and theoretical 

argument.  

 

Examples of Topics for New Amendments (your options are not limited to these!):  

 Clarifying Constitutional Powers of War and Foreign Relations 

 Debates in Constitutional Interpretation 

 Fixing Federalism: Reconciling Individual and Corporate Liberty 

 Clarifying the Equal Protection Clause 

 

See the Appendix for examples of past amendments (failed ones might be adapted for this project). 

 

Some
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 $QRWKHU�VHQVH�LQ�ZKLFK�\RXU�SURSRVDO¶V�GHIHQVH�VKRXOG�IROORZ�WKH�UDWLILFDWLRQ�GHEDWH�LV�WKDW�LQ�GHIHQding your position, you should 

have a clear argument: you are arguing to change the constitution in a specific way; you are not just identifying the possible benefits 

and liabilities of such a change. Stake out a position! At the same time, your argument should be carefully nuanced, accounting for a 

range of counter-arguments and resisting the urge to be polemic. The depth and development of your theoretical and practical 

arguments will constitute one of the major evaluative criteria for these papers. 

Project Parameters and Guidelines 

 You may work on this project alone or in groups of up to 3 people. 

o If working alone, the project should be about 3000 words (10 pages)  

o If working in a group of 2, the project should be about 4500 words (15 pages)  

o If working in a group of 3 the project should be about 6000 words (20 pages) 

o NOTE: These are very low page numbers/word counts. Quality, concision, focus, and clarity will be crucial for a successful paper.  
 

 Paper Structure: 

o Every paper should follow a clear, logical structure that includes the three major components: establishing the need, proposing a 

solution, and, most extensively, defending that solution.  

o You should include a one-page outline after the title page, offering full-sentence, argument-summarizing declarative sentences 

FRYHULQJ�\RXU�HQWLUH�DUJXPHQW��GRHVQ¶W�FRXQW�IRU�\RXU�ZRUG�FRXQW�� 
 

 Sources 

o You should take advantage of contemporary and historical research on the issue in question. Given the potential breadth of such 

research, only the most relevant texts should be selected. Depending on your proposed amendment, some empirical research may be 

helpful; if so, do locate and include it. However, I strongly recommend engaging contemporary theoretical debates in academic 

journals/books. You may also find thDW�³FURVVRYHU´�VRXUFHV��OLNH�First Things) are helpful. While the total number of sources that 

http://www.westmont.edu/_academics/departments/political_science/documents/APSAStyleManual2006.pdf



