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I. Introduction

A. Membership of Outside Committee

e Dr. Glenn D. Stokes, Campus Representative
Professor of Biology
Department of Biology
Columbus State University
Columbus, GA

* Dr. Kimberly Shaw, Campus Representative
Associate Professor of Physics
Department of Earth and Space Sciences
Director of the Math and Science Learning Center
Columbus State University
Columbus, GA

» Dr. H. Lee Gillis, External Reviewer
Professor of Psychology
Chair of the Department of Psychology
Georgia College and State University
Milledgeville, GA

B. Procedure Followed and Information Gathered:

In advance of the meeting the Committee was pravdéh documentation in support of
the Department of Psychology’s self assessmeritl dé@umentation included an
Executive Summary prepared by the department diairk Schmidt; a detailed Program
Self Study; copies of full-time and part-time faguturriculum vitae; the results of the
2008-2009 Program Major Field Assessment Repatpy of the PSYCDATA 2010
survey instrument they administered to their sttsleand a Program Review prepared by
an external consultant, Dr. Thomas P. Pusateriesinésaw State University. The



program self-study report documented the prograwésall goals, curriculum reviews,
learning outcomes, program improvement plans, eneuit figures, quantitative
measures of productivity, quality and diversityiigs and self-study performance
indicators. The Committee had onsite, in persoatings between the morning of
December 2, 2010 and noon on December 3, 2010indptrat period the Committee
toured the administrative, teaching and lab aredscdted to the program. In addition
the Committee had separate, hour long meetingsthétidepartment chair, the faculty,
and four students who were majoring in Psycholoflye students were all in their junior
or senior years and were a mix transfer studerdstaudents who had been at CSU for
their entire academic careers.

II. Findings of the External Review Committee

a. Summary Findings of Program’s Overall Quality

The Committee’s overall evaluation of the qualityttee programs in Psychology is well
above average. In each area of evaluation withingection the assessments were either
“above average” or “very strong”.

The Committee found the quality of the faculty todxcellent and committed to the success
of their program and students. All full-time fatyuhold terminal degrees appropriate to the
teaching loads and, considering the relatively siz¢ of their faculty, they cover most of
the various sub-disciplines within psychology. hsltigh there are limitations associated with
the assessment of teaching there seems to be bagerament among the students that the
faculty are doing an excellent job in the classrodrhe students are appreciative of the
advising they receive but expressed concern abeuirhe faculty have available to meet
with them individually. The latter was not a susprconsidering there are over 300 majors
and only five faculty advisors.

Student professional productivity is excellent amach of the faculty efforts in the area of
research are associated with student projects.y Matheir students make presentations at
professional meetings and have earned awardsessikh r The faculty as a whole also has
made efforts to present their research at meetitighere is an area where the faculty are
not achieving at desired levels it would be innibenber of peer reviewed publications.

The Committee spent a good bit of time in the nevad the Psychology program degree
requirements. We are unsure of the purpose oftaiaing two separate degree programs
that differ only in a few courses in the core. ¥ made note of the comparatively large
number of required psychology courses in the ulpgsion. It appears to be
disproportionately large compared to programssiésand comparator institutions. In spite
of the large number of required courses the highbr of elective courses within the upper
division could allow students to construct a dedheg avoided whole sub-disciplines within
the major. Student achievement is very good asatet] by their success on the nationally
standardized Major Field Test they take but thelteslso indicate distinct pockets of
weakness that could be the result of the programédb



Quality of Faculty

All five full time faculty members have terminalgtees in their field of study and all
teach within their qualified areas. There is dsgrwithin the faculty regarding their
experience at Columbus State including faculty Wwhee been there since 1997 to
faculty who came to CSU in 2007. One of the curfaculty members is a full time
temporary appointment, filling a faculty line leficant due to a resignation during the
summer. The department is currently searchingltthis line full time with a
developmental psychologist. Including part-timeuidy members there is also diversity
in gender with four males and four females.

There are not enough faculty for the number of msajo the department compared with
other schools within the system. At least two ri@gulty lines are needed for the
department to be able to offer the depth and bheaidtourses within the major in a
timely fashion to allow adequate progression ardigation rates.

