
 

 

Student Learning Assessment Report (SLAR) 
 

 “How are students learning?” 

Instructions:  This template is a running document of each annual Academic Program Assessment Report due to the department chairs and Provost the last Friday in 
October. The final report in the document should be the official report of the year of the full Program Review. All reports below use the same report template. If the 
report is the Program Review year, please indicate it next to “Program Review Year” and also submit the Academic Program Review (APR). 

 

Department: Theology & Global Church Ministries     Program Coordinator:  Dr. Bill Griffin        

Academic Program Evaluated: Biblical Languages (new program)         Program Review Year: 21/22  

 Year 1 Academic Year: Year 2 Academic Year: Year 3 Academic Year: Year 4 Academic Year: 
Faculty members 
involved in this 
assessment process: 
(List all faculty members who 
participated: program 
coordinator, reviewers, 
committee members, etc.) 

Dr. Bill Griffin 
Dr. Mark Jenkins 
Dr. Gary Martindale 

   

Number of students in 
sample: (If known, supply 
the number of students in 
each class/year who were 
used in the assessment 
report.) 

Freshmen: 
Sophomores: 
Juniors: 
Seniors: 
Graduate: 

Freshmen: 
Sophomores: 
Juniors: 
Seniors: 
Graduate: 

Freshmen: 
Sophomores: 
Juniors: 
Seniors: 
Graduate: 

Freshmen: 
Sophomores: 
Juniors: 
Seniors: 
Graduate: 

Instrument(s) used in 
assessment: (List the 
exams, standardized tests, 
portfolios, etc. that were used 
in the assessment process.) 
 

Exams from relevant 
courses. 

   



Additional Data: (List any 
additional information/data 
that informed this report.) 

First year of program 
restart. Objectives are 
ready, assignments to be 
evaluated to determine 
best for data collection 
next year.  

   

Methodology: (Explain 
the method of data collection 
and the data analysis 
process.) 

    

Data: (Provide the graphs, 
charts, etc. that were used to 
show PLO data results. Do not 
include the raw data.) 

    

Results of 
Assessment: (What 
evidence exists that the 
program helps students achieve 
learning outcomes? What 
changes have been made since 
the last APR to ensure that 
outcomes are achieved and 
what changes will be made to 
the program following this 
APR? What have you learned 
from assessing the changes?) 

Based on student 
testimonial and needs, it 
was determined that 
student in the discipline of 
Biblical Languages would 
be better served with a BL 
major, rather than track in 
the Bible program. 

   

Strengths: (From the 
findings, list the areas of 
strengths that currently exist 
in the academic program.) 

    

Areas in need of 
improvement: (From the 
findings, list the areas of 
weakness(s) that currently 
exist in the academic 
program.) 

To be evaluated    

Plans for 
improvement: (Provide 

Review current 
assessments and identify 

   



the improvement plan, when 
it will be implemented, and 
person who will administer 
the improvement plan.) 
*If an A.A. degree is part of this 
program, describe how the 
changes to this program affect 
the A.A. degree, if any. 

best tools for 
programmatic 
assessment. Establish 
outcome data collection 
process and implement.  

Improvements made: 
(List completed improvement 
plans and dates of actual 
implementation.) 
*If an A.A. degree is part of this 
program, describe how the 
changes to this program affect 
the A.A. degree, if any. 
 

Major initiated.    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 

Academic Program Assessment Report  
 

“How are students learning?” 

Instructions:  This template is a running document of each annual Academic Program Assessment Report due to the department chairs and Provost the last Friday in 
October. The final report in the document should be the official report of the year of the full Program Review. All reports below use the same report template. If the 
report is the Program Review year, please indicate it next to “Program Review Year.” 

 

Department: Theology and Global Church Ministries           

Academic Program Evaluated:  Biblical Studies            Program Review Year: SP 2019  

 Year 1 Academic Year: 
2018-2019 

Year 2 Academic Year: 
2019-2020 

Year 3 Academic Year: 
2020-2021 

Year 4 Academic Year: 
2021-2022 

Faculty members 
involved in this 
assessment process: 
(List all faculty members who 
participated: program 
coordinator, reviewers, 
committee members, etc.) 

 

Brandon Schmidly 
Vincent Medina 
Bill Griffin 
Calvin Pincombe 
Roger Cotton 
Gary Martindale 
Martin Mittlestadt 
Dan Morrison 

Brandon Schmidly 
Vincent Medina 
Bill Griffin 
Calvin Pincombe 
Roger Cotton 
Gary Martindale 
Martin Mittlestadt 
Dan Morrison 

  

Number of students in 
sample: (If known, supply 
the number of students in 
each class/year who appear 
in the assessment report.) 

 

There were 94 students in 
the sample.  
 

Freshmen: 
Sophomores: 
Juniors: 
Seniors: 
Graduate: 

Freshmen: 
Sophomores: 
Juniors: 
Seniors: 
Graduate: 

Freshmen: 
Sophomores: 
Juniors: 
Seniors: 
Graduate: 



Instrument(s) used in 
assessment: (List the 
exams, standardized tests, 
portfolios, etc. that were used 
in the assessment process.) 

 

Items assessed included a 
variety of instruments, 
including exams, projects, 
and research papers. 

Items assessed included a 
variety of instruments, 
including exams, projects, 
and research papers. 

  

Additional Data: (List any 
additional information/data 
that informed this report.) 

    

Methodology: (Explain 
the method of data collection 
and the data analysis 
process.) 

 

Data was collected with 
rubrics that were attached 
to assessment 
instruments in Course 
Commons. The rubrics 
ranked student 
performance on a 4-point 
scale. Scores in the 3 
range indicate mastery, 
while 4 indicates 
excellence, 2 indicates 
progressing, and 1 
indicates little to no 
progress toward mastery. 

Data was collected with 
rubrics that were attached 
to assessment 
instruments in Course 
Commons. The rubrics 
ranked student 
performance on a 4-point 
scale. Scores in the 3 
range indicate mastery, 
while 4 indicates 
excellence, 2 indicates 
progressing, and 1 
indicates little to no 
progress toward mastery 

  

Results of 
Assessment: (List the 
findings in summary format 
as narrative.) 

 

BIBL History PLO 
measures students’ 
knowledge of Church 
history. The assessment 
instrument for this PLO 
was a final research 
project, which included 
both written and oral 
presentation. 11 students 
were assessed. The range 
was .88, the mean was 

BIBL History PLO 
measures students’ 
knowledge of Church 
history. The assessment 
instrument for this PLO 
was an in-class review of 
primary sources from the 
Reformation period. 5 
students were assessed. 
The range was 3 the mean 
was 2.8, the median was 3, 

  



3.64909, the median was 
3.72, and the mode was 
3.72. The standard 
deviation was 0.24712.  
 
