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Executive Summary

The General Education core at Salisbury University continues to transition from a menu-driven, course-based model to an assessment-driven, competency-based program of general learning.  This process was initiated in 1997 with the creation of a General Education Task Force established to review and modernize the general education program.  After three years of intense, focused effort and campus-wide engagement, the SU faculty ratified the Student Learning Goals (Appendix A) that currently define the University’s general education learning principles, skills, knowledge, and dispositions.  Additionally, the Task Force recommended the development and implementation of a continuous assessment process emphasizing course-embedded assessments to validate and improve student learning.  This process would simultaneously provide ongoing feedback to faculty curriculum committees in order to enhance the core curriculum and the general education competencies of SU students.  However, after the ratification of the Student Learning Goals in August 2000, the effort to transform them into a comprehensive, competency-based, assessment-driven, general education curriculum stalled temporarily.  

In May 2001 and in consultation with the Provost, the SU Faculty Senate formed the ad hoc University Academic Assessment Committee (UAAC) and charged it (Appendix B), among other directives, to “articulate a coherent plan for ongoing assessment of the general education curriculum.”  Recognizing that the current general education curriculum remained course- not competency-based, the faculty-driven UAAC focused its initial efforts around the implementation of a model for student learning outcomes assessment at the academic program level.

The UAAC embraced many of the assessment concepts recommended by the General Education Task Force and subsequently developed a plan for outcomes assessment that is structured both to improve learning and to address the Middle States accreditation standards.  The plan identifies multi-year, comprehensive, staged assessment implementation strategies that outline program-level student learning outcomes assessments across all academic units by spring 2006—a date that corresponded with the University’s decennial review with Middles States.  Since the plan is comprehensive, it also prescribes a timetable for the assessment of general education competencies using multiple means, including both standardized and course-embedded methods.  

Additionally, in 2002, a Special Assistant to the Provost for General Education was appointed to engage the campus in dialogue regarding the implementation of the Student Learning Goals.  In 2005, this position was modified to Special Assistant to the Provost with a focused goal: at the institutional level, advance the assessment of general education competencies throughout the curriculum.

Currently, the various assessment committees, both institutional- and school-based, as well as many of the individual academic programs, assess multiple programmatic goals, including the core general education competencies identified by the Middle States Association: written and oral communication, scientific and quantitative reasoning, critical analysis and reasoning, and technological competency.  The majority of the University’s academic programs have embedded these four core competencies as well as other general education skills and dispositions alongside discipline-specific student learning outcomes.  However, each discipline has different standards of performance in each of these competencies resulting in significant variability in the skills definitions, acquisition, and expected evidence across disciplines.  As a result, the University has begun to assess the general education core through alternate means.

In 2005, Salisbury University used ETS’s Academic Profile, since renamed the Measure of Academic Proficiency and Progress (MAPP) test, to assess the general education competencies of a sample of juniors and seniors.  These standardized tests measure college-level reading, math, writing, and critical thinking skills, providing results in both criterion- and norm-referenced formats.  Individual data are aggregated at the institutional level, normed, and compared against national peers.  Through embedded inquiry within the context of the humanities, social sciences, and the natural sciences, the data also provide a norm-referenced measure of scientific reasoning.

However, during the testing process, SU struggled to generate a high level of interest in the MAPP tests—a common challenge associated with any assessment activity that is external to the curriculum and/or course.  As a result and despite several gainful incentives to increase participation, the University had difficulty attracting a representative sample of juniors and seniors who were willing to perform at their highest level during a voluntary two-hour standardized exam.  Moreover, ETS struggled with difficulties of its own taking more than 12 months to return the test results of SU students.  Despite all of the challenges, when normed against a national sample, SU students scored higher, on average, in every qualitative performance criteria than their national peers and their norm-referenced scores placed the University in the 81st percentile.  
In 2006 and continuing in 2007, the University began multiple, parallel, course-embedded assessment efforts to assess the general education core listed in Standard 12 of the Middle States accreditation criteria.  In fall 2006, SU assessed the writing and critical thinking competencies of all freshmen enrolled in its English 101 and History 101 courses, which are required courses in the general education core of Salisbury University.  A random sample of final exams was selected from the entire student population enrolled in these courses, and the assignments assessed using two rubrics (Appendix C) designed by the History and the English Faculty.  At this writing, the assessment results are being aggregated and analyzed, although preliminary results (Appendix D) reveal student performance solidly in the midlevel proficiency range—a level consistent with the University’s expectations for freshman performance.  Once analyzed, the results will be distributed to the faculty for both discussion and evaluation.  Moreover, the University is repeating this process at the end of the spring 2007 semester.
Concurrently, the Mathematics Faculty began to assess the quantitative competencies of samples of students enrolled in Math 100 (College Algebra), Math 140 (College Algebra and Trigonometry), and Math 155 (Modern Statistics with Computer Analysis) using a series of standardized and embedded quantitative problems (Appendix E).  Any one of these math courses fulfills the general education requirement for quantitative reasoning in the “course-based” general education model.  As such, it is hoped that the assessment results, when aggregated, analyzed, and subsequently distributed by the Mathematics Faculty, will confirm the transition to a competency-based model that is assessment-driven.  

Likewise, the Communication Arts faculty began to develop a rubric to assess oral communication competencies during the spring 2007 semester.  The rubric and the implementation process continue in the developmental stage.
In spring 2007 and after discussion with the Special Assistant to the Provost and the Director of University Analysis, Reporting, and Assessment, Salisbury University’s Provost asked the Faculty Senate to reconsider the role of the University Academic Assessment Committee.  The Senate discussed the request, ultimately endorsing the transition of the UAAC from an ad hoc committee to a permanent standing committee of the Faculty Senate, subsequent to the development and approval of new bylaws.  The current membership of the UAAC forwarded draft bylaws to the Faculty Senate on May 15, 2007, and requested that the Committee’s status be discussed by the full Senate early in the fall 2007 semester.  The ad hoc UAAC will continue to lead the University’s academic assessment efforts, including the assessment of general education competencies, until action on the proposed bylaws restructures it as a permanent, standing committee of the Faculty Senate.  Additionally, whether as an ad hoc or standing committee, the UAAC will remain faculty-driven with an active reporting relationship to both the Faculty Senate and SU Provost.  The Director of University Analysis, Reporting, and Assessment will remain the Provost’s primary representative to and on the UAAC, collaborating with and supporting a committed team of faculty professionals.  This structure ensures that the SU Faculty continues as the primary architects of ongoing academic assessment while accountability remains with Academic Affairs.
The Faculty of Salisbury University believes that the University’s general education program provides its graduates with the foundational skills and competencies needed to succeed in all endeavors throughout their lifetimes.  However, the evidence for that assertion has, until more recently, been more anecdotal or grade-based, than assessment driven.  Recognizing these limitations, the faculty has proceeded purposely to develop, initiate, and pilot multiple direct assessments of the general education core.  These activities include both nationally standardized and course-embedded methodologies.  The discussion and evaluation of these instruments, including the assessment results, continue as an ongoing, faculty-driven activity.  Further, as additional methods are piloted and supplemental data obtained, the faculty will be able to evaluate the results in order to enhance the curriculum and improve the learning competencies championed for all graduates.
Written and Oral Communication

