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Executive Summary 

The School of Arts and Sciences 2018–19 assessment record demonstrates the School’s com-
mitment to continually improving and deepening a culture of assessment and evidence-based un-
dergraduate curriculum development. SAS emphasizes sustainable, efficient, and authentic as-
sessments providing valid practical information that is used by faculty to inform decision-making 
and improve student learning. 

All SAS departments and undergraduate programs have learning goals posted online and aligned 
with University and School goals, and all are actively engaged in regular direct assessment of 
student learning outcomes or are working together as a faculty to develop and implement such 
plans. 

Forty-five programs filed annual assessment reports for 2018-19, including all 44 SAS depart-
ments asked to report1 and the SAS Honors Program. These were reviewed by the SAS Office of 
Undergraduate Education and will be audited by the SAS Assessment Committee in the fall. 

On the key criteria of developing effective, efficient, and sustainable assessment plans, more 
than half (26/45) of departments are using “best practices” or making “very good progress.” 
Most departments (36/44) have developed and implemented direct assessment tools. 

Similarly positive results will be found in SAS Assessment Reports over the past several years. 
This track record reflects the mature culture of assessment in SAS. This year the SAS Assess-
ment Committee, in consultation with the SAS Office of Undergraduate Education, set the goal 
of further strengthening faculty engagement with, ownership over, and use of assessment. To that 
end, the assessment process was revised to foreground faculty’s role in designing and using as-
sessment to improve student learning. Correspondingly, expectations for “best practices” were 
increased in a number of areas relating to the use of assessment results (for instance, “closing the 
loop” activities). 

The SAS Assessment Committee and the Office of Undergraduate Education are committed to 
the sustained effort that will be required to reach these elevated goals. In the coming year, that 
effort will include further revisions of SAS assessment processes; feedback and constructive 
suggestions on the past year’s assessment reports; spotlighting departments who are making es-
pecially productive use of assessment; and professional development and outreach to depart-
ments and individual faculty. 

In sum, across SAS, faculty and administrators are working to enhance our already-successful 
use of assessment to maintain excellence in undergraduate education. 
                                                                 
1. Reports were requested from departments and programs offering undergraduate majors and from the Organiza-
tional Leadership program, which offers only a minor.  Other minor-only programs were not asked to report.  Medi-
eval Studies, which offers a major and a minor but generally has only a small number of majors, was not asked to 
file a report this year. 
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Introduction 

The critical undergraduate education mission of the School of Arts and Sciences is to achieve 
excellence, create opportunity, and build leadership by providing a high-quality, nationally rec-
ognized arts and sciences education to a highly diverse student population.2 In addition to the 
Core Curriculum goals,3 our students will achieve: 

• rigorous disciplinary learning goals in major and minor fields of study (or a single credit-
intensive major field of study); and 

• an advanced level of achievement in those Core Curriculum learning goals of particular 
relevance to the individual student’s major, minor, and areas of elective interest. 

The SAS Assessment Committee, along with the SAS Office of Undergraduate Education, over-
sees department-based assessment of disciplinary learning goals and advanced achievement of 
Core learning goals through the major. Throughout the year, the SAS Office of Undergraduate 
Education assists departments in designing, implementing, interpreting, and improving their as-
sessment efforts. Departments are asked to submit annual assessment reports by June 15th, using 
a reporting form (Appendix A) that allows for the attachment of additional materials at the de-
partment’s discretion. 

This year the reporting process was significantly revised. The SAS Assessment Committee and 
the Office of Undergraduate Education undertook this revision in response to faculty focus 
groups conducted in Fall 2018 and ongoing discussions in the scholarly literature on assessment 
practices, both of which indicate that faculty disengagement and disillusionment with the as-
sessment process—sometimes manifested in a view of assessment in terms of compliance rather 
than improvement—is often a barrier to the use of assessment findings to improve the quality of 
undergraduate education.4 