Quality of Teaching

Data about departmental advising was collected fyeeduating seniors in the
PSYCDATA senior exit survey. Advising within theghrtment appears to be well
regarded by psychology majors. However, this iadvising load of approximately 300
majors, distributed over 5 full time faculty linek these circumstances, there are often
long waits to meet with advisors, and it becomesenoballenging for faculty advisors to
advise on anything other than the courses needdtdaipcoming semester. Creating
additional faculty lines should allow this advisibgrden to be distributed over a larger
number of faculty, allowing students a better cleatocdiscuss long term plans for course
taking, career planning, and professional concerns.

In the departmental self-study, the psychology depent provided instructor evaluation
data. However, the data were provided in sumnwasgt two years worth of courses, for
all instructors, in a single summary table. Aduhiglly, all of the evaluation data were
those collected via Digital Measures, which me#ias the return rates were much lower
than paper and pencil evaluation data collectgaenious years. The limitations in the
data presented in the self-study mean that, whdeetaluation data provide a very
positive picture of teaching evaluations in psyolggl it is difficult to determine if this is
due to strong teaching across the board, or whétkeese are outliers on the positive
and/or negative end of this spectrum. We wouldmeoend that the psychology
department consider developing additional meadoresaluate teaching, which may
include such things as peer observation, use dbthdent Assessment of Learning
Gains, or use of standardized pre- and post-tesgdluate student learning in a class.

Quality of Research and Scholarship

One of the strengths of the program are the shaabar of presentations at professional
conferences (beyond CSU) that are conducted witestts. Not only does the Self
Study document the commitment to and involvemett siudents in research, but just
walking through the psychology department allowsg aloserver to see a diversity of
topics as well as the number of students and faowblved. The department values
research courses and this value is realized imthertance placed on individual and
group research projects.



Given the amount of research conducted in bothiredjand elective courses plus the
number of presentations mentioned above, it isr®iing that there were not more peer-
reviewed publications from the faculty. An exantioa of the teaching load could easily
be used as an explanation of why this may be the €dahere may simply not be enough
time for faculty to write up their presentationsoipublishable formats. Granted, the
current production of peer reviewed papers is shghtly below par with peer

institutions within the USG, but with the emphgsigced on student research, the output
could be greater if faculty were given time to writ

Quality of Service

It is clear from the presentation of data in th# Stidy document that the full-time
faculty in the Department of Psychology are conmeditio serving the university at all
levels. There is evidence of faculty service onvarsity-wide committees and College
committees that have significantly contributedhie tperation and development of the
University. All members of the faculty have alsegented evidence that they are
committed to the continuing health of their depamitrthrough contributions to its
administrative operation. It is also noted that $lervice obligation seems to be
distributed fairly equally among the members of Brepartment. That is, no one member
is accepting an unusually high share of the sem@remitment. The community has also
benefited from the contributions of professiongbextise through presentations,
committee membership and participation in publivost activities.

If there is an area that could be further develdpaauld be in service contributions to
the profession. There is evidence presented tma¢ $aculty are involved in manuscript
and book reviews but little in the area of actiegtigipation with professional
organizations at the regional or national level.

Quality of Faculty and Student Achievements

The Self Study provides documentation that studamdisfaculty are active in research-
related achievements, namely presentation of relsedfurther, the Self Study
documents awards won by faculty, and some hononeddy students in recent years.
In these areas, the department of psychology taiogr performing admirably.

However, the Self Study does not document welbittéevements of program graduates,
namely by tracking the number of students thatleimrgraduate programs (and where
they enroll), those who become licensed or cediiiethe professions, etc. Because an
accurate count is unavailable, it is difficult tadw the longer term impact of the
program of study on psychology graduates. We recend that the department
determine strategies to better track the progreisea graduates, in order to better
determine what will best serve their current staslen

Quality of Curriculum

The data provided in the Self Study document tgettghe quality of the curriculum
relies on a self-report instrument given to stusd€RSYCDATA) and two recent years
worth of the Major Field Test (MFT) in Psychology-hationally standardized multiple
choice test supplied by Educational Testing serviskindicators provided from
students are positive about the curriculum andiype#lrindicators on the MFT are above
the 50" percentile.



The external consultant made recommendationstibadépartment seriously consider
whether the Bachelors of Arts program should beicoad given that it differed very
little from the Bachelors of Science program (fgrelanguage being the difference).
The number of students in the BA program wouldifygliminating this as a program
option.