1. What is the definition used for written and oral communication competencies?

The Salisbury University Student Learning Goals” emphasize that the liberally educated person must be able to “communicate effectively in diverse situations” and that a “command of language” competency is essential to be a productive member in contemporary society.  The command of language competency affirms that the general education core of Salisbury University will assist students to “acquire the ability to communicate effectively—including reading, writing, listening, and speaking.”  Additionally, the individual academic programs refine the outcome relative to discipline-specific standards.  Some examples of written and oral communication outcomes by individual program are: 
Art Graduates:  Students will be able to express conceptual and current issues visually and through oral and written communication techniques.
Athletic Training Graduates:  Students will be able to interact with a variety of physically active individuals.

Business Graduates: Students will be able to communicate orally and in writing and to enhance their overall interpersonal skills.

Chemistry Graduates:   Students will be able to write effectively in the style of the discipline; students will be able to use computer technology to make effective oral presentations; students will be able to deliver an effective oral presentation on a modern chemistry topic.
History Graduates:  Students will discuss effectively in oral and written form the history of specific time periods and geographic areas.

Philosophy Graduates:  Students will be able to engage in impassioned public debate while respecting other participants.

2. What direct or indirect measures, methods, instruments, and/or analyses are used to assess written and oral communication competencies?

Direct

Since our previous report in 2004, Salisbury University has piloted two distinct direct assessments of written communication competencies, one a nationally standardized exam and the other course-embedded.  Additionally, the Communication Arts Faculty is developing a pilot oral communications assessment.

i) In 2005, Salisbury University used the Academic Profile, since renamed the Measure of Academic Proficiency and Progress (MAPP) test, to assess the general education competencies of a sample of juniors and seniors.  These standardized tests measure college-level reading, math, writing, and critical thinking skills, providing results in both criterion- and norm-referenced formats.  Individual data are aggregated at the institutional level, normed, and compared against national peers.  Through embedded inquiry within the context of the humanities, social sciences, and the natural sciences, the data also provide a norm-referenced measure of scientific reasoning. 

ii) In 2006 and continuing in 2007, the University began to assess the writing and critical thinking competencies of all freshmen using two rubrics designed by the History and the English Faculty.  At this writing, the assessment results are being aggregated and analyzed by the Office of University Analysis, Reporting, & Assessment for future distribution to the faculty for both discussion and evaluation.
iii) In 2007, the Communication Arts Faculty began to develop a rubric to assess oral communication competencies.  The rubric and the implementation process are in the developmental stage.

iv) At the academic program level, direct measures of oral and written competencies are embedded in the program and measured through performance, portfolio, written examinations, presentations, activities, and other assessments as determined appropriate by departmental faculty.  
Indirect

i) The University annually assesses its alumni one year after graduation, requesting respondents to self-report whether their “overall education and/or experience at Salisbury University enhanced your ability to:”

· Read effectively

· Write effectively

· Listen effectively

· Speak effectively

ii) Alumni are asked to rate the University according to the following scale:

· Enhanced by my undergraduate experience AND Important to current career 

· Enhanced by my undergraduate experience But NOT Important to current career 

· NOT Enhanced by my undergraduate experience AND NOT Important to current career

· NOT Enhanced by my undergraduate experience BUT Important to current career
3. At what level(s) does assessment for written and oral communication competencies occur?

Written and oral communication competencies are assessed at both the institutional and program level, while alumni and freshman survey research occur almost exclusively at the institutional level.  Assessments at the program level are embedded throughout a student’s academic career.
4. Are results available for one or more of the assessment activities related to written and oral communication competencies?

Results of all assessments have various levels of distribution.  
a. Working documents for program-level assessments are maintained with the respective academic programs and the results of student outcomes assessments—a foundational element of SU’s Academic Program Review Guidelines (http://www.salisbury.edu/iara/LinksSecured/APRGuideline09-2006.doc )—are summarized in the academic program review.

b. After extensive processing delays on the part of ETS, the results from the Academic Profile/MAPP tests were received and subsequently distributed to multiple internal audiences.  However, in preparation for the exams, SU struggled to generate a high level of interest in the MAPP tests—a common challenge associated with any assessment activity that is external to the curriculum and/or course.  As a result and despite several gainful incentives to increase participation, the University had difficulty attracting a representative sample of juniors and seniors who were willing to perform at their highest level during a voluntary two-hour standardized exam.  During the testing period, exam proctors observed obvious signs of disinterest and at times, a flippant approach by a small but noticeable minority of students whose performance undoubtedly tainted the overall results.  Even so, when normed against a national sample, 91% and 96% of SU test-takers performed marginally to proficient in Reading and Writing Level 1, respectively.  Moreover, in both categories, at least 70% earned a proficient classification that, given the previously noted issues and observations, is viewed as an acceptable performance margin.  Comparatively, 86% and 91% of our national peers performed marginally to proficient in Reading and Writing Level 1, respectively, with Writing Level 1, at 68%, generating the highest percentage of proficient test-takers.  Although nearly every institution struggles with the same incentive issues experienced by SU, in every qualitative performance criteria, SU students scored higher than their national peers.
c. The English and History faculty each identified six core skills that are critical for written communication and critical reasoning competencies.  These skills are:

	English 101
	History 101

	
	Written Competency
	Critical Reasoning
	
	Written Competency
	Critical Reasoning

	Organization
	X
	
	Organization
	X
	

	Introduction
	X
	
	Evidence
	X
	X

	Evidence
	X
	X
	Analysis
	X
	X

	Acknowledges Opposition
	X
	X
	Discussion
	X
	X

	Refutes Opposition
	X
	X
	Intercultural Comparisons
	
	X

	Grammar and Spelling
	X
	
	Historical Connection
	
	X


A random sample of freshman final exams from the University’s fall 2006 History 101 and English 101 classes were assessed by a group of SU faculty using the internally-designed History and English rubrics (Appendix C).  The faculty originated primarily from the Fulton School of Liberal Arts but representatives from the other schools were also present at a training session designed to ensure consistent, criterion-based scoring across instruments and among raters.  In February 2007, each exam was graded separately by at least two raters using the History rubric (for history exams) and the English rubric (for English exams).  Where differences in ratings surpassed a predetermined threshold, a third rater graded the exam(s) in question.  The results were forwarded to the Office of University Analysis, Reporting, & Assessment at the end of April and analysis began approximately May 1, 2007.  As such, the assessment results are still under examination and review and will not be available until fall 2007.  However, preliminary summative results are available and included as Appendix D.