Two main revisions were made to increase faculty engagement: (1) we presented the assessment 
process in an inquiry-oriented framework likely to be familiar to many faculty (asking depart-
ments to identify a question about student learning to be investigated through the assessment 
process, describe their methods for investigating that question, and state their results); and (2) we 
asked faculty to explicitly connect this inquiry to the ultimate goal of improving student learn-
ing.5 These revisions to the process were supported by a detailed instruction sheet (Appendix B) 

                                                                 
2. Excellence, Opportunity, Leadership: Strategic Plan for the Rutgers University School of Arts and Sciences, 
2016-2020. http://sas.rutgers.edu/documents/office-of-the-dean/office-of-communications/859-srategic-plan-for-the-
school-of-arts-and-sciences-2016-2020 
3. The Core Curriculum is addressed in a separate annual assessment report submitted to the Assessment Council on 
Learning Outcomes, the Core Requirements Committee, and the Executive Dean of SAS. 
4. See, e.g., Banta, T. W., & Blaich, C. (2010). Closing the Assessment Loop. Change: the Magazine of Higher 
Learning, 43(1), 22–27. http://doi.org/10.1080/00091383.2011.538642; Cain, T. R., & Hutchings, P. (2015). Faculty 
and Students: Assessment at the Intersection of Teaching and Learning. In Using Evidence of Student Learning to 
Improve Higher Education (pp. 95–116). John Wiley & Sons.; Stanny, C. J. (2018). Putting Assessment into Action: 
Evolving from a Culture of Assessment to a Culture of Improvement. New Directions for Teaching and Learning, 
2018(155), 113–116. http://doi.org/10.1002/tl.20310; and Stitt-Bergh, M., Wehlburg, C. M., Rhodes, T., & Jankow-
ski, N. (2019). Assessment for Student Learning and the Public Good. Change: the Magazine of Higher Learning, 
51(2), 43–46. http://doi.org/10.1080/00091383.2019.1569972. 
5. Elements of this approach resemble that highlighted by the National Institute for Learning Outcomes Assessment 

http://sas.rutgers.edu/documents/office-of-the-dean/office-of-communications/859-srategic-plan-for-the-school-of-arts-and-sciences-2016-2020
http://sas.rutgers.edu/documents/office-of-the-dean/office-of-communications/859-srategic-plan-for-the-school-of-arts-and-sciences-2016-2020
http://doi.org/10.1080/00091383.2011.538642
http://doi.org/10.1002/tl.20310
http://doi.org/10.1080/00091383.2019.1569972
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and a revised set of resources on the SAS OUE website https://sasoue.rutgers.edu/program-
assessment/assessment-resources . 

As in prior years, annual reports submitted by departments are reviewed in the SAS Office of 
Undergraduate Education and by the SAS Assessment Committee, who prepare this annual 
summary report for the SAS Executive Dean and the Assessment Council on Learning Out-
comes. To maintain consistency and help us determine whether the revised assessment form elic-
its similar information as the previous form, the categories used to review departmental reports 
were not changed from the 2017–2018 assessment cycle. The University’s Assessment Checklist 
for Academic Programs provides the basis for these categories. However, because of the SAS 
Assessment Committee’s focus on useful, inquiry-oriented assessment practices, the benchmark 
expectations for best practices were raised in several categories (most notably those relating to 
the selection of appropriate assessment tools and the use of assessment results). 

For all department reports, the Director of Teaching, Learning, and Assessment and the Associ-
ate Dean for Undergraduate Education score each checklist item along a 3-point scale from “best 
practices” to “progress slow or stalled.” The results of this rating are presented and discussed be-
low. 

The SAS Director of Teaching, Learning, and Assessment and the Associate Dean for Under-
graduate Education also prepare drafts of individual reviews of each department’s report. The 
raised goals set by the SAS Assessment Committee this year will be communicated through 
feedback that acknowledges departments’ existing efforts while providing constructive sugges-
tions for making assessment even more useful. The SAS Assessment Committee reviews these 
drafts and makes modifications as needed. These reviews are then returned to the departments. 
The SAS Assessment Committee schedules midyear follow-ups with departments that appear to 
be stalled or in need of support in their assessment efforts. 