More importantly, given the number of hours reqaiioé psychology majors (43) and the
structure of the curriculum, serious consideratibauld be given to the consultant’s
recommendation that the department create a cluncmap that examined how
learning outcomes related to specific courses edfer

From interviewing both students and faculty, it @@ed that the current combination of
required and elective courses resulted in studeaitsng until the end of their senior year
to take courses perceived as “harder” resultirigimch points’ for these courses filling
with students who had non-productive grades andeioig available to students who
needed the course to progress toward graduation.

In addition, we talked with students who were dbléake higher level courses (e.g.,
History and Systems) after only taking introductpsychology as these were the only
courses available to them. Students also weretalaleoid some courses considered
essential to the core of psychology (as noted byctimsultant) due to the choices
provided in the current curriculum. Using a curhicu map and data from peer
institutions might allow the department to juststyeamlining the major to include
required courses early in the major as preregsisitéhose taken later in the major and
eliminating some of the elective choices to inceemgposure to all courses the faculty
feel are at the core of psychological science.

* Quality of Facilities and Equipment

The material provided in Self Study document, a tfithe department, and
conversations with faculty demonstrated that ctamsis and laboratory space was
available and adequate for the current numberaiifia. Maintenance of the equipment
and updating software for research are ongoingsiekdny department with the current
facilities.

As faculty are added to the department, laboradpace and equipment may become an
issue if faculty specialty areas require such.

b. Recommendations for Improving the Quality

It is the Committees assessment that many of #nifted shortcomings could be remedied
by necessary growth in the size of the facultythéligh the program has grown consistently
in enrollment the size of the faculty has remainstant. More faculty members would
reduce the overwhelming advising burden, providéebaccess to courses in the major and
provide for some release for faculty to become nnovelved in professional development
and research productivity (as measured by the nuofljmublications).

In the spring of 2010 the program invited Dr. ThenRausateri as a consultant to assess the
current Columbus State University program in Psiamipand make specific
recommendations for improvement. The Committeadotne report to be very thorough



and reflective of our own assessment and recomntienda We encourage the department
to do a thorough review of that document and imgleihthose recommendations that are
clearly within their current budget capabilitiedasonstruct a strategic plan to meet the
others.

c. Summary Findings of Program’s Overall Productivty

If we assess a programs productivity based solelhe efficiency of its credit hour
generation, that is the number of hours generated@lar spent in the program, then the
Department of Psychology is doing an excellent jdheir cost of operation by that standard
is 30% lower than the average for the other Unit)epgograms. Their high-enrollment core
courses and the paucity of courses taught by atjame major contributors to that success
but there is a cost. High faculty demands to caeee and majors courses limits the number
of different sections of classes they can offer i@sdricts faculty efforts in other areas of
professional endeavor.

In terms of students declaring to be majors in afiithe two majors offered they have
experienced a 48% growth over the last four yebl@ving two nearly identical degree
programs reduces the apparent growth impact oareiffihe one-year retention rate of the
program is in line with the rates reported by ofw@grams at the university but has
experienced a decline over the past few years. départment reports of 5-year average of
numbers of graduates is 23 students graduatinggaerfor both degrees combined. This
represents a 6-year graduation rate of approxim&@¥. The number of graduates places
the department fourth among the 10 departmentsein ¢ollege and eighth among the ten
programs in the University System. Although eighthe System if we calculate a
“graduation efficiency”, that is graduates per fac&TE, then CSU department falls in the
middle of the pack.

The Department uses a single major fields assessesno measure student learning
outcomes. It covers the six assessment indicatendified in the learning outcomes of the
two degrees. Overall, those students taking tteperform well and around the 50%
percentile of all students taking the test. Thigrinittee is a little concerned though with the
drop in performance in two of the six indicatorsvien the first and second years of
assessment. Although a definitive cause cannadrgified there is strong indication that it
may be due to students abilities to complete tlyeeeprograms avoiding exposure to one or
more of the critical indicators identified. Thexibility that a large number of elective
options in the upper-division courses of the progcan also create gaps in student learning.

» Enrollment in Program for the Past 5 Years

Total enrollments, according to data in the Salid$t have risen from a low of 194 in the
2006-07 academic years, to a high at the beginoiiigall 2010 of 288. These
enrollment numbers are particularly strong, gives d¢mall number of faculty and the
restrictions that this places on the departmeftiltias to offer upper level psychology
elective courses or required courses.