Preliminary summative results reveal characteristics and competency levels at thresholds the University expects of freshmen since the curriculum is designed to advance students’ skills throughout their collegiate career.  Freshman performance in written communication was solidly in the mid-levels on nearly all skill elements—a performance that represents good to very good on both rubric scales.  As expected, on the higher level critical reasoning skills, performance ranged from fair to good—a level typically lower than that scored in written communication competencies.  Additionally, the standard deviations indicated fairly consistent performance in the mid ranges across the sample.  In the higher level critical reasoning skills, the scores revealed larger standard deviations, indicating (as expected) a wider range of critical reasoning abilities across the sample.  
d. Finally, survey research of alumni is conducted and reported annually, including several measures which are reported in the University’s annual accountability report and legislative testimony.  These results are stratified by numerous demographic groupings including transfer status vs. originally enrolled students, academic major, and gender.
5. Have the results of each of the assessment activities related to written and oral communication been used to enhance teaching and learning as well as academic and strategic planning at Salisbury University?

The majority of institutional and programmatic assessment efforts are focused currently at the collection and/or analytical phases.  Salisbury University’s comprehensive, faculty-driven assessment plan defines a continuous assessment process whereby each academic program and all student learning outcomes are assessed through multiple measures, the results analyzed and interpreted, and informed decisions made to enhance teaching and learning.  Although the general education core is critical to the academic experience for all students, direct assessments of general education outcomes began in earnest, as outlined above, in 2005.  Additional assessments and trends will need to be collected and analyzed by faculty before focused discussions occur to enhance the curriculum in specific areas.  
Scientific and Quantitative Reasoning

1. What is the definition used for competencies in scientific and quantitative reasoning?

The Salisbury University Student Learning Goals” emphasize that the liberally educated person must be able to “reason quantitatively and qualitatively….and to integrate knowledge from the humanities, social sciences, and natural sciences to broaden perspectives” and that “qualitative literacy” is essential to be a productive member in contemporary society.  To this end, the qualitative literacy competency affirms that the general education core of Salisbury University will assist students to “acquire the ability to reason mathematically” and that the well-educated person must possess knowledge and familiarity with modes of inquiry and creative processes in mathematics, the biological sciences, and the physical sciences.  Additionally, the individual academic programs refine the outcome relative to discipline-specific standards.  Some examples of written and oral communication outcomes by individual program are:
Business Graduates: Students will master quantitative methods, mathematical and computer skills.

Chemistry Graduates: Students will be able to solve a variety of numerical chemical problems; students will be able to sift through a word problem and extract salient information or data.
Geography Graduates: Students will be able to solve problems using mapping science techniques.
Mathematics Graduates: Students will be able to communicate assumptions, model structure, and results of model analysis in: a. differential equations; b. statistics; and, c. discrete structures such as graphs and combinatorics.
2. What direct or indirect measures, methods, instruments, and/or analyses are used to assess scientific and quantitative reasoning competencies?

Direct

Since our previous report in 2004, Salisbury University has piloted two distinct direct assessments of quantitative reasoning—one a nationally standardized exam and the other course-embedded—and one direct assessment of scientific reasoning.

i) In 2005, Salisbury University used the Academic Profile, since renamed the Measure of Academic Proficiency and Progress (MAPP) test, to assess the general education competencies of a sample of juniors and seniors.  These standardized tests measure college-level reading, math, writing, and critical thinking skills, providing results in both criterion- and norm-referenced formats.  Individual data are aggregated at the institutional level, normed, and compared against national peers.  Through embedded inquiry within the context of the humanities, social sciences, and the natural sciences, the data also provide a norm-referenced measure of scientific reasoning. 

ii) In 2006 and continuing in 2007, the University began to assess the quantitative competencies of samples of students enrolled in Math 100 (College Algebra), Math 140 (College Algebra and Trigonometry), and Math 155 (Modern Statistics with Computer Analysis) using a series of standardized embedded quantitative problems.  Any one of these math courses fulfills the general education requirement for quantitative reasoning.  The results of the assessment will be aggregated and analyzed by the Mathematics Faculty and will be distributed more widely for discussion and evaluation.  The quantitative rubric is attached as Appendix E.
iii) At the academic program level, direct measures of scientific and quantitative reasoning are embedded in the program and measured through performance, portfolio, written examinations, presentations, activities, and other assessments as determined appropriate by departmental faculty.  Example measures by program include:
Business: ETS Field Test for Business – Quantitative Measures (Administered during the Business Capstone course)

Chemistry: The median on the common, departmentally written and graded Chemistry 121 and 122 (General Chemistry) finals will be at least 130 points out of 200.
Physics: At least 90% of the students successfully completing PHYS 309 (Mathematical Physics) will show evidence in their work of using various computer programs to solve problems correctly.

Indirect

The University annually assesses its alumni one year after graduation, requesting respondents to self-report whether their “overall education and/or experience at Salisbury University enhanced your ability to:”

· Make effective use of mathematics

· Make effective use of knowledge in the biological and physical sciences

Alumni are asked to rate the University according to the following scale:

Enhanced by my undergraduate experience AND Important to current career 

Enhanced by my undergraduate experience But NOT Important to current career 

NOT Enhanced by my undergraduate experience AND NOT Important to current career
NOT Enhanced by my undergraduate experience BUT Important to current career
3. At what level(s) does assessment for scientific and quantitative reasoning competencies occur?
Scientific and quantitative reasoning are assessed at both the institutional and program level, while alumni and freshman survey research occur almost exclusively at the institutional level.  Assessments at the program level are embedded throughout a student’s academic career.
4. Are results available for one or more of the assessment activities related to scientific and quantitative reasoning competencies?