 
2018–19 Results 

Reports Received 

Forty-four departments or major programs in SAS filed comprehensive assessment reports this 
year. The SAS Honors Program also filed an assessment report, bringing the total number of re-
ports filed to 45. The reporting programs plus the Writing Program (whose assessment activities 
are included in the Core Curriculum Report) account for 94.6% of the total enrollment in SAS 
courses for Summer 2018 to Spring 2019 (204,291 out of 215,923).6 Appendix C presents data 
on enrollments and numbers of majors and minors in the Class of 2019 for SAS departments and 
programs. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                               
in  Jankowski, N. A. (2012). St. Olaf: Utilization-Focused Assessment. NILOA Examples of Good Assessment 
Practice (pp. 1–9). Retrieved from http://learningoutcomesassessment.org/CaseStudyStOlaf.html  
6. The Writing Program registered 16,604 students Summer 2018 to Spring 2019 and its excellent assessment pro-
gram feeds into the Core Curriculum report. The remaining 11,632 students are registered under SAS numbers for 
interdisciplinary courses and a range of one-credit seminars such as Byrnes, Students in Transition, and Honors Col-
loquia. 

https://sasoue.rutgers.edu/program-assessment/assessment-resources
https://sasoue.rutgers.edu/program-assessment/assessment-resources
http://learningoutcomesassessment.org/CaseStudyStOlaf.html
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This year the Honors Program reported for the second time, continuing an approach that blends 
curricular learning outcome assessment and co-curricular programmatic assessment. The Career 
Explorations Initiative also prepared an assessment plan that similarly combines curricular and 
co-curricular assessment approaches; we anticipate receiving results of those assessment activi-
ties during the next reporting cycle. 

Although we are happy that all SAS departments submitted reports this year, a handful of de-
partments submitted late reports or reported minimal assessment activities this year. In some cas-
es, this happened during the transition to a new undergraduate program director. In other cases, 
the problem is that some faculty are disengaged with, or overtly hostile too, assessment. For 
2019–20, the Office of Undergraduate Education plans outreach efforts to more effectively in-
troduce new undergraduate program directors to assessment processes and better educate faculty 
about SAS’s new inquiry-oriented approach to assessment. 

Figures 1 and 2 present data on the average and distribution of scores by checklist item. 

 
Learning Goals 

SAS Average “Best practices” 
departments 
(score ≥2.5) 

Learning Goals are: 

3 45/45 ✓ Clearly defined 

✓ Publicly posted 

✓ Aligned in hierarchy of university, school, pro-
gram/department, and course learning goals 

 
All SAS departments and programs have developed and published programmatic learning goals 
available on department web pages and in the official catalog. All department learning goals 
align with both university and Core learning goals and ensure that SAS students achieve rigorous 
disciplinary learning goals in major and minor fields of study (or a single credit-intensive major 
field of study). 

 

http://catalogs.rutgers.edu/generated/nb-ug_current/index.html
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Course Syllabi 

SAS Average “Best practices” 
departments 

Course syllabi, synopses, or expanded course descrip-
tions: 

2.6 32/44 ✓ Include appropriate learning goals  

2.6 31/44 ✓ Identify where or how the goals are met 

 
Overwhelmingly, SAS syllabi include appropriate learning goals, and syllabi or course synopses 
with learning goals are made available to students. Reflecting the variety of disciplinary contexts 
and pedagogical approaches found within SAS, departments and programs vary in the way they 
map program learning goals onto specific courses or curricular requirements. 

 
Assessment Plan, Structure, and Process 

SAS Average “Best practices” 
departments 

Assessment plan, structure, and process is: 

2.5 28/45 ✓ Efficient 

2.5 26/45 ✓ Effective 

2.5 29/45 ✓ Sustainable 

3 45/45 ✓ Reviewed annually 

 
SAS departments continue to progress in developing strong assessment plans, structures, and 
processes. We are pleased to see that the number of departments who were rated as having “best 
practices” in this area stayed stable or increased modestly from 2017–18. (For a comparison to 
previous years’ results, see Appendix D.) Our annual reporting system ensures that all depart-
ment plans are reviewed each year. 