BIBL Concepts PLO 
measures the students’ 
mastery of theological 
ideas. The assessment 
instrument for this PLO 
was a final research 
paper. 31 students were 
assessed. The range was 3, 
the mean was 3.1875, the 
median was 3.5, and the 
mode was 4. The standard 
deviation was 0.93109.  
 
BIBL Language PLO 
measures student mastery 
of the biblical languages. 
The instrument for this 
measurement was the 
final exam from 
intermediate Greek. 50 
students were assessed. 
The range was 3. The 
mean was 2.38 and the 
median and mode were 
both 4, and the standard 
deviation was 0.90441. 
 
BIBL Exegesis PLO 

and the mode was 4. The 
standard deviation was 
1.30384.  
 
BIBL Concepts PLO 
measures the students’ 
mastery of theological 
ideas. The assessment 
instrument for this PLO 
was a final research paper 
in Systematic Theology 
Survey. 9 students were 
assessed. The range was 2, 
the mean was 2.9, the 
median was 3, and the 
mode was 2. The standard 
deviation was 0.92796. 
 
BIBL Language PLO 
measures student mastery 
of the biblical languages. 
The instrument for this 
measurement was the 
final exam from 
intermediate Hebrew. 10 
students were assessed. 
The range was 2. The 
mean was 3.1 and the 
median was 3, and mode 
was 4, and the standard 
deviation was 0.92796. 
 
BIBL Exegesis PLO 



measures students’ ability 
to perform exegesis of the 
biblical text from the 
original languages. This 
PLO was assessed using 
the final exegetical paper 
from advance Greek. 4 
students were assessed. 
The range was 1, the mean 
was 3.75, and the median 
and mode were both 4. 
The standard deviation 
was 0.5. 
 
BIBL Philosophy PLO 
measures student’s 
comprehension as ability 
to apply philosophical 
concepts in a Christian 
context. The instrument 
used to assess this was a 
final paper from PHIL 460 
Bioethics. 5 students 
participated. The range 
was 0. The mean, median, 
and mode were all 4. 
There was no standard 
deviation. 
 
BIBL Content PLO 
measures student master 
of the content of the Old 
Testament books. The 

measures students’ ability 
to perform exegesis of the 
biblical text from the 
original languages. This 
PLO was assessed using 
the final exegetical paper 
from Biblical 
Hermeneutics. 12 
students were assessed. 
The range was 3, the mean 
was 2.75, and the median 
was 3 and the mode was 
4. The standard deviation 
was 1.13818 
 
BIBL Philosophy PLO 
measures student’s 
comprehension as ability 
to apply philosophical 
concepts in a Christian 
context. The instrument 
used to assess this was a 
final paper from PHIL 460 
Bioethics. 5 students 
participated. The range 
was 0. The mean, median, 
and mode were all 4. 
There was no standard 
deviation. 
 
In aggregate the mean 
score for the department 
over all PLOs was 3.025, 



instrument used to assess 
this was a final exam from 
BIBL 115 Old Testament 
Literature. 37 students 
took the assessment. The 
range of scores was 1.6. 
The mean was 3.21622, 
the median was 3.1, and 
the mode was 4. The 
standard deviation was 
0.47053. 
 
 

the median was 3, and the 
mode was 4. The range 
was 3 and the standard 
deviation was 1.02501. 

Data: (Provide the graphs, 
charts, etc. that were used to 
show data results. Do not 
include the actual data.) 

 

    

Strengths: (From the 
findings, list the areas of 
strengths that currently exist 
in the academic program.) 

 

Students are achieving a 
strong and developing 
mastery of the subject 
areas within the Biblical 
Studies major.  

1. We have a beta version 
of a biblical knowledge 
test to be administered 
to upper-classmen. 

2. We have a core of very 
strong academic 
learners who show 
excellent mastery of 
concepts and subject 
matter and who think 
critically about their 
learning.  

3. Aggregate mean, and 
median scores on 
assessments are 

  



strong, indicating that 
learning is taking place 
across a broad 
spectrum of student in 
the major. 

 
Areas in need of 
improvement: (From the 
findings, list the areas of 
weakness(s) that currently 
exist in the academic 
program.) 

 

Need a better instrument 
for measuring biblical 
content learning at the 
end of the students’ 
degree program. 
 
Revise PLO statement for 
exegesis so that it reflects 
what is learned in the 
Hermeneutics class since 
this is where the majority 
of students will write their 
exegesis papers. 

1. Biblical knowledge 
instrument needs to be 
finalized and 
administered in 
systematic way to both 
incoming and 
graduating students. 

2. Though average scores 
are strong, the 
standard deviation is 
somewhat large, 
indicating that there is 
a significant cohort of 
students in our major 
who are not achieving 
mastery at desired 
levels. 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Year 1: 
 
Plans for improvement: (Provide the improvement plan, when it will be implemented, and person who will administer the improvement plan.) 



 
 

Plan for Improvement Timeline Responsible Person 
Develop an instrument for 
assessing the biblical 
knowledge of upper-
classmen. 

Spring 2020 Vincent Medina 

   
   

 
Year 1: 
 
Improvements made: (List completed improvement plans and dates of actual implementation.) 

  
Improvement Plan Implementation Date 

  
  
  

 
Year 2: 
 
Plans for improvement: (Provide the improvement plan, when it will be implemented, and person who will administer the improvement plan.) 

 
 

Plan for Improvement Timeline Responsible Person 
   
   
   

 
Year 2: 
 
Improvements made: (List completed improvement plans and dates of actual implementation.) 



  
Improvement Plan Implementation Date 

  
  
  

 
Year 3: 
 
Plans for improvement: (Provide the improvement plan, when it will be implemented, and person who will administer the improvement plan.) 

 
 

Plan for Improvement Timeline Responsible Person 
   
   
   

 
Year 3: 
 
Improvements made: (List completed improvement plans and dates of actual implementation.) 

  
Improvement Plan Implementation Date 

  
  
  

 
Year 4: 
 
Plans for improvement: (Provide the improvement plan, when it will be implemented, and person who will administer the improvement plan.) 

 
 

Plan for Improvement Timeline Responsible Person 
   



   
   

 
Year 4: 
 
Improvements made: (List completed improvement plans and dates of actual implementation.) 