Results of all assessments have various levels of distribution.  

a. Working documents for program-level assessments are maintained with the respective academic programs and the results of student outcomes assessments—a foundational element of SU’s Academic Program Review Guidelines (http://www.salisbury.edu/iara/LinksSecured/APRGuideline09-2006.doc )—are summarized in the academic program review.

b. After extensive processing delays on the part of ETS, the results from the Academic Profile/MAPP tests were received and subsequently distributed to multiple internal audiences.  However, in preparation for the exams, SU struggled to generate a high level of interest in the MAPP tests—a common challenge associated with any assessment activity that is external to the curriculum and/or course.  As a result and despite several gainful incentives to increase participation, the University had difficulty attracting a representative sample of juniors and seniors who were willing to perform at their highest level during a voluntary two-hour standardized exam.  During the testing period, exam proctors observed obvious signs of disinterest and at times, a flippant approach by a small but noticeable minority of students whose performance undoubtedly tainted the overall results.  Even so, when normed against a national sample, the SU sample earned a mean sub score of 116.69 (possible range: 100 – 130) on the scientific reasoning, context-based section compared against a national peer mean of 114.95.  While this scoring scheme is meaningless to the majority of readers, the SU sample performed at the 72nd percentile.  Concurrently, the same SU sample earned a mean score of 116.78 on the quantitative section compared against a national peer mean of 113.81.  This placed SU students in the 86th percentile. 
c. Results of the quantitative assessments for a sample of Math 110, 140, and 155 students should be available by fall 2007.

d. Finally, survey research of alumni is conducted and reported annually, including several measures which are reported in the University’s annual accountability report and legislative testimony.  These results are stratified by numerous demographic groupings including transfer status vs. originally enrolled students, academic major, and gender.

5. Have the results of each of the assessment activities related to scientific and quantitative reasoning competencies been used to enhance teaching and learning as well as academic and strategic planning at Salisbury University?

The majority of institutional and programmatic assessment efforts are focused currently at the collection and/or analytical phases.  Salisbury University’s comprehensive, faculty-driven assessment plan defines a continuous assessment process whereby each academic program and all student learning outcomes are assessed through multiple measures, the results analyzed and interpreted, and informed decisions made to enhance teaching and learning.  Although the general education core is critical to the academic experience for all students, direct assessments of general education outcomes began in earnest, as outlined above, in 2005.  Additional assessments and trends will need to be collected and analyzed by faculty before focused discussions occur to enhance the curriculum in specific areas.  
Critical Analysis and Reasoning

1. What is the definition used for competencies in critical analysis and reasoning?

The Salisbury University Student Learning Goals” direct that the liberally educated person must be able to “use multiple strategies, resources, and technologies for inquiry and problem solving….reason quantitatively and qualitatively” and that a “critical thinking” competency is essential to be a productive member in contemporary society.  To this end, the critical thinking competency affirms that the general education core of Salisbury University will assist students to “acquire abilities to engage in independent and creative thinking and solve problems effectively.”  Additionally, the individual academic programs refine the outcome relative to discipline-specific standards.  Some examples of written and oral communication outcomes by individual program are:
Chemistry Graduates: Students will be able to interpret spectral data.

Communication Arts: Graduates of the CMAT program will have an understanding of multiple theoretical perspectives in communication.

Mathematics Graduates: Students will be able to write a valid proof of a mathematical statement.

2. What direct or indirect measures, methods, instruments, and/or analyses are used to assess competencies in critical analysis and reasoning?

Direct

Since our previous report in 2004, Salisbury University has piloted two distinct direct assessments of critical analysis and reasoning competencies, one a nationally standardized exam and the other course-embedded.

i) In 2005, Salisbury University used the Academic Profile, since renamed the Measure of Academic Proficiency and Progress (MAPP) test, to assess the general education competencies of a sample of juniors and seniors.  These standardized tests measure college-level reading, math, writing, and critical thinking skills, providing results in both criterion- and norm-referenced formats.  Individual data are aggregated at the institutional level, normed, and compared against national peers.  Through embedded inquiry within the context of the humanities, social sciences, and the natural sciences, the data also provide a norm-referenced measure of scientific reasoning. 

ii) In 2006 and continuing in 2007, the University began to assess the writing and critical thinking competencies of all freshmen using two rubrics designed by the History and the English Faculty.  At this writing, the assessment results are being aggregated and analyzed by the Office of University Analysis, Reporting, & Assessment for future distribution to the faculty for both discussion and evaluation.
iii) At the academic program level, direct measures of critical analysis and reasoning are embedded in the program and measured through performance, portfolio, written examinations, presentations, activities, and other assessments as determined appropriate by departmental faculty.  Example measures by program include:
Chemistry:  70% of the students in Chemistry 221 and 222 will be able to successfully (13/17) interpret the spectral information on the Laboratory Practical.

Communication Arts: Graduates must earn a 2.5 average on theory-based assignments given in all required courses.

Spanish: Exit interview:  Two weeks prior to reading day, students will be sent a letter describing what will take place during the exit interview.  On reading day of the students’ final semester, students will be interviewed by language faculty for 15 minutes.  The interview panel will comment about the students’ progress, strength, and weakness.  45% of all majors should have achieved an ACTFL Advanced Low Level.
Indirect

The University annually assesses its alumni one year after graduation, requesting respondents to self-report whether their “overall education and/or experience at Salisbury University enhanced your ability to:”

· Engage in independent or creative thinking

· Express yourself in creative or independent ways

· Solve problems effectively

· Solve problems using a variety of approaches

Alumni are asked to rate the University according to the following scale:

Enhanced by my undergraduate experience AND Important to current career 

Enhanced by my undergraduate experience But NOT Important to current career 

NOT Enhanced by my undergraduate experience AND NOT Important to current career
NOT Enhanced by my undergraduate experience BUT Important to current career
3. At what level(s) does assessment for competencies in critical analysis and reasoning occur?

Critical analysis and reasoning are assessed at both the institutional and program level, while alumni and freshman survey research occur almost exclusively at the institutional level.  Assessments at the program level are embedded throughout a student’s academic career.
4. Are results available for one or more of the assessment activities related to competencies in critical analysis and reasoning?

a. Working documents for program-level assessments are maintained with the respective academic programs and the results of student outcomes assessments—a foundational element of SU’s Academic Program Review Guidelines (http://www.salisbury.edu/iara/LinksSecured/APRGuideline09-2006.doc )—are summarized in the academic program review.

b. After extensive processing delays on the part of ETS, the results from the Academic Profile/MAPP tests were received and subsequently distributed to multiple internal audiences.  However, in preparation for the exams, SU struggled to generate a high level of interest in the MAPP tests—a common challenge associated with any assessment activity that is external to the curriculum and/or course.  As a result and despite several gainful incentives to increase participation, the University had difficulty attracting a representative sample of juniors and seniors who were willing to perform at their highest level during a voluntary two-hour standardized exam.  During the testing period, exam proctors observed obvious signs of disinterest and at times, a flippant approach by a small but noticeable minority of students whose performance undoubtedly tainted the overall results.  Even so, when normed against a national sample, the SU sample earned a mean sub score of 113.77 (possible range: 100 – 130) on the critical thinking, context-based section compared against a national peer mean of 110.93.  Similar to the quantitative reasoning competency, this placed SU students in the 86th percentile. 

c. A random sample of freshman final exams from the University’s fall 2006 History 101 and English 101 classes were assessed by a group of SU faculty using the internally-designed History and English rubrics (Appendix C).  The faculty originated primarily from the Fulton School of Liberal Arts but representatives from the other schools were also present at a training session designed to ensure consistent, criterion-based scoring across instruments and among raters.  In February 2007, each exam was graded separately by at least two raters using the History rubric (for history exams) and the English rubric (for English exams).  Where differences in ratings surpassed a predetermined threshold, a third rater graded the exam(s) in question.  The results were forwarded to the Office of University Analysis, Reporting, & Assessment at the end of April and analysis began approximately May 1, 2007.  As such, the assessment results are still under examination and review and will not be available until fall 2007.  However, preliminary summative results are available and included as Appendix D.