As we continue to promote the revised approach to assessment introduced this year, which places 
particular emphasis on faculty engagement with and use of assessment, we expect to see further 
increases in the effectiveness of departments’ plans. 
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Assessment Tools/Measures 

SAS Average “Best practices” 
departments 

Assessment tools and measures: 

2.6 34/44 ✓ Include some direct measures 

2.1 17/44 ✓ Include tools and measures appropriate to goals 

2.4 24/44 ✓ Produce reliable, useful results for improvement 

 
This year’s focus on inquiry-oriented assessment that can be used by faculty to improve student 
learning led the SAS Assessment Committee to set somewhat higher expectations for depart-
ments’ assessment tools and measures than in the past. Most notably, the SAS average “tools and 
measures appropriate to goals” score declined from 2.6 last year to 2.1 this year, while the num-
ber of departments rated “best practices” in that area declined from 28 to 17. This reflects the 
SAS Assessment Committee’s desire to receive more detailed information from departments 
about how their assessment tools will generate results that are useful for improving student learn-
ing. We expect that score to increase as departments further internalize this focus on connecting 
their assessment activities and tools with useful results. 

 
Benchmarks/Standards 

SAS Average “Best practices” 
departments 

Benchmarks or standards: 

2.2 18/45 ✓ Are clearly, specifically defined 

2.2 22/45 ✓ Provide rigorous, appropriate standards 

 
While SAS departments largely employ rigorous, appropriate, and clearly defined standards, this 
is another area where average scores declined from 2017–18. This was largely a result of some 
departmental reports being less detailed on this topic than in prior years, which we attribute to 
the new reporting form providing less guidance in this area than the previous form. We will re-
vise the instructions next year to solicit more specific detail in this area. 
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Assessment Implementation and Results 

SAS Average “Best practices” 
departments 

Assessment implementation and results include: 

2.6 33/44 ✓ At least one direct measure of a primary learning 
goal 

 
When introducing the revised assessment process to SAS departments, the Office of Undergrad-
uate Education was careful to emphasize that direct assessment remains an essential element of 
the assessment process. SAS departments continue to engage in direct assessment at very high 
rates. In addition, fourteen SAS departments engaged in one or more indirect assessments to 
complement their direct assessment efforts. 

 
Use of Assessment Results 

SAS Average “Best practices” 
departments 

“Closing the loop” activities include: 

2.2 16/45 ✓ A standing process to review assessment infor-
mation and use for improvement 

2.2 21/45 ✓ Specific changes to pedagogy, curriculum, as-
sessments, or learning goals 

2.1 7/18 ✓ Evidence of improved student learning based on 
prior implemented changes 

 
SAS departments continue to engage in evidence-based improvements of their instruction; thirty-
eight departments provided at least some detail about their activities in this area. However, re-
flecting the SAS Assessment Committee’s decision to place particular emphasis on the use of 
assessment results to improve student learning, higher standards were applied in this area this 
year. As a result, average scores and the number of “best practices” departments declined. 

The SAS Assessment Committee is particularly interested in setting the expectation that depart-
ments will (1) engage a broad swath of their faculty in the review and utilization of assessment 
efforts; (2) clearly explain whether and how their pedagogical and curricular changes are in-
formed by assessment results; and (3) plan a full multi-year cycle of assessing student learning, 
making changes, and then re-assessing whether those changes have had the desired effect. The 
feedback provided to departments will reflect these priorities and provide department-specific 
suggestions for further development of assessment processes. The Director of Teaching, Learn-
ing, and Assessment will continue to follow up with departments about these suggestions 
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throughout the upcoming year. 

