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A Study of Strategic Approach for
Course and Program Outcomes Assessment

Cheong-Sig Kim
The center for innovation engineering education, Mokpo University.
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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to suggest directions to improve engineering education and the
assessment system of our country. For this object, the present situation of engineering education
and assessment system in Korea have been reviewed and next, for those of study, the research
papers and publications about the environment of college education are analyzed. Finally, an
improved assessment system is suggested. It has already passed out for 6 years since execute
the accreditation for engineering education in our country now, but essential point for step in
accreditation for engineering education is how the evaluator can make the outcomes of studying.
This is not a new terminology that is deformed according to special quality of college of
engineering which prefer out—come based of study than process based of study to mean
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accomplishment in engineering education. The evaluation that estimate program is a skill, but an
assessment method is not the meaning of individual student accomplishment also, it is the
measure of validity estimation that should be estimate ability of students who complete program
by proper authority. However, a new evaluation strategy that assess student outcome by person
who consider the objectivity and validity, reliability should be develop for decision making of
ABEEK. It is an original, private discussion for assessment strategy about the method for
student learning outcomes assessment.
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<E 1> ZRI% $£Fo mSEE9 F5AFY HrETFe FA (Central Connecticut State
University)

Objective Outcome
2 3 4 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
o o o o

Focus Group o o o
Locally Developed Exams o ©o o
Portfolio ® O
Exit Interview

Assessment Method

Written Surveys

o0 -

Performance Appraisal ]
Behavioral Observation ] ]
Standardized Exam [ ]
External Examiner ]
Rubric o ] o o

#«ZF&: ASEE.(2005),Proceedings of the 2005 American Society for Engineering Education Annual Conference &

Exposition, American Society for Engineering Education, Session 3649.
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4L 72 ZJA AL AHAlumni Surveys), 185 AEZAHEmployer Surveys), A4 AL
ZAHIAB Surveys) 55 ol&3sta, st ¥ HrEFE wg w5 P37 BuA(Faculty
Course Assessment Report;FCAR)9 #A2~E Tix}¢] watE §7} 2o Q2 HE%A}, AEHAY
A 55 Fote] 46k
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<3 4> Southern Polytechnic State University°l4] A}£33x g+ dFEAFH e+
MAPPING OF ASSESSMENT METHODS TO PROGRAM OUTCOMES

Capstone Exit | Alumni Employer| IAB
Evaluations|Surveys|Surveys| Surveys |Surveys

Outcomes FCARS

1. Apply math, science and CS to the

. . X X X X
engineering of software systems

2. Apply SWE practices and process to
software development

3. Demonstrate the ability to gather,
analyze, develop, verify and validate X X X X
artifacts of software systems

4. Use software tools effectively for
software development

5. Contribute to multi—disciplinary teams
in the design, implementation and X X X X
evolution of software systems

X X X X

6. Demonstrate effective oral and written,
communication skills

7. Independently learn and research new
topics in SWE and be capable of X X X
lifetime learning

8. Recognize professional responsibility
and the application of ethical principles

9. Demonstrate an ability to learn new
languages, environments/ paradigms X X X
for software systems

10. Recognize the impact their discipline
has on society

X X X

#*Z}&:  http://swe.spsu.edu/ABET/Assessments/original_docs/May20_MappingOf AssignmentMethods ToCurriculumObjective
sl-4.doc
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