Preliminary summative results reveal characteristics and competency levels at thresholds the University expects of freshmen since the curriculum is designed to advance students’ skills throughout their collegiate career.  Freshman performance in written communication was solidly in the mid-levels on nearly all skill elements—a performance that represents good to very good on both rubric scales.  As expected, on the higher level critical reasoning skills, performance ranged from fair to good—a level typically lower than that scored in written communication competencies.  Additionally, the standard deviations indicated fairly consistent performance in the mid ranges across the sample.  In the higher level critical reasoning skills, the scores revealed larger standard deviations, indicating (as expected) a wider range of critical reasoning abilities across the sample.
5. Have the results of each of the assessment activities related to critical analysis and reasoning competencies been used to enhance teaching and learning as well as academic and strategic planning at Salisbury University?

The majority of institutional and programmatic assessment efforts are focused currently at the collection and/or analytical phases.  Salisbury University’s comprehensive, faculty-driven assessment plan defines a continuous assessment process whereby each academic program and all student learning outcomes are assessed through multiple measures, the results analyzed and interpreted, and informed decisions made to enhance teaching and learning.  Although the general education core is critical to the academic experience for all students, direct assessments of general education outcomes began in earnest, as outlined above, in 2005.  Additional assessments and trends will need to be collected and analyzed by faculty before focused discussions occur to enhance the curriculum in specific areas.  
Technological Competency

1. What is the definition used for technological competency?

The Salisbury University Student Learning Goals” direct that the liberally educated person must be able to “use multiple strategies, resources, and technologies for inquiry and problem solving.”  To this end, Salisbury University will assist students to “acquire abilities to use computer applications and emerging technologies.” Additionally, the individual academic programs refine the outcome relative to discipline-specific standards.  Some examples of written and oral communication outcomes by individual program are:
Chemistry Graduates: Students will be able to use modern chemical instrumentation effectively; Students will be able to use computer technology to analyze experimental data; Students will be able to use computer technology to make effective oral presentations.
Geography Graduates: Students will be able to use the Internet to find geographic information and resources; use a database system (both spatial and non-spatial) to access information; use a spreadsheet effectively to analyze geographic data
Political Science Graduates: Students will be able to use libraries, the Internet, and other emerging information technologies.

2. What direct or indirect measures, methods, instruments, and/or analyses are used to assess technological competency?

Direct

At the academic program level, direct measures of technological competency are embedded in the program and measured through performance, portfolio, written examinations, presentations, activities, and other assessments as determined appropriate by departmental faculty.  Additionally, since the admissions and course registration process have become entirely web-based and, by policy, official University communication is via e-mail, these processes alone require many of the basic technological skills expected in our general education program.
Indirect

The University annually assesses its alumni one year after graduation, requesting respondents to self-report whether their “overall education and/or experience at Salisbury University enhanced your ability to:”

· Effectively use computer application and emerging technologies

Alumni are asked to rate the University according to the following scale:

Enhanced by my undergraduate experience AND Important to current career 

Enhanced by my undergraduate experience But NOT Important to current career 

NOT Enhanced by my undergraduate experience AND NOT Important to current career
NOT Enhanced by my undergraduate experience BUT Important to current career
3. At what level(s) does assessment for technological competency occur?

Primary assessment of technological competency occurs at the program level.  Student survey research occurs primarily at the institutional level.

4. Are results available for one or more of the assessment activities related to technological competency?

a. Working documents for program-level assessments are maintained with the respective academic programs and the results of student outcomes assessments—a foundational element of SU’s Academic Program Review Guidelines (http://www.salisbury.edu/iara/LinksSecured/APRGuideline09-2006.doc )—are summarized in the academic program review.

b. Indirect measures, i.e. institutional level survey research of alumni, are updated annually and reported campus-wide.  Survey research of incoming freshmen conducted triennially, indicates that students arrive at campus already prepared in the foundational-level technological competencies.  Students arrive prepared to drive campus change in the use and mastery of the latest communication technologies.  However, students generally lack the discipline-specific expertise needed to master technology for application in a chosen field of study.  This level of expertise is not expected as part of general education.
c. The admissions application and course registration processes are entirely web-based, requiring basic entry-level competencies with information technologies.  Additionally, since the University’s official communication is, by policy, via e-mail, students must have knowledge of communication via this delivery system in order to stay abreast of official university and course correspondence. 
5. Have the results of each of the assessment activities related to technological competency been used to enhance teaching and learning as well as academic and strategic planning at Salisbury University?

The majority of institutional and programmatic assessment efforts are focused currently at the collection and/or analytical phases.  Salisbury University’s comprehensive, faculty-driven assessment plan defines a continuous assessment process whereby each academic program and all student learning outcomes are assessed through multiple measures, the results analyzed and interpreted, and informed decisions made to enhance teaching and learning.  Although the general education core is critical to the academic experience for all students, direct assessments of general education outcomes began in earnest, as outlined above, in 2005.  Additional assessments and trends will need to be collected and analyzed by faculty before focused discussions occur to enhance the curriculum in specific areas.  
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Salisbury University 

STUDENT LEARNING GOALS

August 21, 2000

Building on the foundation provided by the University’s Mission Statement and the “Attributes Document” accepted by the Faculty, the General Education Task Force proposes the following principles and goals for General Education at Salisbury University.  The principles and goals represent the concepts embedded in the Mission Statement and the Attributes Document.  They will help guide the development of the general education program.

Learning Principles
The general education program is designed to foster the personal, intellectual, and social development of the Salisbury University student and is based on the following set of principles.


The liberally educated person:
· communicates effectively in diverse situations;


· uses multiple strategies, resources, and technologies for inquiry and problem solving,


· demonstrates qualities related to personal, social and professional integrity,


· integrates knowledge from the humanities, social sciences and natural sciences to broaden perspectives;


· reasons quantitatively and qualitatively,


· demonstrates global awareness in order to function responsibly in an interdependent world.

These principles are expressed by the following set of student learning goals.