 
Learning Goal Maintenance and Updating 

SAS Average “Best practices” 
departments 

Learning goal maintenance includes: 

2.7 5/7 ✓ Process used to review and update learning goals 

3.0 4/4 ✓ Learning goals updated in response to new infor-
mation or requirements 

 
The number of SAS departments reviewing or updating their learning goals increased modestly 
over the previous year. Anecdotally, a number of these reviews were initiated as a byproduct of 
the investigations into specific questions about student learning that this year’s revised assess-
ment process was intended to encourage. We view this approach, where learning goal updates 
are initiated as a component of curricular review and development, as appropriate in SAS, where 
many disciplinary contexts change slowly relative to the annual program assessment cycle. 
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Figure 1: Average of SAS Department Scores, 2018-19 
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Figure 2:  Percent of SAS Departments (n=45) at Each Level on Checklist Rubric, 2018-19 
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Discussion 

In assessment of student learning outcomes, 10 SAS departments have been designated as using 
“best practices” for 2018–19: 

Asian Languages & Cultures 

Biological Sciences 

Cell Biology & Neuroscience 

Comparative Literature 

Criminal Justice 

English 

Genetics 

Philosophy 

Sociology 

Spanish & Portuguese 

 
This list is notably shorter than in previous years, primarily because of the revisions to the as-
sessment process and concomitant raised expectations discussed above. 

Most other departments made good or very good progress in their assessment efforts this year. 
However, two departments submitted reports indicating that they did not complete any assess-
ment efforts this year. 

One of these departments has a long history of faculty hostility to, and disengagement from, as-
sessment efforts. In a hopeful sign, this department has already invited the Director of Teaching, 
Learning, and Assessment to visit a faculty meeting and discuss ways that the department can be 
engaged with, and make productive use of, assessment. 

The other department had a turnover of undergraduate directors this year; they prepared but did 
not implement an assessment plan. The Associate Dean for Undergraduate Education and the 
Director of Teaching, Learning, and Assessment will continue to work with this department to 
ensure that their plans are implemented. More generally, the Director of Teaching, Learning, and 
Assessment plans systematic outreach to new undergraduate directors in the fall to ensure that 
they understand and carry through on the work required for a successful assessment effort. 

 

School-Level Initiatives  

Revising the assessment process was a key focus of the Office of Undergraduate Education last 
year. The revision began with two faculty focus groups held in Fall 2018 to discuss teaching, 
teaching support, curriculum development, and assessment in SAS. Participants represented both 
tenure-track and non-tenure-track classifications and belonged to departments in the Humanities, 
Life Sciences, Mathematical and Physical Sciences, and Social and Behavioral Sciences divi-
sions. 

Focus group findings indicated that many rank-and-file faculty feel that assessment is detached 
from meaningful work to improve their teaching. Many faculty are also skeptical that assessment 
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results would lead their colleagues to adopt instructional or curricular improvements. 

In January 2019 the SAS Assessment Committee met to discuss these findings and possible revi-
sions to the SAS assessment process. The committee accepted a proposal prepared by the SAS 
Director of Teaching, Learning, and Assessment to revise the SAS assessment reporting form 
and related guidance. (See Appendices A and B for the revised documents.) This revision em-
phasizes faculty ownership over, involvement in, and use of assessment results; it was an-
nounced to SAS undergraduate chairs and directors in late January 2019. 

The rapid implementation of these changes left limited time to communicate with faculty about 
the change before they had to implement and report on their assessment efforts. (The committee 
did take particular care to ensure that the new reporting process would be compatible with as-
sessment plans designed under the prior process, which many departments still find useful and 
which may have already been in progress.) In the coming year, the Office of Undergraduate Ed-
ucation plans a significant effort to communicate about this change and encourage and support 
faculty in making use of the assessment process to improve their teaching and their curricula. 
Events planned include visits to department meetings, workshops, and one-on-one consultations. 

Unsurprisingly, the faculty focus groups also found strong faculty interest in improving teaching. 
Focus group participants identified peer networks—both within Rutgers and within their disci-
plines more broadly—as an important source of teaching support. To further support these ef-
forts, the Office of Undergraduate Education is organizing two programs this year: Faculty 
Learning Communities, in which faculty connect with peers from other departments within Rut-
gers to discuss teaching topics of mutual interest; and Scholar-Teacher Colloquia, which provide 
support for departments to bring colloquium or seminar speakers to campus to discuss teaching 
and learning topics specific to their discipline. These initiatives are intended first and foremost to 
cultivate a community of faculty around teaching, working in tandem with the assessment pro-
cess revisions to promote greater faculty engagement with improving student learning. 