  
Improvement Plan Implementation Date 

  
  
  

 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Student Learning Assessment Report (SLAR) 
 

 “How are students learning?” 

Instructions:  This template is a running document of each annual Academic Program Assessment Report due to the department chairs and Provost the last Friday in 
October. The final report in the document should be the official report of the year of the full Program Review. All reports below use the same report template. If the 
report is the Program Review year, please indicate it next to “Program Review Year” and also submit the Academic Program Review (APR). 

 

Department: Theology & Global Church Ministries          Program Coordinator: Dr. Mike Jaffe         

Academic Program Evaluated:  Church Ministries          Program Review Year: 20/21  

 Year 1 Academic 
Year: 17-18 

Year 2 Academic Year: 18-19 Year 3 Academic Year: 19-20  Year 4 Academic 
Year: 

Faculty members 
involved in this 
assessment 
process: (List all 
faculty members who 
participated: program 
coordinator, reviewers, 
committee members, etc.) 

Dr. Mike Jaffe - 
Coordinator 
Rev. Chris McGough 
(capstone professor) 
Dr. Steve Smallwood 
Dr. Brandon 
Schmidly – Dept. 
Chair 

Dr. Mike Jaffe - Coordinator 
Rev. Chris McGough (capstone 
professor) 
Dr. Steve Smallwood 
Dr. Brandon Schmidly – Dept. Chair 

Dr. Mike Jaffe - Coordinator 
Rev. Chris McGough (capstone 
professor) 
Dr. Steve Smallwood 
Dr. Brandon Schmidly – Dept. 
Chair 

 

Number of students 
in sample: (If known, 
supply the number of 
students in each 
class/year who were used 
in the assessment report.) 

Leadership:  
Preaching: 
Child/Fam:  

Leadership: 8 
Preaching: 4 
Child/Fam: 0 
Total: 12 

Leadership: 1 
Preaching: 0 
Child/Fam: 0 
Total: 1 

 

Instrument(s) used 
in  

Capstone Project 
Portfolio 

Capstone Project Portfolio Capstone Project Portfolio  



 

assessment: (List the 
exams, standardized tests, 
portfolios, etc. that were 
used in the assessment 
process.) 

 Worship 2.00 CML1 

Worship 4.00 CML1 

Worship 3.00 CML1 

Worship 3.00 CML1 

Worship 4.00 CML1 

Worship 3.00 CML1 

Worship 3.00 CML1 

Worship 3.00 CML1 

 3.13 AVERAGE 

Evangelism  4.00 CML2 

Evangelism  4.00 CML2 

Evangelism  3.00 CML2 

Evangelism  3.00 CML2 

Evangelism  4.00 CML2 

Evangelism  3.00 CML2 

Evangelism  4.00 CML2 

Evangelism  3.00 CML2 

 3.50 AVERAGE 

Discipleship 3.00 CML3 

Discipleship 4.00 CML3 

Discipleship 3.00 CML3 

Discipleship 3.00 CML3 

Discipleship 4.00 CML3 

Discipleship 3.00 CML3 

Discipleship 4.00 CML3 

Discipleship 2.00 CML3 

 3.25 AVERAGE 

Compassion 4.00 CML4 

Compassion 4.00 CML4 

Compassion 3.00 CML4 

Compassion 3.00 CML4 

Worship 3 CML1 

Evangelism  2 CML2 

Discipleship 3 CML3 

Compassion 3 CML4 

Leadership 3 CML5 
 

 



Compassion 4.00 CML4 

Compassion 3.00 CML4 

Compassion 4.00 CML4 

Compassion 3.00 CML4 

 3.50 AVERAGE 

Leadership 3.00 CML5 

Leadership 4.00 CML5 

Leadership 4.00 CML5 

Leadership 3.00 CML5 

Leadership 4.00 CML5 

Leadership 3.00 CML5 

Leadership 4.00 CML5 

Leadership 2.00 CML5 

 3.38 AVERAGE 
Prepare 
Sermons 4.00 CMP1 
Prepare 
Sermons 4.00 CMP1 
Prepare 
Sermons 4.00 CMP1 
Prepare 
Sermons 3.00 CMP1 

 3.75 AVERAGE 

Delivery 4.00 CMP2 

Delivery 3.00 CMP2 

Delivery 4.00 CMP2 

Delivery 3.00 CMP2 

 3.50 AVERAGE 

Theology 3.00 CMP3 

Theology 4.00 CMP3 

Theology 4.00 CMP3 

Theology 3.00 CMP3 



 3.50 AVERAGE 

Application 3.00 CMP4 

Application 3.00 CMP4 

Application 4.00 CMP4 

Application 3.00 CMP4 

 3.25 AVERAGE 

Skills 4.00 CMP5 

Skills 3.00 CMP5 

Skills 4.00 CMP5 

Skills 3.00 CMP5 

 3.50  
 

Additional Data: (List 
any additional 
information/data that 
informed this report.) 

    

Methodology: 
(Explain the method of 
data collection and the 
data analysis process.) 

All Church Ministries 

program tracks are 

assessed through  one of 

the Capstone courses  

 

Each student will submit 

their portfolio to the 

professor by creating an 

electronic e-portfolio that 

they will use for both 

demonstrating their 

mastery of the program 

objectives and using it to 

procure a ministry position. 

All Church Ministries program tracks are 

assessed through  one of the Capstone 

courses  

 

Each student will submit their portfolio to 

the professor by creating an electronic e-

portfolio that they will use for both 

demonstrating their mastery of the program 

objectives and using it to procure a ministry 

position. 

All Church Ministries program tracks 

are assessed through  one of the 

Capstone courses  

 

Each student will submit their portfolio 

to the professor by creating an 

electronic e-portfolio that they will use 

for both demonstrating their mastery of 

the program objectives and using it to 

procure a ministry position. 

 

Data: (Provide the 
graphs, charts, etc. that 
were used to show PLO 
data results. Do not 
include the raw data.) 

    

Results of 
Assessment: (What 
evidence exists that the 

  After reviewing constructive 
criticism from a student in the 
Children’s Ministry program, 

 



program helps students 
achieve learning outcomes? 
What changes have been 
made since the last APR to 
ensure that outcomes are 
achieved and what changes 
will be made to the program 
following this APR? What 
have you learned from 
assessing the changes?) 

we began a “re-think” of how 
we are offering that degree. 

Strengths: (From the 
findings, list the areas of 
strengths that currently 
exist in the academic 
program.) 

 Excellent professors, students, and 
alumni continue to do well on the 
whole. 