Student Learning Goals

	A.  Skills
	Acquire the personal and intellectual skills necessary for productive membership in contemporary society.

	
	

	1.
	Critical Thinking:
	Acquire abilities to engage in independent and creative thinking and solve problems effectively.

	
	
	

	2.
	Command of Language:
	Acquire abilities to communicate effectively—including reading, writing, listening, and speaking.

	
	
	

	3.
	Quantitative Literacy:
	Acquire abilities to reason mathematically.

	
	
	

	4.
	Information Literacy:
	Acquire abilities to use libraries, computer applications, and emerging technologies.

	
	
	

	5.
	Interpersonal

Communication:
	Acquire abilities to relate to and work effectively with diverse groups of people.

	B.  Knowledge
	Possess knowledge and understanding commensurate with that of a well educated person.

	
	

	1.
	Breadth of Knowledge:
	Possess knowledge from and familiarity with modes of inquiry and creative processes used in a variety of disciplines including:

	
	
	

	
	
	a.  Visual and performing arts (art, music, dance, theatre)

	
	
	b.  Literature (English, foreign language-based)

	
	
	c.  Civilization:  cultural and historical perspectives

	
	
	d.  Contemporary global issues (peoples, cultures, institutions)

	
	
	e.  Second language or culture

	
	
	f.  Mathematics

	
	
	g.  Social and behavioral sciences

	
	
	h.  Biological and Physical Sciences

	
	
	

	2.
	Interdependence Among Disciplines:
	Possess an awareness of the interdependence among disciplines in the humanities, social sciences, and natural sciences.

	
	
	

	C.  Dispositions
	Examine qualities that contribute to personal well-being and social and professional integrity.

	
	

	1.
	Social Responsibility:
	Tolerance and respect for diverse groups of people and a disposition toward responsible citizenship and a connection to the community.

	
	
	

	2.
	Humane Values:
	An informed regard for humane values and the ability to make judgments based on ethical and environmental considerations.

	
	
	

	3.
	Intellectual Curiosity:
	A propensity for reflection and life-long learning.

	
	
	

	4.
	Aesthetic Values:
	An awareness of and appreciation for aesthetics.

	
	
	

	5.
	Wellness:
	Issues of personal well-being.


Appendix B: 

The University Academic Assessment Committee

The University Academic Assessment Committee will have the primary responsibility for the development and implementation of a comprehensive University-wide outcomes assessment plan.  Specifically, the committee will have the following duties:

· Articulate a coherent plan for university-wide student outcomes assessment.

· Articulate a coherent plan for ongoing assessment of the general education curriculum.

· Identify viable assessment processes and instruments that contribute to the development of meaningful assessment plans for academic departments, programs, and activities. 

· Assist with departmentally-specific mission statements and help all units develop, implement, and use their individual assessment programs to improve student learning;

· Assist in preparing/editing assessment research reports;

· Promote the development of creative outcomes assessment strategies;

· Help champion the scholarship of learning and assessment as viable professional activity for faculty.

The committee is an ad hoc committee of the Faculty Senate and will maintain a reporting relationship to both the Senate and the Provost.

The composition of the committee will be as follows:

· One faculty member from each school 

· The Director of Institutional Research, Assessment, and Accountability or his designee, ex-officio

(May 2001)

APPENDIX C
Assessment Rubric for English 101 Exam Essays

Scale:  1 = poor
2 = fair

3 = good
4 = very good

5 = excellent

1. Essay is well-organized (intro and thesis, body, and conclusion):

· Smooth transitions

· Paragraph sticks to one main point

· Intro and conclusion are fully fleshed out

2. Introduction presents thesis/argument relevant to the question posed:

· Use of key words from prompt

· Thesis is debatable; takes a clear position

· Scope of argument is appropriate for writing task

· Considers complexities of argument

· Note: question stresses the thesis, does not consider qualities of the intro

3. Body of essay makes effective use of relevant evidence to support thesis/argument:

· Amount of evidence

· Level of specificity

· Use of sound reasoning

· One piece of evidence builds on the next in logical progression
· Connects evidence to claim/argument
· Note: types of evidence can take several forms (reasons, relevant personal experience, referencing expert voices, in addition to traditional. data--#s and stats)

4. Essay acknowledges arguments that oppose thesis:

· Acknowledgment that perhaps somebody might disagree

· Can be brief and achieve high score

· Shows an ability to characterize fairly the opposition’s views; avoids overgeneralizations and personal attacks 

5. Essay refutes or accommodates arguments that oppose thesis: 

· Explains why someone might disagree using sound reasoning, specificity and detail

· Shows an ability to characterize fairly the opposition’s views; avoids overgeneralizations and personal attacks 

· Note: can refute or accommodate; either is acceptable for high score.  (to do a refutation means that writer explicitly negates the opposition)

6. Prose style is generally clear with few spelling errors or punctuation problems: 

· Readability

· Patterns of errors (with recognition that most serious errors should carry the most weight, i.e. problems with sentence boundaries—fragments, run-ons, and comma splices).

· Note: this is a timed exam, so students do not have much time to revise their work.  It is appropriate to take this into account.  One or two spelling or grammar errors should not necessarily keep someone from a 5.  Patterns of errors are what should affect the score.

APPENDIX C - continued

Assessment Rubric for History 101 Exam Essays

Scale:  1 = poor
2 = fair

3 = good
4 = very good

5 = excellent

1. Essay is well-organized (introduction, body, and conclusion).

· Smooth transitions

· Paragraph sticks to one main point
· Paragraph development
· Intro and conclusion are fully fleshed out

2. Body of essay makes effective use of factual evidence to support argument.

· Amount of evidence

· Level of specificity

· Inclusion of time references and turning points (does not have to be a date)
3. Essay demonstrates ability to analyze ideas, concepts, and evidence.

· Ability to make connections between ideas

· Use of sound reasoning

· Amount of analysis and level of specificity

· Avoidance of logical fallacies (e.g. overgeneralizations)
4. Essay demonstrates ability to discuss diverse aspects (politics, religion, economics, and society) of civilization(s).

· Discussion of more than one aspect (e.g. does writer touch on politics and religion; how many of these aspects does the writer include)

· Level of detail and amount of support included

· Note: try to use N/A very judiciously
5. Essay demonstrates ability to evaluate intercultural similarities and differences.
· Mention of more than one culture, viewpoint, or time period
· Note: try to use N/A very judiciously
6. Essay demonstrates ability to connect specific examples to broader historical currents.

· Looks at historical themes

· Looks at larger implications and underlying reasons (e.g. internal and external pressures on government or how relative wealth or poverty of a society affects the political landscape).
· Note: try to use N/A very judiciously
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[image: image1.emf]1) Organization2) Introduction3) Evidence

4)  Acknowledges Opposing 

Arguments

5) Refutes 

Opposition 6) Grammar/ Spelling Total

Mean Score 3.745 3.967 3.604 2.886 2.610 3.631 20.444

Std. Deviation 0.870 0.936 0.887 1.407 1.346 0.853 4.517

English Rubric: Scale

1 = Poor I.