However, a small fraction of these students arelletrin the BA program instead of the
BS program. With the exception of foreign languegpuirements for the BA, or science
requirements for the BS, these programs are id@ntia order, therefore, to streamline
offerings, we concur with the consultant’s recomdsgion that the BA be phased out.



Degrees Awarded Over the Past 5 Years

The Self-Study reports a 5 year average numberaafugites as®per year. While this is

a viable program, it is clear from discussions vi@tulty and students that several
required courses are not offered frequently endagittcommodate student demand. The
addition of at least two faculty lines will allowe psychology department to offer more
seats in these required courses, potentially pgngian increase in the graduation rates
of their majors.

Comparison with CSU and USG Programs

The Department reports a 5-year average of 23 stedgaduating with

BS and BA degrees in Psychology. Among departmiaritee College of Letters and
Sciences (there are 10 departments) they are foudégree production and third in total
number of majors. Among the 10 institutions in thaversity System for which we
have data the program at CSU can be ranked eigigioduction of graduates over the
five years of review. An identified stumbling bloto increased progression and
graduation are courses that pose bottlenecks iprdgram. Required classes that
included a lab are limited in the number of studesrtrolled by laboratory space and
safety issues. Increasing the number of lab sectio increase course enrollments is
prohibitive based on the increase in staff needembver the additional labs.

A quick analysis of the productivity efficiency Wwih the system reveals another view of
the comparison. If you assess the number of gtaddieom a program per full-time
faculty member you get an indication of the progdegree production efficiency.
Based on the reported 5-year averages the progr&8l has a productivity rate of
approximately four graduates per faculty FTE pearyaNithin the system the same
calculation reveals rates between a low of two lhaga of 11. Most programs fall
between four and seven. On that basis CSU’s pnogga&lose to the mean productivity
rate.

Although the program seems to be near its prodiigttapacity based on the number of
full-time faculty there appears to be room for imy@ment in terms of retention and
graduation. Raising the calculated efficiencyawen graduates per full-time faculty
member we could expect the average graduation nuinliecrease from 23 to 35.

Program Retention Rate

Retention rates are reported as the percentagesofime, full-time undergraduate
students enrolled in the major who had entered @©Sble previous year. This measure
is an externally determined standard for retentaies, and so is reported here.
Retention rates for this program appear to havppid over the past three years, but still
remain strong at over 60% retention. These retemates are in line with, or better
than, retention rates for CSU as a whole.

Student Learning Indicators

As indicated earlier, much of the information piea for the curriculum and subsequent
performance by students in this curriculum was igdbrt information from a student
survey, and the nationally normed Major Field T@&&ET) in psychology.



From the self report data, most students indicttey have learned the necessary
knowledge and skills required of undergraduatgssiychology. The MFT, given for the
past two years, given on a voluntary basis thé year, to those student graduating,
indicates that all assessment indicators are athevdd' percentile the first year and five
of six assessment indicators are above tiepg@centile in the second year. Of concern
was that four of the six indicators had decreasah fyear 1 to year 2 as more students
took the test. As reported earlier, given thatlehts could “elect” not to take some
courses considered to be part of the core of psgghide.g., social psychology) the
department should keep a close eye on what cosisgsnts take and how they perform
on this nationally normed test.

In addition, since the MFT is one of the only dtreeasure of student learning, the
department should strongly consider the consukaadvice to add additional direct
measures of the curriculum including formative anchmative assessments as indicated
in theAssessment CyberGuide for Learning Goals and Owsdamthe Undergraduate
Psychology Major

* Graduation Rate of Program

According to data in the self-study, six-year gi@itn rates for the last three cohorts
vary from 20 — 38%. These six year graduationsrate in line with those reported in the
CSU factbook for the university as a whole. Gite® pinch points in the upper level
curriculum, and the large number of majors requicegerform research with faculty,

this again supports the case to add additionatifu# faculty to the psychology program.

» Cost Effectiveness of Instructional Delivery

Looking at the 5-year trend presented in the Selithe Department of Psychology
generates credit hours at a cost that is approgignd@0% lower than the campus as a
whole. This can be attributed to the large nuntbestudents who have declared
Psychology as a major and the very high produgtwitthe core service courses. Other
contributing factors are their very limited useagfunct faculty and the moderately large
(60 students per section) size of their core caur&en their online courses in the core
have the same enrollments which distinguishes tinem other programs that reduces
enrolliment caps in their online sections.

