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SPCH 1300: Core Assessment Report (Update)
Currently, SPCH 1300 is the only course offered in the Communications--Speech core category.
The core assessment committee consists of Kristen McIntyre, Cheryl Johnston, Melissa
Johnston, and Katie Halford.
Syllabus Review:
SPCH 1300 is a standardized course and uses a common syllabus. Consequently, only one
syllabus was reviewed for this report. Upon review, it was noted that the course learning
objectives clearly align with those submitted to the Core Council. However, there was not an
explicit connection included in the syllabus between the course learning objectives and Core
learning outcomes. Revisions will be made to the listed learning objectives to reflect the
following alignment with Core learning outcomes:
By the end of the course, students will be able to
●

Apply foundational communication principles to a variety of contexts. (Core Skills 1.2,
2.1, 2.2)

●

Present speeches in an organized manner. (Core Skills 1.1, 2.1)

●

Use technology to draft components of a presentation. (Core Skills 3.1)

●

Locate, evaluate, and integrate online research into a presentation. (Core Skills 3.2)

●

Recognize, name, and analyze effective and ineffective/unethical communication
behaviors. (Core Skills 1.2, 2.1; Core Values 1.1)

●

Generate communication-based solutions to problematic/unethical communication
behavior. (Core Skills 2.2; Core Values 1.1)

●

Articulate the relationship between communication and positive community change.
(Core Values 2.1)

Skill Assessment:
The committee plans to consult with our Core Council liaison regarding the best way to design
the methodology for collecting the necessary assessment data from the SPCH 1300 program.
For example, we will need to determine an appropriate and meaningful sample size for
assessing Core Skills 1.1 and 1.2., establish the process for reviewing and analyzing data, etc.
Rubric Development:
The following rubrics are currently being developed for Core Skills 1.1 and 1.2:
Core Skill 1.1: Students will apply a structured approach to presenting ideas effectively.
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The assignments assessed for this core skill include Speech of Self Introduction videos and
ECS #2: Informative Service Speech videos.
Introduction
Attention
Getter

Listener
Relevance
Link

Speaker
Credibility

Thesis
Statement

Preview of
Main Points

Transitions:
Introduction to
first main
point

3 = Competent
The speaker focuses
audience on speech
purpose using a joke,
story, anecdote,
quote, statistic, or
factual statement that
connects to the topic.
The speaker clearly
connects the topic to
the audience by
sharing how the topic
relates to them.
The speaker
explicitly identifies
specific research or
experience that
makes him/her
credible to present
on this topic.
The speaker clearly
states the central
idea of the speech
that does not include
the main points of
the speech.
The speaker
explicitly states all
main points of the
speech.
3 = Competent
The speaker explicitly
includes a verbal
transition from the
introduction to the first
main point, verbally
refers back to the
main point covered

2 = Incomplete
The speaker does not
clearly connect the
information in the
attention getter to the
topic.

1 = Missing
The speaker simply
announces the topic or
title of the
presentation.

The speaker connects
the topic to the greater
public but not the
specific audience
members.
The speaker identifies
having done research
and/or having
experience but does
not elaborate on how
it makes him/her
credible.
The speaker states
the central idea of the
speech and includes
the main points.

The speaker does not
clearly connect the
topic to the audience.

The speaker blends
the preview with
thesis statement.

The speaker does not
explicitly state all main
points of the speech.

2 = Incomplete
The speaker
inconsistently includes
verbal transition
statements throughout
the speech.

1 = Missing
The speaker does not
include explicit verbal
transitions at any point
during the speech.

The speaker does not
share what makes
him/her credible to
present on this topic.

The speaker does not
clearly identify the
central idea of the
speech.
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Conclusion
Thesis
Restatement

Summary of
Main Points

Clincher

and then previews the
upcoming main point
between main points,
and includes a verbal
transition from the last
main point to the
conclusion.
3 = Competent
The speaker clearly
restates the central
idea of the speech
that does not include
the main points of
the speech
The speaker
explicitly reviews all
main points of the
speech.
The speaker clearly
refers back to the
attention getter used
in the introduction.

2 = Incomplete
The speaker restates
the central idea of the
speech and includes
main points.