2 = Fair II.

3 = Good III.

4 = Very Good IV.

5 = Excellent V.

VI.

1) Organization2) Evidence 3)Analysis 4) Discussion

5) Intercultural 

Comparisons 6) Historical ConnectionTotal

Mean Score 3.315 3.441 3.327 3.430 3.154 3.198 19.866

Std. Deviation 1.243 1.111 1.180 1.107 1.213 1.203 6.211

History Rubric: Scale

1 = Poor I.

2 = Fair II.

3 = Good III.

4 = Very Good IV.

5 = Excellent V.

VI.
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Discussion: essay demonstrates ability to discuss diverse aspects of civilization(s)

Intercultural Comparisons: essay demonstrates ability to evaluate intercultural similarities and differences

Historical Connection: demonstrates ability to connect specific examples to broader historical currents

Competency

Organization: essay is well-organized (intro. body, and conclusion):

Evidence: body of essay makes effective use of factual evidence to support argument

Analysis: essay demonstrates ability to analyze ideas, concepts and evidence

 Preliminary Summative Results of Writing and Critical Thinking Competencies using English and History Rubrics: Fall 2006

Introduction: presents thesis/argument relevant to the question posed

Organization: essay is well-organized (intro and thesis, body, and conclusion):

Grammar/Spelling: prose style is generally clear with few spelling errors or punctuation problems

Competency

English Assessment: English 101 Exams, Fall 2006

History Assessment: History 101 Exams, Fall 2006

Evidence: body of essay makes effective use of relevant evidence to support thesis/argument

Acknowledges Opposing Arguments: essay acknowledges arguments that oppose thesis

Refutes Opposition: essay refutes or accommodates arguments that oppose thesis


Appendix E: Mathematics Core Assessment Questions

Area

1. Make contextual decisions based on quantitative models.
· Complete hypothesis test.
· Estimate population mean.
2. Solve quantitative problems using a logical thought process.  (Assessed in all by asking students to communicate logical thought process.)
3. Interpret graphical data.
· Read histogram or box plot. 
· Read function value or solve equation from graph.
· Estimate/Interpret slope from graph
· Linear 
· Non-linear
· Interpret horizontal asymptote in context
4. Interpret tabular data.
· Find probabilities using table.
· Find linear/exponential patterns from tabular data. 
· Estimate limit from table.  Read histogram or box plot. 
5. Use formula representations of data.
· Solve equations or systems of equations in context: Quadratic, Exponential, Trigonometric 
· Find and interpret derivative.
	
	Math 100
	Math 140
	Math 155

	1
	$1,000 is invested in each of two bank accounts. Interest in the amount of $50 is deposited at the end of each month in the first, while interest in the amount of 2.5% of the current balance is added at the end of each month. If you need the entire balance at the end of four years, which account would you choose? What if the timeline is five years? Clearly communicate your thought process.
	
	The mean diameter of 100 randomly selected bolts is 0.48”, with a standard deviation of 0.02”. At the 5% significance level, what should we conclude about the company’s claim that its bolts’ average diameter is 0.5”?


	
	Math 100
	Math 140
	Math 155

	3
	
	According to this graph, identify one time at which the ball is 50 feet off the ground? Clearly communicate your thought process.
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	According to this histogram, what is the most frequent range of pulse rates in this data set?
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	4
	Propose a formula for f(x), based on the data in the following table. Clearly communicate your thought process.
x

f(x)

0

16.0

1

8.0

2

4.0

3

2.0

4

1.0

5

0.5


	
	Propose a formula for f(x), based on the data in the following table. Clearly communicate your thought process.
k

P(X=k)

0

.008

1

.055

2

.164

3

.273

4

.273

5

.164

6

.055

7

.008



	5
	
	At the base of the Eiffel Tower, 80 feet from its center, the top is at an angle of 85.36° from horizontal. Based on this information, estimate the .height of the Tower. Clearly communicate your thought process.

A company’s profit is P(x)= —x2 + 6x —5 

thousand dollars for selling x hundred units of its product. How many products sold would result in $4,000 profit? Clearly communicate your thought process.
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Eng-Hist Frequencies

		Fall 2006 English 101 Exams: Rubric Scoring Frequencies																Fall 2006 History 101 Exams: Rubric Scoring Frequencies

				1st Assessment Score Frequencies																1st Assessment Score Frequencies

				I. Organization		II. Introduction		III. Evidence		IV.  Acknowledges opposing arguments		V. Refutes Opposition		VI. Grammar/ Spelling						1) Organization		2) Evidence		3)Analysis		4) Discussion		5) Intercultural Comparisons		6) Historical Connection

		Frequency of Score of 0		-		-		-		-		-		-				Frequency of Score of 0		1		1		1		1		1		1

		Frequency of Score of 1		-		6		4		58		64		1				Frequency of Score of 1		30		19		25		21		38		44

		Frequency of Score of 2		13		13		17		50		54		21				Frequency of Score of 2		56		71		70		55		75		72

		Frequency of Score of 3		70		36		81		49		62		64				Frequency of Score of 3		76		86		88		99		97		90

		Frequency of Score of 4		116		115		116		59		49		125				Frequency of Score of 4		84		73		61		73		51		61

		Frequency of Score of 5		60		89		41		43		30		48				Frequency of Score of 5		51		48		53		49		36		30

		Total Scores		259		259		259		259		259		259				Total Scores		298		298		298		298		298		298

		% Score of 0		0.0%		0.0%		0.0%		0.0%		0.0%		0.0%				% Score of 0		0.3%		0.3%		0.3%		0.3%		0.3%		0.3%

		% Score of 1		0.0%		2.3%		1.5%		22.4%		24.7%		0.4%				% Score of 1		10.1%		6.4%		8.4%		7.0%		12.8%		14.8%

		% Score of 2		5.0%		5.0%		6.6%		19.3%		20.8%		8.1%				% Score of 2		18.8%		23.8%		23.5%		18.5%		25.2%		24.2%

		% Score of 3		27.0%		13.9%		31.3%		18.9%		23.9%		24.7%				% Score of 3		25.5%		28.9%		29.5%		33.2%		32.6%		30.2%

		% Score of 4		44.8%		44.4%		44.8%		22.8%		18.9%		48.3%				% Score of 4		28.2%		24.5%		20.5%		24.5%		17.1%		20.5%

		% Score of 5		23.2%		34.4%		15.8%		16.6%		11.6%		18.5%				% Score of 5		17.1%		16.1%		17.8%		16.4%		12.1%		10.1%