Excellent professors, students, 
and alumni continue to do well 
on the whole. 

 

Areas in need of 
improvement: (From 
the findings, list the areas 
of weakness(s) that 
currently exist in the 
academic program.) 

We have a limited 
number of CHMN 
professors covering 
several subject area.  

Mentoring opportunities.  The core courses of the 
Children’s ministry track needs 
to be more focused on 
distinctly Children’s ministry, 
and not blended with other 
programs as much.  
 

 

Plans for 
improvement: 
(Provide the 
improvement plan, when 
it will be implemented, 
and person who will 
administer the 
improvement plan.) 
*If an A.A. degree is part of 
this program, describe how 
the changes to this program 
affect the A.A. degree, if any. 

We should explore 
better utilizing the 
ministry expertise of 
church leaders in 
Springfield. This will 
both allow us to have 
up-to-date expertise 
in the classroom, but 
also facilitate 
networking among 
church leaders. 

Take advantage of the 4+1 funding 
for mentorships to develop 
opportunities for mentorships 
across the CHMN students.  

Get in consultation with the 
Kids Min professionals at the 
AG National office to re-think 
how we might deliver the track 
 
Utilize the new CBC center as 
our ongoing advisory council. 

 

Improvements 
made: (List completed 
improvement plans and 
dates of actual 

Brought on as 
Adjuncts, Richard 
Hammer for church 

Mentorship program developed 
and launched. 

An MOU and strategic plan for 
children’s ministry training. 

 



implementation.) 
*If an A.A. degree is part of 
this program, describe how 
the changes to this program 
affect the A.A. degree, if any. 
 

Business and Law, 
Jim Bradford for 
Pentecostal 
Leadership, and 
David Lindell for 
Homiletics 2. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Student Learning Assessment Report (SLAR) 
 

 
Student Learning Annual Report 

Academic Program Evaluated: Intercultural Studies (ICST)  

Faculty members involved in this assessment process: 
Name    Title    Assessment Role 
1. Sandy Friesen, PhD     Associate Professor, Program Coordinator, Director of Global Connections, Program Coordinator of Intercultural 
Studies, Lead on assessment for ICST 
2.  Jeff Nelson, PhD         Missionary-in-Residence  
3.  Wendy Brown, MA     Missionary-in-Residence  
4. Lattis Campbell, D Min Missionary-in-Residence 
Number of students in sample: 13 
Breakdown by year if known 

1st year:     
2016  

2nd year         2017        3rd year:
 2018 

       4th year: summer 
2019 

0 5 6 2   
   Total Students: 13 

 
Instrument(s) used in assessment: 

1.  Survey, Evaluation of student by Practicum Supervisor 
 
Methodology: After the completion of 12/15 hours in the Intercultural Studies (ICST) program, students participate in a practicum 
individually designed based on their interest area. The on-sight supervisor of the practicum works with the student a minimum of 50 
hours per credit hour (e.g. 3 credit hours equals 150 hours of participation). After the completion of the hours, the supervisor completes 
an evaluation of the student. See Appendix D 



Note: An important aspect of the Intercultural Studies program is to prepare missionaries for Assemblies of God Missions (AGWM and 
AGUSM), the mission’s arms of the General Council of the Assemblies of God. To that end, the ICST program is reviewed three times a 
year based on decisions made by the Executive Committee of AGWM. Sandy Friesen attends meetings (Special Executive Committee 
Meetings) that enable her to be made aware of the latest changes, initiatives, and enterprises of the organization. She has been a part of 
that committee since 2003. Program changes are made based on best practices that are current and timely for the organization, for 
example, Safety and Security has become a central focus of the missions organization, therefore a unit was added to the Team Building 
class ICST 335, to address those issues. As of 2018, Dr. Lattis Campbell has taken on a similar role with AGUSM and is reporting on 
curriculum needs that work with that entity. 
Results of Assessment: 
KEY: On-sight Supervisors are given the following instructions regarding student evaluation 
Circle the appropriate response: 

5 = well above your expectations for a student 
4 = somewhat above your expectations for a student 
3 = meets your expectations for a student 
2 = somewhat below your expectations for a student 
1 = fails to meet your expectations for a student 
0 = not applicable or unable to observe 
  



Number Criteria Criteria 
Average 

2011-2015 

2016-
2017 

Inter-personal relationships  

1.  Ability to establish and maintain positive 
relationships. 4.9 

 
4.8 

2.  Ability to be flexible and adapt to meet people’s 
needs. 4.7 

 
4.6 

3.  
Ability to elicit feelings and ideas from others. 

4.2 4.5 
4.  Ability to be objective in evaluating persons and 

situations. 4.0 
 

4.6 
5.  

Ability to sense peoples’ readiness and to work 
at their pace. 

4.3 

 
 

5.0 
6.  

Ability to accept diversity in people. 
4.8 4.8 

Use of Knowledge and Skill 

 
7.  

Able to appropriately define the nature of 
concerns which are brought to his/her attention. 

4.1 

 
 

4.5 
8.  Selective and purposeful gathering of 

information. 4.4 
 

4.6 
9.  

Ability to select and implement plans 4.4 4.6 



10.  
Ability to initiate change in people without 

alienating them. 
4.2 

 
 

5.0 
11.  

Carries plans through to achievable conclusions. 
4.6 4.6 

12.  
Evaluates his/her own work. 

4.6 4.6 
Professional Characteristics 

 
13.  Positive feelings of personal and professional 

integrity. 4.9 
 

4.6 

Number Criteria Criteria 
Average 

2011-2015 

2016-
2017 

14.  
Seeks out activities designed to promote 

professional development. 
4.4 

 
 

5.0 
15.  

Use of creativity and imagination. 
4.4 4.6 

16.  
Respects confidentiality of information. 

4.9 5.0 
17.  

Suitability of appearance and dress. 
4.6 4.8 

18.  
Use of privileges (sick leaves, coffee breaks, etc.) 

5.0 5.0 
19.  

Has an understanding of the differences 
between personal and professional values. 

4.4 

 
 

5.0 



20.  
Manages work load and meets deadlines. 

4.4 4.8 
21.  Is effective in oral and written presentation of 

material. 4.6 
 

4.6 
Program/Agency Supervision 

 
22.  Understands program/agency’s roles and 

functions. 4.8 
 

4.8 
23.  Ability to work within program/agency’s 

limitations. 4.8 
 

4.8 
24.  

Takes initiative in raising pertinent questions. 
4.4 4.6 

25.  
Balance of dependence and independence in 

relationship with practicum supervisor. 
4.6 

 
 

4.6 
26.  

