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Goals of the study


In Winter 2008 a Learning-in-the-Major (LIM) committee consisting of faculty Sharon Hargus and Ellen Kaisse and then graduate student David Goss-Grubbs conducted an assessment of the undergraduate major in Linguistics.  The twin goals of the study were to help Arts and Sciences meet accreditation requirements wrt undergraduate learning goals, and also to identify areas within the undergraduate program for improvement.  The committee sought answers to the following questions:

· What should students be learning about lgcs? (all majors)
· What are our students actually learning?
· Is our undergraduate program coherent?
During their investigation, the LIM committee met with the Linguistics Department faculty, gathered syllabi of undergraduate courses, developed a curricular map showing flow of courses within the undergraduate program, studied U Linguistics programs at 36 institutions within the U.S., searched in vain for curricular recommendations from the Linguistic Society of America, and reported back to the faculty and to Arts and Sciences on their findings at a Spring 2008 faculty meeting.  In addition, a major component of the LIM committee’s work was focus group meetings conducted mostly during Winter 2008.  The LIM committee met with subspecialty groups (syntacticians, phoneticians, semanticists, historical linguists, phonologists, computational linguists, morphologists, ASL specialists, sociolinguists) as well as other key personnel (undergraduate advisor (Amy McNamara) and departmental chair (Julia Herschensohn)).  
Findings

The LIM committee found that in terms of course requirements, our undergraduate program is typical of top-ranked, PhD granting programs, but with some differences.  We offer more in the way of phonetics and computational linguistics than most other programs and less of first language acquisition.  We have no capstone requirement for all majors, but most institutions surveyed do not. 


 Other findings indicated some areas of the undergraduate program that could be improved.  Some courses are not offered often enough (historical linguistics, field methods).  There are not enough Spring course options for students who declare a Linguistics major in the Winter.  There is too much overlap between the introductory courses (200, 400) and 450.  Some classes too challenging for (some) students (442, 472), and some classes are very different from student expectations (432).  We provide little systematic training in writing linguistics.  The major as a whole was perhaps not as challenging as it could be to students.  Some of these findings were to be further evaluated in a survey later administered to undergraduate majors.

Learning goals

One result of the committee’s work was to develop a coherent set of learning goals for the courses in our program, which were added to the departmental web site.  In broad form, these goals are: 

· Develop appreciation for general properties of language
· Learn ways to study language in a scientific way
· Develop competence in lgc analysis
· Develop general academic skills
In order to gauge whether our undergraduate courses are meeting our goals, the committee identified the following means of assessing undergraduate learning, which should ideally be conducted on a regular basis.  These included obvious assessment techniques such as examination of oral and/or written work by students in courses and inspection of the quality of honors theses (Ling majors) and the senior project (Roling majors), but also some less widely used methods such as conducting student self-evaluations of learning, peer evaluations of student work, and periodic surveys of undergraduate majors.
Recommendations


The LIM committee developed a set of recommended changes.  

No-cost changes


Some of these changes could be implemented with no cost.
· Increase core course graduation requirement (currently 5 classes) by 1 class, possibly by add historical as option (to make the major more challenging)
· Require term paper in 451 and 462? (to provide more systematic training in writing)
· Enforce prerequisites (for classes with too much overlap)
· Develop a standard LING 200 syllabus (so students know what to expect in 432, 442)
· Eliminate/phase out 400, using the money that is currrently used to staff that class to teach 450 in the Spring and another upper division course for the major, such as a gentler introduction to CompLing or historical linguistics annually (to improve Spring course offerings and strengthen the course diversity in the major)
· Add learning goals to every syllabus (to make the major more coherent)

· Subspecialty groups should meet annually to assess whether course assignments are still reflective of learning goals (to make the major more coherent)
· Make department web site more informative for undergraduates (to help them find out about departmental offerings such as Honors program, colloquia)
Changes that would require funding


Other changes recommended by the LIM committee would require funding to implement:

· Add Intro to Linguistics class for ASL students (those w/ at least 1 year ASL study) (to better integrate the ASL and linguistics programs)
· Develop ASL modules for the core courses in the department by encouraging ASL linguist (recent UW PhD) Lorna Rozelle and native signer (UW lecturer) Lance Forshay to develop modules for these courses (to better integrate the ASL and linguistics programs)
· Offer field methods (need $ to pay speaker/signer) (to make the major more like other top-rated programs)
· Provide better support for the undergraduate advisor, such as database establishment and maintenance and more office space (office currently shared with 2 lecturers; often meets with students in hall) (to better serve the needs of undergraduates) 