				2nd Assessment Score Frequencies																2nd Assessment Score Frequencies

				I. Organization		II. Introduction		III. Evidence		IV.  Acknowledges opposing arguments		V. Refutes Opposition		VI. Grammar/ Spelling						1) Organization		2) Evidence		3)Analysis		4) Discussion		5) Intercultural Comparisons		6) Historical Connection

		Frequency of Score of 0		-		-		-		-		-		-				Frequency of Score of 0		-		-		-		-		-		-

		Frequency of Score of 1		3		2		2		63		83		2				Frequency of Score of 1		34		7		13		5		28		20

		Frequency of Score of 2		27		21		29		49		60		29				Frequency of Score of 2		33		34		43		43		43		39

		Frequency of Score of 3		74		50		92		49		45		91				Frequency of Score of 3		68		79		94		84		65		78

		Frequency of Score of 4		114		114		99		59		45		112				Frequency of Score of 4		104		102		76		94		102		83

		Frequency of Score of 5		41		72		37		39		26		25				Frequency of Score of 5		59		76		72		72		60		78

		Total Scores		259		259		259		259		259		259				Total Scores		298		298		298		298		298		298

		% Score of 0		0.0%		0.0%		0.0%		0.0%		0.0%		0.0%				% Score of 0		0.0%		0.0%		0.0%		0.0%		0.0%		0.0%

		% Score of 1		1.2%		0.8%		0.8%		24.3%		32.0%		0.8%				% Score of 1		11.4%		2.3%		4.4%		1.7%		9.4%		6.7%

		% Score of 2		10.4%		8.1%		11.2%		18.9%		23.2%		11.2%				% Score of 2		11.1%		11.4%		14.4%		14.4%		14.4%		13.1%

		% Score of 3		28.6%		19.3%		35.5%		18.9%		17.4%		35.1%				% Score of 3		22.8%		26.5%		31.5%		28.2%		21.8%		26.2%

		% Score of 4		44.0%		44.0%		38.2%		22.8%		17.4%		43.2%				% Score of 4		34.9%		34.2%		25.5%		31.5%		34.2%		27.9%

		% Score of 5		15.8%		27.8%		14.3%		15.1%		10.0%		9.7%				% Score of 5		19.8%		25.5%		24.2%		24.2%		20.1%		26.2%

				Frequencies of All Scores																Frequencies of All Scores

				I. Organization		II. Introduction		III. Evidence		IV.  Acknowledges opposing arguments		V. Refutes Opposition		VI. Grammar/ Spelling						1) Organization		2) Evidence		3)Analysis		4) Discussion		5) Intercultural Comparisons		6) Historical Connection

		Frequency of Score of 0		-		-		-		-		-		-				Frequency of Score of 0		1		1		1		1		1		1

		Frequency of Score of 1		3		8		6		121		147		3				Frequency of Score of 1		64		26		38		26		66		64

		Frequency of Score of 2		40		34		46		99		114		50				Frequency of Score of 2		89		105		113		98		118		111

		Frequency of Score of 3		144		86		173		98		107		155				Frequency of Score of 3		144		165		182		183		162		168

		Frequency of Score of 4		230		229		215		118		94		237				Frequency of Score of 4		188		175		137		167		153		144

		Frequency of Score of 5		101		161		78		82		56		73				Frequency of Score of 5		110		124		125		121		96		108

		Total Scores		518		518		518		518		518		518				Total Scores		596		596		596		596		596		596

		% Score of 0		0.0%		0.0%		0.0%		0.0%		0.0%		0.0%				% Score of 0		0.2%		0.2%		0.2%		0.2%		0.2%		0.2%

		% Score of 1		0.6%		1.5%		1.2%		23.4%		28.4%		0.6%				% Score of 1		10.7%		4.4%		6.4%		4.4%		11.1%		10.7%

		% Score of 2		7.7%		6.6%		8.9%		19.1%		22.0%		9.7%				% Score of 2		14.9%		17.6%		19.0%		16.4%		19.8%		18.6%

		% Score of 3		27.8%		16.6%		33.4%		18.9%		20.7%		29.9%				% Score of 3		24.2%		27.7%		30.5%		30.7%		27.2%		28.2%

		% Score of 4		44.4%		44.2%		41.5%		22.8%		18.1%		45.8%				% Score of 4		31.5%		29.4%		23.0%		28.0%		25.7%		24.2%

		% Score of 5		19.5%		31.1%		15.1%		15.8%		10.8%		14.1%				% Score of 5		18.5%		20.8%		21.0%		20.3%		16.1%		18.1%
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Summary Results Eng-Hist

		Preliminary Summative Results of Writing and Critical Thinking Competencies using English and History Rubrics: Fall 2006

		English Assessment: English 101 Exams, Fall 2006

				1) Organization		2) Introduction		3) Evidence		4)  Acknowledges Opposing Arguments		5) Refutes Opposition		6) Grammar/ Spelling		Total

		Mean Score		3.745		3.967		3.604		2.886		2.610		3.631		20.444

		Std. Deviation		0.870		0.936		0.887		1.407		1.346		0.853		4.517

		English Rubric: Scale		Competency

		1 = Poor		I.		Organization: essay is well-organized (intro and thesis, body, and conclusion):

		2 = Fair		II.		Introduction: presents thesis/argument relevant to the question posed

		3 = Good		III.		Evidence: body of essay makes effective use of relevant evidence to support thesis/argument

		4 = Very Good		IV.		Acknowledges Opposing Arguments: essay acknowledges arguments that oppose thesis

		5 = Excellent		V.		Refutes Opposition: essay refutes or accommodates arguments that oppose thesis

				VI.		Grammar/Spelling: prose style is generally clear with few spelling errors or punctuation problems

		History Assessment: History 101 Exams, Fall 2006

				1) Organization		2) Evidence		3)Analysis		4) Discussion		5) Intercultural Comparisons		6) Historical Connection		Total

		Mean Score		3.315		3.441		3.327		3.430		3.154		3.198		19.866

		Std. Deviation		1.243		1.111		1.180		1.107		1.213		1.203		6.211

		History Rubric: Scale		Competency

		1 = Poor		I.		Organization: essay is well-organized (intro. body, and conclusion):

		2 = Fair		II.		Evidence: body of essay makes effective use of factual evidence to support argument

		3 = Good		III.		Analysis: essay demonstrates ability to analyze ideas, concepts and evidence

		4 = Very Good		IV.		Discussion: essay demonstrates ability to discuss diverse aspects of civilization(s)

		5 = Excellent		V.		Intercultural Comparisons: essay demonstrates ability to evaluate intercultural similarities and differences

				VI.		Historical Connection: demonstrates ability to connect specific examples to broader historical currents
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