We also want to draw attention to the on-going work of the Office of Stem Education, now over-
seen by the Associate Dean for STEM Education. The OSE includes the STEM Transformations 
using Research-based Instructional practices, Assessment, and Dissemination (TRIAD) coalition, 
which “serves as a research and organizing center for implementation and assessment of course 
transformations based on discipline based education research.” TRIAD anchors a community 
dedicated to the improvement of instruction in the STEM disciplines, including the quantitative 
disciplines in the social sciences and humanities, and, as reported on its website, is engaged in 
four impressive course transformation projects. Assessment of these projects conforms to aca-
demic expectations for discipline based education research. 

 

Conclusion 

In sum: as a school, SAS has made remarkable advances in assessment of student learning out-
comes. This year we began multiple efforts to further advance faculty engagement in evidence-
based decision-making about instructional practices and curriculum design. 

This effort is consistent with the principles that have always guided SAS in its assessment ef-

http://sasose.rutgers.edu/ose
http://sasose.rutgers.edu/triad-coalition
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forts. SAS uses assessment practices as an important tool in maintaining excellence in under-
graduate education and promoting a culture of continuous improvement based on evidence. SAS 
emphasizes sustainable, efficient, and authentic assessments that provide valid practical infor-
mation which is used to inform decision-making about how to improve student learning out-
comes. 

 

Submitted on behalf of the SAS Assessment Committee by: 

Carolyn Moehling, Associate Dean for Undergraduate Education 

David Goldman, Director of Teaching, Learning, and Assessment 

 

SAS Assessment Committee 
Geraldine Cochran, Physics 
Linnea Dickson, Psychology 
Mary Emenike, Chemistry & Chemical Biology 
William Field, Political Science 
Joanne Hunt, Kinesiology & Health 
Kathleen López, Latino & Caribbean Studies, History 
Kurt Spellmeyer, English, Writing Program 
  



2018–19 SAS Annual Program Assessment Report 

14 of 24 
 

Appendix A: Program Assessment Form 

2018–19 SAS Program Assessment Report 
Please see attached 2018–19 SAS Program Assessment Instructions document for complete 

instructions. 
 

Department:  

Program(s):  

Submitted by:  Date:   
 
Assessment 
Committee 
Members:  
 
 
 

Learning Goals 

In this space, please list your program’s learning goals and provide the url where they are post-
ed on your website. 

Are learning goals on syllabi? 
How many department/program syllabi include appropriate learning goal statements? (Select one) 

Overwhelming majority | More than half | About half | Less than half 

Where are program learning goals achieved? 

In this space, please indicate where in your program students achieve mastery of your learning 
goals: for each goal, identify which course, group of courses, or other curricular requirement 
most directly supports student mastery of that goal. 

What question about student learning did your department investigate this 
year? 

In this space, please state the question about student learning that your department investi-
gated this year. 
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What methods did you use to answer your question about student learning?  

In this space, please provide a brief overview of the way your department gathered information 
about student learning to answer the question posed above. Be sure to include a description of 
the student work that was examined and include any prompts, rubrics, or other instruments 
that you used. 

Findings 

In this space, please summarize your findings and your interpretation of your findings. 

Please briefly explain how your department has used, or plans to use, the in-
formation collected. 

In this space, please briefly describe how the assessment results were shared, or will be shared, 
with the faculty in your department. Then identify your department’s next steps and the 
timeframe during which your department expects to take its next steps. 
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Appendix B: Instructions 2018-19 Program Assessment 
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Enrollment Class of 2019 
Subject 
Code Department/program name 

Summer 
2018 

Fall 
2018 

Winter 
2019 

Spring 
2019 

Total  
Enrollment Minors Majors 

013 AMESALL 7 315 0 504 826 4 
 074 Arabic 0 59 0 47 106 9 
 505 Hindi 0 36 0 7 43 2 
 925 South Asia Studies 

     
3 

 014 Africana Studies 117 721 0 844 1682 42 19 
050 American Studies 88 895 2 642 1627 22 15 
199 Comparative and Critical Race/Ethnicity 