 Ability to learn new methods and accept 
suggestions. 4.7 

 
4.8 

27.  

Seeks feedback and critique of own work. 4.4 4.6 
28.  

Ability to self-evaluate work. 4.3 5.0 

Number Criteria Criteria 
Average 

2011-2015 

2016-
2017 

29.  Is self-motivated and seeks new experiences and 
responsibilities. 4.7 

 
4.4 

 



Number Criteria Criteria 
Average 
2018-19 

 Inter-personal Relationships: 
Competencies in cross-cultural Communication 

 

1.  Ability to establish and maintain positive relationships. 

4.9 
2.  Ability to understand the concept of culture shock. 

4.8 
3.  Ability to understand the basic ways in which their home and host 

culture differ. 
4.8 

4.  Ability to articulate coping strategies used to minimize the effects 
of culture shock. 

4.5 
5.  Ability to develop a strategy for coping in at least one foreign host 

culture. 
4.5 

6.  Ability to recognize the value of language acquisition for culture 
learning. 

5.0 
7.  Ability to list foundational cultural values and appreciate how a 

culture’s worldview and values affect the attitudes and behaviors 
of cultural members. 4.9 

8.  Ability to utilize practical knowledge and skills to travel effectively 
and avoid common intercultural errors. 

5.0 
9.  Ability to exhibit understanding of and empathy for the needs, 

values, and perspectives of diverse people groups. 
4.9 

10.  Ability to exhibit knowledge of key cultural elements in target 
region. 

4.8 



11.  Ability to display a greater appreciation for what their own culture 
offers while becoming aware of international and multicultural 
influences in their own lives. 4.8 

 Use of Knowledge and Skills: 
Biblical Interpretation and Spiritual 

Formation/Research/Praxis 

 

Number Criteria Criteria 
Average 
2018-19 

12.  Ability to learn and apply the basic principles of biblical 
interpretation. 

4.5 
13.  Ability to recognize the Christian’s responsibility to Christian 

mission. 
4.7 

14.  Ability to exhibit understanding of and empathy for the needs, 
values, and perspective of diverse groups. 

4.8 
15.  Ability to recognize the challenges of intercultural ministry. 

4.6 
16.  Ability to have a basic plan for maintaining her or his spiritual life 

while living in a foreign host culture.  
4.9 

17.  Ability to give a rationale for the best missiological principles and 

practices developed in the past, which are used in modern missions. 
4.5 

18.  Ability to understand the issue of local church sponsored missionaries 

and denominational or sending agencies sponsored missionaries. 
4.9 

19.  Ability to examine sending agency and individual missionary 

cooperation and interdependence.  
4.7 

20.  Ability to be able to appropriately define the nature of concerns that 

are brought to his/her attention.  
4.7 



21.  Ability to be selective and purposeful gathering of information.  

 
4.6 

22.  Ability to identify the role of the local church in God's plan for world 

evangelization.  

 4.9 
23.  Ability to selectively and purposefully gather information.  

 
4.7 

24.  Ability to appreciate the unique opportunities for intercultural 

ministries that exist today.  
5.0 

25.  Ability to understand how to research any national culture prior to 

travel abroad.  
4.9 

26.  Ability to improve oral and written communications, analytical 

thinking and one's global perspective.  
4.8 

27.  Ability to have the opportunity to decide whether they will, in fact, 

select a similar vocation. (i.e. Behavioral Sciences. 
4.9 

Number Criteria Criteria 
Average 
2018-19 

28.  Ability to have the opportunity to decide whether they will, in the 

future, work as a traditional or non-traditional missionary (professional 

abroad), incorporating some of the concepts and methods used in 

cross-cultural ministry.  4.9 
29.  Ability to select and implement plans. 

4.2 
30.  Ability to carry plans through to achievable conclusions.  

 
3.8 

 Professional Characteristics: 

Contextualization and Contemporary Issues 
 



31.  Ability to provide the host program/agency with opportunity to 

observe their performance and to enable assessment of their aptitude 

for cross-cultural work.  4.9 
32.  Ability to provide concrete evidence of the effectiveness of the 

Intercultural studies program at Evangel in preparing students for this 

area, thereby enabling it to evaluate its program and role in such 

education.  4.6 
33.  Ability to communicate the story of their spiritual journey in a way 

that is understandable and meaningful in the context of their host 

culture.  4.9 
34.  Ability to build cross-cultural relationships in their target culture while 

showing respect for the diverse worldview of their hosts.  
4.9 

35.  Ability to explore and understand safety and security issues.  

4.6 
36.  Ability to seek out activities designed to promote professional 

development.  
4.9 

37.  Ability to use creativity and imagination.  

4.5 
38.  Ability to respect confidentiality of information.  

4.6 
39.  Student grooms and dresses appropriately. 

5.0 
40.  Student does not abuse the use of privileges (i.e. participate in the 

"fun" activities and avoid mundane opportunities).  
5.0 

41.  Ability to understand the differences between personal and 

professional values.  
4.8 

Number Criteria Criteria 
Average 
2018-19 



42.  Ability to manage workload and meet deadlines.  

4.9 

 Program/Agency Supervision: 

Competencies in Intercultural/Missiological History 
 

43.  Ability to understand the program/agency's roles and functions.  

4.6 
44.  Ability to work within program/agency's limitations.  

4.8 
45.  Ability to take initiative in raising pertinent questions.  

4.6 
46.  Ability to balance dependence and independence in relationship with 

practicum supervisor. 
4.8 

47.  Ability to learn new methods and accept suggestions.  

4.8 
48.  Ability to seek feedback and accept critique of own work. 

4.5 
49.  Student is self-motivated and seeks new experiences and 

responsibilities.  
4.3 

 Lowest score in the evaluation is highlighted in green 

 
 
 
Strengths:  

1. The on-sight supervisor is an outside evaluator. 
2. The evaluation is given as the program is near completion. 

 
Areas in need of improvement: 



1. The evaluation needs to put in an electronic format (that interfaces with Course Commons) for a more user friendly approach. 
2. Longitudinal tracking would be helpful. 