This efficiency comes at a cost. With a growingulation of majors, a growing demand
in the core (online and in person) and a redudatfcthe part-time faculty budget the
burden is placed on the full-time faculty to méwet growing demand. The penalty is
paid in decreased availability of seats in majtaisses and a decrease in faculty
productivity in the other areas of performancee®wi It is clear to this committee that
there is an easily justifiable argument to incraasenumber of full-time faculty
members in this program.

d. Recommendations for Improving Program Productivty

In order to improve overall productivity in the gram as measured by numbers of majors
and graduates there must be growth in the numbmeaibers of the faculty. Bottlenecks in
required courses and the infrequency of offeringrses in the upper-division challenges
students to finish the degree in a timely fashibmaddition, the faculty are committed to
engaging the students in the learning process gilwrthie high percentage of classes with



associated labs and through the requirement oper#ent student research. Limits on
number of students that can be accommodated iraladbn individual research restricts the
size of each cohort of students in each classargel faculty would be needed to offer
multiple sections of these required classes.

Again, it is important for the department to doomnprehensive review of the report provided
by the consultant. Every finding of this commitieeeflected in that report and many of the
recommendations will mirror our own. Among thoséhe recommendation that the
Department seriously assess the need for two aliytidentical degree programs which split
their current majors. They should also construmirsiculum map and assess possible paths
to degree completion. The intent of the curriculmagpping exercise should be to assure
students exposure to all curricular areas ideutidie critical to the program.

e. Assessment of Program Viability

* Summary Findings of Program’s Overall Viability

By most measures and supported by the documengatomded in the Self-Study Report
the psychology program at Columbus State Universitjuite viable. The program ranks
among the top 10% in numbers of majors among alji@ms on campus and compares
favorably with other programs in the State. Initdd, recent trends indicate a likely
growth. They show retention and graduation ratesistent with the University as a
whole and the student learning outcomes assessmditate success commensurate
with national averages. They do provide some emidef student satisfaction with the
program but have little evidence of the successudtimdate career successes of their
graduates. The Committee judges the overall quadithe program to be well above
average and judge that it will remain competitivesiudent recruitment both on and off
campus.

Limitations to the potential success and growtthefprogram were also recognized.
Limits in the numbers of students that can be édoh major’s classes and the number
of sections of those courses are creating a bettlefor normal matriculation through the
degree program. There appears to be sufficienetaoy, equipment and space resources
to accommodate some growth in the program butileedd the faculty creates a
measurable impediment to that growth. Another equence of this is the encroachment
of time spent on teaching a larger population gjonssand a greater number of courses
on the faculty’s professional opportunities. A®sault, the professional productivity of
the faculty outside of the classroom is being ingd.c

* Summary Findings of Program’s Improvement Plans

It has become clear that many of the shortcomidgstified in the program and the
limitations to their future success can be linkedhsufficient staffing. That's not to say
that growth of the faculty ranks will not have grsficant impact on the quality size and
success of the program. It will. But there ateeotefforts that can and should be
undertaken even with the current resources.

The faculty should begin an immediate and thoraegiew of the program assessment
prepared by Dr. Pusateri. In addition to outlinmgny of the issues identified in this
document he makes specific recommendations foremehtable programs that would
address them. The faculty should begin an immedissessment of the program



structure and determine whether or not it is careséd in such a way that students are
guaranteed to be exposed to of areas of learnaigtle deemed essential and that are
assessed. Towards that end there should be astigat@on into alternate tools to
measure student learning outcomes and learningssic@lso, an effort needs to be
made to track graduates of the program to determivether the program provided them
with the academic background to be successfuldim tihose fields. The stated goal of
the program is, “prepares students for graduatéystupsychology and related fields and
for other careers requiring a baccalaureate dégie®our knowledge there is no
mechanism in place to track students after graduadssessment of the relative success
of this goal.

The psychology program at Columbus State Universjtin overall assess, very strong
and popular with its students. With the exceptibneeding a significant infusion of
funds for faculty lines most other improvements baraddressed with resources,
personnel and information already on hand. Thelfyacs already actively addressing
many of these issues and with appropriate admatigé support there is the promise of
developing an even stronger and successful program.