     
7 

 070 Anthropology 11 923 0 660 1594 21 17 
071 Anthropology - Evolutionary 

     
6 16 

082 Art History 156 749 22 902 1829 29 17 
098 Asian Languages And Cultures 21 312 0 286 619 16 2 
165 Chinese 21 341 0 414 776 29 5 
214 East Asian Languages and Studies 

      
18 

565 Japanese 26 459 0 401 886 28 1 
574 Korean 31 359 0 319 709 11 

 119 Biological Sciences 615 3546 0 3169 7330 92 334 
146 Cell Biology and Neuroscience 163 1574 0 1502 3239 

 
136 

160 Chemistry 2095 7091 65 6429 15680 36 58 
175 Cinema Studies 11 162 4 222 399 12 7 
185 Cognitive Science 19 249 8 227 503 36 29 
190 Classics 150 1069 0 804 2023 

 
10 

190 Classical Humanities 
     

8 
 490/491 Ancient Greek 3 22 0 16 41 1 
 580 Latin 16 39 0 49 104 2 
 195 Comparative Literature 82 487 38 571 1178 12 9 

198 Computer Science 630 6090 0 6171 12891 63 527 
202 Criminal Justice 176 1276 0 1121 2573 

 
260 

220 Economics 775 5983 0 5677 12435 234 459 
350 English 

     
50 170 

351 Creative Writing 34 1337 0 1413 2784 89 
 354 English Film Studies 15 52 0 51 118 

  358 English Literature 67 814 0 904 1785 
  359 English Theories And Methods 61 726 0 609 1396 
  

Appendix C: SAS Departments – Enrollments, Majors, and Minors AY 2018-19 
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Enrollment Class of 2019 

Subject 
Code Department/program name 

Summer 
2018 

Fall 
2018 

Winter 
2019 

Spring 
2019 

Total  
Enrollment Minors Majors 

377 Exercise Science (Kinesiology And Health) 459 2334 114 2543 5450 
 

214 
955 Sport Management 0 504 25 613 1142 1 86 
420 French 60 411 0 464 935 31 14 
447 Genetics 103 1143 0 1051 2297 

 
38 

450 Geography 225 1028 124 1582 2959 8 14 
381 Environmental Studies 22 69 0 94 185 8 

 558 International And Global Studies 24 100 0 80 204 39 
 460 Geology (Earth And Planetary Science) 300 1380 153 1560 3393 7 10 

470 German 10 238 0 340 588 10 6 
510 History 12 593 28 586 1219 94 116 
506 History General 49 377 0 523 949 

  508 History African, Asian, Latin America 0 298 0 303 601 
  512 History American 44 493 11 381 929 
  514 History/Political Science 

      
19 

560 Italian 29 539 0 551 1119 13 7 
563 Jewish Studies 0 194 0 141 335 3 

 590 Latin American Studies 29 85 31 73 218 3 1 
595 Latino And Hispanic Caribbean Studies 32 605 16 616 1269 20 8 
615 Linguistics 7 649 0 674 1330 25 38 
628 Marine Sciences (SAS and SEBS) 27 299 22 212 560 

 
2 

640 Mathematics 1804 12221 0 8793 22818 132 185 
122 Bio-Mathematics 0 2 0 1 3 

 
14 

685 Middle Eastern Studies 1 113 0 150 264 8 5 
694 Molecular Biology & Biochemistry 105 531 0 596 1232 

 
34 

713 Organizational Leadership 31 57 0 77 165 29 
 730 Philosophy 380 2275 117 2392 5164 96 69 

750 Physics 912 6398 0 5651 12961 12 64 
100 Astronomy 

     
3 

 105 Astrophysics 0 0 0 0 0 
 

18 
790 Political Science 407 3100 0 3108 6615 160 280 
205 Critical Intelligence Studies 

     
15 

 830 Psychology 847 8500 0 8545 17892 538 647 
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Enrollment Class of 2019 