 
 
 
Plans for improvement:  

Plan for Improvement Timeline Responsible Person 
1. Add questions that 

reflect the core 
competency regarding 
the History of the 
Organization (2016) 

Will be in place for Summer 
2017 Practicum students 

Sandy Friesen 
Completed 

2. Edit questions to better 
reflect the core 
competencies of the 
program 

Will be in place for Summer 
2017 Practicum students 

Sandy Friesen 
Completed 

3. Create a QualtricsTM 
evaluation version to be 
use in an online format 

Will be in place for Summer 
2017 Practicum students 

Donna Trower (passed 
away April 2018) 

4. Create an online 
instrument to track data 
compilations. 

2020-2021 Sandy Friesen 
In process 

5. Create a cycle of updates 
to correspond with 
AGWM and AGUSM 
curriculum changes and 
updates 

Meet with team February 
2020 (postponed due to 
CoVid 19) Met April 29 and 
30 and May 7, 2020, 2020 

Sandy Friesen 
In process 

Goals for 2020-2022 

6. Add a Business as 
Mission (BAM) unit in 
ICST 211 

Spring 2021 Steven McMichael 

7. Change/address 
objectives for ICST 211 
to correspond with 
updates in curriculum 

Spring 2021 Steven McMichael 

Sandy Friesen 



8. Reflect objective changes 
that occur in ICST 211 in 
the evaluation form of 
ICST 498 

Spring 2021 Sandy Friesen 

9. Connect Aquila Ventures 
(BAM) to students via in 
class opportunities. 

Spring 2021 Steven McMichael 

Sandy Friesen 
Tyra Tiberian 

10. Add “How to Minister via 
Online Avenues” training 
information (Network 
21, and AGWM and 
AGUSM resource) 

Spring 2021 Steven McMichael 

Sandy Friesen 
Kevin Weaver 

11. Connect Network 21 to 
students via in class 
opportunities 

Spring 2021 Steven McMichael 

Sandy Friesen 
Kevin Weaver 

12. Incorporate AGUSM Core 
Competencies where 
needed 

Fall 2021 Lattis Campbell 
Sandy Friesen 

13. Add EU 20 to the 
Rubric evaluation on 
the Practicum in 
course Commons 

Spring 2021 Sandy Friesen 

 
Improvements made:  
[See table above] 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Student Learning Assessment Report (SLAR) 

“How are students learning?” 

 

Instructions:  This template is a running document of each annual Academic Program Assessment Report due to the department chairs and Provost the 
last Friday in October. The final report in the document should be the official report of the year of the full Program Review. All reports below use the 
same report template. If the report is the Program Review year, please indicate it next to “Program Review Year” and also submit the Academic Program 
Review (APR). 

 

Department: CBC Center for Vocational Ministry   Program Coordinator:  Christopher McGough 

Academic Program Evaluated:  Youth Ministries  Program Review Year: 2019-2020 

 Academic Year: 2015-2016 Academic Year: 2016-2017 Academic Year: 2017-2018 Academic Year: 2018-2019 

Faculty members 

involved in this 

assessment process: 

Chris McGough-Instructor 

John Battaglia-PTH Committee 

Tim Hager-PTH Committee 

Michael Jaffe-PTH Committee 

Paul Lewis-PTH Committee 

Lois Olena-PTH Committee 

Brandon Schmidly-PTH 

Committee 

Steve Smallwood-PTH 

Committee 

Randy Walls-PTH Committee 

Chris McGough-Instructor 

John Battaglia-PTH Committee 

Tim Hager-PTH Committee 

Michael Jaffe-PTH Committee 

Paul Lewis-PTH Committee 

Lois Olena-PTH Committee 

Brandon Schmidly-PTH 

Committee 

Steve Smallwood-PTH 

Committee 

Randy Walls-PTH Committee 

Chris McGough-Instructor 

John Battaglia-PTH Committee 

Tim Hager-PTH Committee 

Michael Jaffe-PTH Committee 

Paul Lewis-PTH Committee 

Lois Olena-PTH Committee 

Brandon Schmidly-PTH 

Committee 

Steve Smallwood-PTH 

Committee 

Randy Walls-PTH Committee 

Chris McGough-Instructor 

John Battaglia-PTH Committee 

Tim Hager-PTH Committee 

Michael Jaffe-PTH Committee 

Paul Lewis-PTH Committee 

Lois Olena-PTH Committee 

Brandon Schmidly-PTH 

Committee 

Steve Smallwood-PTH 

Committee 

J.P. Vick-PTH Committee 

Randy Walls-PTH Committee 

Number of students 

in sample: 

Seniors: 7 Seniors: 8 Seniors: 9 Seniors: 3 

Instrument(s) used in 

assessment: 

Capstone Project Portfolio Capstone Project Portfolio Capstone Project Portfolio Capstone Project Portfolio 

Additional Data:     

Methodology: The Youth Ministries program 

objectives will be assessed 

through the CHMN 412 Youth 

Ministry Capstone course and 

the subsequent construction of 

a comprehensive Youth 

The Youth Ministries program 

objectives will be assessed 

through the CHMN 412 Youth 

Ministry Capstone course and 

the subsequent construction of 

a comprehensive Youth 

The Youth Ministries program 

objectives will be assessed 

through the CHMN 412 Youth 

Ministry Capstone course and 

the subsequent construction of 

a comprehensive Youth 

The Youth Ministries program 

objectives will be assessed 

through the CHMN 412 Youth 

Ministry Capstone course and 

the subsequent construction of a 

comprehensive Youth Ministry 



Ministry Capstone Portfolio 

project. The assessment of the 

project will be completed using 

an analytic grading rubric and 

assessed by the Youth 

Ministries Program 

Coordinator. Results will be 

shared with the student and 

kept in electronic records. 

 

Each student will submit their 

portfolio to the professor by 

creating an electronic e-

portfolio that they will use for 

both demonstrating their 

mastery of the program 

objectives and using it to 

procure a ministry position. The 

Youth Ministries professor will 

evaluate the portfolio. 

Ministry Capstone Portfolio 

project. The assessment of the 

project will be completed using 

an analytic grading rubric and 

assessed by the Youth 

Ministries Program 

Coordinator. Results will be 

shared with the student and 

kept in electronic records. 

 

Each student will submit their 

portfolio to the professor by 

creating an electronic e-

portfolio that they will use for 

both demonstrating their 

mastery of the program 

objectives and using it to 

procure a ministry position. The 

Youth Ministries professor will 

evaluate the portfolio. 

Ministry Capstone Portfolio 

project. The assessment of the 

project will be completed using 

an analytic grading rubric and 

assessed by the Youth 

Ministries Program 

Coordinator. Results will be 

shared with the student and 

kept in electronic records. 

 

Each student will submit their 

portfolio to the professor by 

creating an electronic e-

portfolio that they will use for 

both demonstrating their 

mastery of the program 

objectives and using it to 

procure a ministry position. The 

Youth Ministries professor will 

evaluate the portfolio. 