Subject 
Code Department/program name 

Summer 
2018 

Fall 
2018 

Winter 
2019 

Spring 
2019 

Total  
Enrollment Minors Majors 

840 Religion 33 735 13 1092 1873 22 7 
860 Russian 3 171 0 140 314 11 3 
078 Armenian 0 3 0 1 4 

  787 Polish 0 7 0 8 15 
  920 Sociology 333 3190 0 3155 6678 207 89 

204 Criminology 
     

95 
 502 Health and Society 

     
97 

 940 Spanish 237 815 0 841 1893 90 23 
810 Portuguese 0 52 0 38 90 6 1 
960 Statistics 330 2752 38 2745 5865 67 58 
961 Statistics - Mathematics 

      
15 

988 Women's and Gender Studies 310 1492 66 1514 3382 81 38 
888 Sexualities Studies 9 33 0 19 61 5 

 904 Social Justice 11 55 0 34 100 10 
 

         355 Writing Program 549 9342 35 5740 15666 13 
 356 English As A Second Language 8 651 0 279 938 

  
         Programs Not Asked To Report        
016 Center for African Studies 0 9 0 4 13 

  360 European Studies 0 11 0 13 24 2 
 489 Modern Greek 0 24 3 28 55 4 
 660 Medical Technology 0 1 0 1 2 

 
1 

667 Medieval Studies 0 12 0 16 28 
 

4 
         

Other SAS Courses 
       090 Sas Interdisciplinary 145 6662 0 3361 10168 

  556 Sas Interdisciplinary 84 176 1 231 492 
  880 Science, Technology, And Society 10 0 0 62 72 
  959 Study Abroad 413 117 66 180 776 
  991 World Languages 0 0 0 2 2 
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Appendix D:  Summary – SAS Departments, Program Assessment Reports 

SAS:  Summary of Depart-
ment Assessment Reporting 

2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

number of SAS departments 38 42* 42* 42* 42* 42* 42* 42* 45* 45* 

learning goals articulated - see 
SAS Undergraduate Program Learn-
ing Goals  

92% 
(35) 

100% 
(42) 

100% 
(42) 

100% 
(42) 

100% 
(42) 

100% 
(42) 

100% 
(42) 

100% 
(42) 

100% 
(45) 

100% 
(45) 

annual assessment report 
submitted  

18% 
(7) 

98% 
(41) 

93% 
(39) 

95% 
(40) 

98% 
(41) 

100% 
(42) 

100% 
(42) 

100% 
(42) 

96% 
(43) 

100% 
(45) 

assessment tools and 
measures used appropriate to 
goals 

18% 
(7) 

60% 
(25) 

93%  
(39) 

95% 
(40) 

93% 
(39) 

93% 
(39) 

93% 
(39) 

90% 
(38) 

91% 
(41) 

75%** 
(33) 

results of assessment provided 
16% 
(6) 

33% 
(14) 

62%  
(26) 

60% 
(25) 

90% 
(38) 

90% 
(38) 

88% 
(37) 

86% 
(36) 

89% 
(40) 

80%** 
(35) 

changes made based on re-
view of assessment results 

8% 
(3) 

33% 
(14) 

71%  
(30) 

83% 
(35) 

88% 
(37) 

86% 
(36) 

95% 
(40) 

95% 
(40) 

93% 
(42) 

79% 
(35) 

plans/schedule for going for-
ward included 

16% 
(6) 

93% 
(39) 

93%  
(39) 

88% 
(37) 

88% 
(37) 

76% 
(32) 

76% 
(32) 

88% 
(37) 

89% 
(40) 

80% 
(36) 

*Includes the joint SAS/SEBS major in Marine Science. 
** Calculated from a base of 44; SAS Honors Program not rated on these measures. 
 
Notes:  Only departments scoring 2.0 or higher included in counts.   

http://sasoue.rutgers.edu/component/docman/?task=doc_download&gid=435&Itemid=262
http://sasoue.rutgers.edu/component/docman/?task=doc_download&gid=435&Itemid=262
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