Capstone Portfolio project. The 

assessment of the project will 

be completed using an analytic 

grading rubric and assessed by 

the Youth Ministries Program 

Coordinator. Results will be 

shared with the student and 

kept in electronic records. 

 

Each student will submit their 

portfolio to the professor by 

creating an electronic e-

portfolio that they will use for 

both demonstrating their 

mastery of the program 

objectives and using it to 

procure a ministry position. The 

Youth Ministries professor will 

evaluate the portfolio. 

Data: The overall average for the 

Capstone Assessment Project 

for the class was: 3.5802/4 with 

a 3 being the desired outcome. 

 

For PLO #1 “Strategy” which 

evaluates the strategy the 

student has for Evangelism 

(3.714/4), Discipleship 

(3.857/4), and Ministry 

Mobilization (3.857/4), the 

overall average for Ministry 

Strategy was 3.809/4 with 3 

being the desired outcome. 

 

For PLO #2 “Assessment 

which evaluates the assessment 

instrument the student has 

created to assess their efforts in 

Evangelism (3.571/4), 

The overall average for the 

Capstone Assessment Project 

for the class was: 3.453125/4 

with a 3 being the desired 

outcome. 

 

For PLO #1 “Strategy” which 

evaluates the strategy the 

student has for Evangelism 

(3.5/4), Discipleship (3.75/4), 

and Ministry Mobilization 

(3.75/4), the overall average for 

Ministry Strategy was 3.666/4 

with 3 being the desired 

outcome. 

 

For PLO #2 “Assessment 

which evaluates the assessment 

instrument the student has 

created to assess their efforts in 

The overall average for the 

Capstone Assessment Project 

for the class was: 2.61/4 with a 

3 being the desired outcome. 

 

For PLO #1 “Strategy” which 

evaluates the strategy the 

student has for Evangelism 

(2.555/4), Discipleship 

(2.666/4) and Ministry 

Mobilization (2.777/4), the 

overall average for Ministry 

Strategy was 2.666/4 with 3 

being the desired outcome. 

 

For PLO #2 “Assessment” 

which evaluates the assessment 

instrument the student has 

created to assess their efforts in 

Evangelism (2.777/4), 

The overall average for the 

Capstone Assessment Project 

for the class was: 3.0825/4 with 

a 3 being the desired outcome. 

 

For PLO #1 “Strategy” which 

evaluates the strategy the 

student has for Evangelism 

(3.33/4), Discipleship (3.66/4) 

and Ministry Mobilization 

(2.33/4), the overall average for 

Ministry Strategy was 3.14/4 

with 3 being the desired 

outcome. 

 

For PLO #2 “Assessment” 

which evaluates the assessment 

instrument the student has 

created to assess their efforts in 

Evangelism (3.66/4), 



Discipleship (3.571/4) and 

Ministry Mobilization 

(3.571/4), the overall class 

average was 3.571/4 with 3 

being the desired outcome. 

 

For PLO #3 “Mandates” which 

is a Biblical Foundation for 

Evangelism (3.142/4), 

Discipleship (3.285/4), and 

Ministry Mobilization 

(3.285/4), the overall average 

was 3.237/4 with 3 being the 

desired outcome. 

 

For PLO #4 “Implementation” 

which compares and contrasts 

different philosophies of 

implementing concepts into 

ministry in Evangelism 

(3.714/4), Discipleship 

(3.571/4), and Ministry 

Mobilization (3.571/4), the 

overall class average was 

3.618/4 with 3 being the 

desired outcome. 

Evangelism (3.125/4), 

Discipleship (3.5/4) and 

Ministry Mobilization (3.5/4), 

the overall class average was 

3.375/4 with 3 being the 

desired outcome. 

 

For PLO #3 “Mandates” which 

is a Biblical Foundation for 

Evangelism (3.5/4), 

Discipleship (3.375/4), and 

Ministry Mobilization 

(3.125/4), the overall average 

was 3.333/4 with 3 being the 

desired outcome. 

 

For PLO #4 “Implementation” 

which compares and contrasts 

different philosophies of 

implementing concepts into 

ministry in Evangelism 

(3.625/4), Discipleship 

(3.125/4), and Ministry 

Mobilization (3.125/4), the 

overall class average was 

3.29166/4 with 3 being the 

desired outcome. 

Discipleship (2.777/4) and 

Ministry Mobilization 

(2.777/4), the overall class 

average was 2.777/4 with 3 

being the desired outcome. 

 

For PLO #3 “Mandates” which 

is a Biblical Foundation for 

Evangelism (3/4), Discipleship 

(3/4), and Ministry 

Mobilization (3/4), the overall 

average was 3/4 with 3 being 

the desired outcome. 

 

For PLO #4 “Implementation” 

which compares and contrasts 

different philosophies of 

implementing concepts into 

ministry in Evangelism 

(2.61/4), Discipleship 

(2.666/4), and Ministry 

Mobilization (2.666/4), the 

overall class average was 

2.647/4 with 3 being the 

desired outcome. 

Discipleship (3.66/4) and 

Ministry Mobilization (3/4), the 

overall class average was 

3.44/4 with 3 being the desired 

outcome. 

 

For PLO #3 “Mandates” which 

is a Biblical Foundation for 

Evangelism (3/4), Discipleship 

(3/4), and Ministry 

Mobilization (3/4), the overall 

average was 3/4 with 3 being 

the desired outcome. 

 

For PLO #4 “Implementation” 

which compares and contrasts 

different philosophies of 

implementing concepts into 

ministry in Evangelism (3/4), 

Discipleship (2.66/4), and 

Ministry Mobilization (2.66/4), 

the overall class average was 

2.77/4 with 3 being the desired 

outcome. 

 

*These numbers somewhat 

differ from the actual 

calculations made by hand 

using the grading rubric (as 

used in the “Results of 

Assessment” above); but they 

are what were produced by the 

Course Commons instrument 

we are instructed to use. 

Results of 

Assessment: 

    

Strengths: The top two strengths of the 

capstone projects were in the 

Strategies (3.809/4) and 

Personal Philosophies 

The top two strengths of the 

capstone projects were in the 

Personal Philosophies 

(3.7083/4) and Strategies 

 All other areas of the program 

were satisfactory as their scores 

all reflect the target score of “3” 

being met or exceeded. 



(3.666/4).  The proposed reason 

for these two emerging as 

strengths is that each of the 

courses that comprise the 

capstone class have a project 

component where the student 

begins to implement Bloom’s 

higher-level thinking by 

creating a real-world 

application of the information 

they have gleaned from the 

class.  No two are ever the 

same as each student begins to 

theorize about how they will 

strategically address each of the 

areas of evangelism, 

discipleship, and ministry 

mobilization post-graduation. 

(3.666/4).  The proposed reason 

for these two emerging as 

strengths is that each of the 

courses that comprise the 

capstone class have a project 

component where the student 

begins to implement Bloom’s 

higher-level thinking by 

creating a real-world 

application of the information 

they have gleaned from the 

class.  No two are ever the 

same as each student begins to 

theorize about how they will 

strategically address each of the 

areas of evangelism, 

discipleship, and ministry 

mobilization post-graduation. 

Areas in need of 

improvement: 

The area of establishing a 

Biblical Foundation for the 

objectives of evangelism, 

discipleship, and ministry 

mobilization emerges.  As a 

class activity to help with this 

objective, I bring students to 

the library and show them 

research volumes that assist in 

locating Biblical passages that 

will help them to substantiate 

the need to build their ministry 

on these three mandates.  One 

student commented that it was 

the first time that a professor 

had required them to go to the 

library and that they had never 

been there before (and they 

were a graduating senior). 

The area of having students 

utilize their ability to analyze 

various philosophies for the 

objectives of discipleship and 

ministry mobilization emerges.  

There is much to be said about 

the varying philosophies 

regarding approaches to 

evangelism, but in terms of 

making disciples and 

mobilizing believers to discover 

and use their gifts, not much is 

spoken. As a class activity to 

help with this objective, I 

provide a list of resources that 

contain various perspectives 

that students can, on their own, 

examine and compare/contrast.  

Many students possess 

encyclopedic thinking patterns 

in their education rather than a 

systematic thinking patterns.  

 The area of weakness this year 

was in the “Implementation” or 

comparison and contrasting of 

the strengths/weaknesses of 

different philosophies of 

ministry (PLO #4). While 

students had to propose their 

own ministry philosophy which 

was an area of assessment in 

years past which subsequently 

was addressed by inserting an 

assignment in Strategic Youth 

Ministry that had them evaluate 

and write their own philosophy 

of youth ministry as well as in 

CHMN 323 Youth In Ministry 

which had them address the 

weak area of Ministry 

Mobilization philosophy and 

create their own, a critical 

analysis of various ministry 

perspectives seems to be 



This causes an inability to take 

in information in one area and 

connect it to information in 

other areas. Analysis is a 

higher-level thinking skill on 

Bloom’s Taxonomy of 

learning. In Youth Evangelism 

we compare and contrast the 

benefits and detriments of the 

varying evangelism styles, but 

this is not done in Youth 

Discipleship or Youth In 

Ministry. 

lacking. While a personal 

ministry philosophy deficit has 

been addressed, the need for 

comparative analysis of 

philosophies in Discipleship 

and Ministry Mobilization is 

needed. Evangelism has a part 

of the scope and sequence of 

instruction and assignment a 

comparison of the strengths and 

weaknesses of various 

philosophies regarding 

evangelism which is effective 

as seen in the Evangelism 

Implementation score of “3.” 

Plans for 

improvement: 

Incorporate an assignment that 

has students explore the 

Biblical foundation for 

evangelism, discipleship, and 

ministry mobilization in each of 

the respective courses. 

Beginning Fall 2016 for Youth 

Evangelism; Spring 2017 for 

Youth Discipleship and Youth 

In Ministry. The results will not 

be immediately visible for four 

years 

Incorporate teaching in Youth 

Discipleship and Youth In 

Ministry courses as in Youth 

Evangelism that helps students 

begin comparing and 

contrasting methodologies in 

each of these areas. Beginning 

Spring 2018 for Youth 

Discipleship and Youth In 

Ministry. The results will not 

be immediately visible for four 

years 

 1. Students may benefit more 

from enrolling in PHIL 110 

Intro to Critical Thinking over 

PHIL 111 Intro to Deductive 

Logic. In this cohort of students, 

one had enrolled in PHIL 115 

Intro to Philosophy while the 

other two had enrolled in PHIL 

116 Intro to Deductive Logic. 

None had enrolled in PHIL 110 

Intro to Critical Thinking which 

may have assisted them by 

giving them instruction in 

critical analysis skills. My 

macro view of the Philosophy 

component of the Youth 

Ministries curriculum sees an 

immense value of students 

taking the Introduction to 

Philosophy course as it is best 

suited to give a well-rounded 

view of Philosophy; but my 

micro view of the Philosophy 

component sees the need to 

address the deficit in students’ 



critical thinking skills which is 

an epidemic in students entering 

the university today. I will 

identify a small sample of 

students who enroll in PHIL 

110 Intro to Critical Thinking 

over the next four years and 

evaluate their scores in this 

area as compared to a sample 

that does not enroll in PHIL 

110 to see if there is a 

difference between the scores 

in this area of the two sample 

groups. 

Identify current students who 

will be taking CHMN 412 

Youth Ministry Capstone in the 

Spring of 2020, 2021, and 2022 

and create the two sampling 

groups. 

2. Before creating an 

assignment in both Youth 

Discipleship and Youth In 

Ministry courses as I have in 

Youth Evangelism, I will first 

craft a lecture in each of these 

courses that has students 

interact with the subject of 

differing philosophies of 

discipling and mobilizing 

students for ministry. This will 

allow the Intro to Critical 

Reasoning sampling evaluation 

to be assessed as to whether this 

overarching skillset addresses 

the issue as seen in the capstone 

project. 

Create and teach a lecture in 

CHMN 333 Youth Discipleship 

Spring 2020, 2021, and 2022, 



as well as CHMN 323 Youth In 

Ministry Spring 2020, 2021, 

and 2022. 

Improvements made:  Instituted an e-portfolio 

mechanism for each course 

to help students capture, 

keep, and build their 

coursework building up to 

the capstone course 

 New assignment in Youth 

Evangelism that helped 

students better craft their 

personal philosophy and 

strategy for evangelism 

Removed laptops as the 

primary means of taking notes. 

Research proves that 

handwritten notes aids in the 

long-term retention and recall 

of knowledge learned. This is 

done in an attempt to remove 

distraction so that when the 

Youth Ministry Capstone 

course is taken, long-term 

memory recall of previous 

youth ministry courses can be 

recalled more readily and 

possible connections made 

between the various areas of 

study. This is in an attempt to 

curb the encyclopedic learning 

model that is easy to fall into 

and build in a more systematic 

learning methodology in 

student’s academic practice. 

  

 