1 = Missing
The speaker does not
clearly restate the
central idea of the
speech.

The speaker blends
the summary with the
thesis restatement.

The speaker does not
explicitly state all main
points of the speech.

The speaker does not
tie back to the
attention getter in
closing remarks.

The speaker does not
include a clincher.

Core Skill 1.2: Students will apply foundational concepts of interpersonal
communication in multiple contexts.
The assignment assessed for this core skill includes ECS #3: Interpersonal Communication
Paper
Analysis
Communication
Concepts

Recommendations
New Communication
Concepts

3= Competent

2= Incomplete

1= Missing

The concept is
identified, defined
and includes a
detailed
explanation as to
how this concept
exists in the
relationship.

The concept is
identified and
defined with
minimal
explanation as to
how this concept
exists in the
relationship.

The concept is not
identified or defined.
There is no
explanation as to how
this concept exists in
the relationship.

3= Competent
The concept is
identified, defined

2= Incomplete
The concept is
identified and

1= Missing
The concept is not
identified or defined.
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Reflection
Communication
Principles

and includes a
detailed
explanation as to
how the
application of this
concept will
positively improve
the relationship.
3= Competent

defined with a
minimal
explanation as to
how the application
of this concept will
positively improve
the relationship.

There is no explanation
as to how the
application of this
concept will positively
improve the
relationship.

2= Incomplete

1= Missing

The
communication
principle is
identified, cited
from the Course
Manual and
illustrates how
analyzing this
relationship has
influenced your
understanding of
communication in
relationships.

The communication
principle is
identified, cited
from the Course
Manual with no
description of how
analyzing this
relationship has
influenced your
understanding of
communication in
relationships.

The principle is not
identified or defined.
There is no
explanation of how
this principle
influenced your
understanding of
communication in
relationships.
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Core Skill 1.1: Students will apply a structured approach to presenting ideas effectively.
Introduction
3 = Competent
2 = Incomplete
Attention Getter

Listener Relevance Link

Speaker Credibility

Thesis Statement

Preview of Main Points

Transitions:

The speaker focuses audience on speech
purpose using a joke, story, anecdote,
quote, statistic, or factual statement that
connects to the topic.
The speaker clearly connects the topic to
the audience by sharing how the topic
relates to them specifically.
The speaker explicitly identifies specific
research AND personal experience
explaining how this makes him/her credible
to present on this topic.

The speaker does not clearly
connect the information in the
attention getter to the topic.

The speaker clearly states the central idea of
the speech and does not include the main
points of the speech.
The speaker explicitly states all main points
of the speech.

The speaker states the central
idea of the speech but also
includes the main points.
The speaker previews only
some of the main points of the
speech.

3 = Competent
The speaker explicitly includes a verbal
transition from the introduction to the first
main point, verbally refers back to the main
point covered and previews the upcoming
main point between main points, and
includes a verbal transition from the last
main point to the conclusion.

Conclusion
Thesis Restatement

Summary of Main Points

Clincher

3 = Competent
The speaker clearly restates the central idea
of the speech from the introduction and
does not include the main points of the
speech.
The speaker explicitly reviews all main
points of the speech.

The speaker clearly refers back to the
attention getter used in the introduction.

The speaker connects the topic
to the greater public but not the
specific audience members.
The speaker identifies having
done research OR having
personal experience and
elaborates on how this one
aspect makes him/her credible.

2 = Incomplete
The speaker inconsistently
reviews and previews main
points in transition statements
and/or ONLY previews
upcoming main point.

1 = Incorrect
The speaker announces the
topic or title of the
presentation and/or reads the
title slide.
The speaker does not clearly
connect the topic to the
audience.
The speaker cites research
ONLY and/or identifies
having done research OR
having personal experience
but fails to elaborate on how
this makes him/her credible.
The speaker states a central
idea that does not align with
the assigned speaking context.
The speaker states main points
that do not match the body of
the speech and/or the assigned
context.

1 = Incorrect
The speaker inconsistently
includes verbal transition
statements throughout the
speech.

0 = Missing
The speaker lacks a formal
beginning to the speech.

The speaker does not attempt
to connect the speech to the
audience.
The speaker does not share
what makes him/her credible
to present on this topic.

The speaker does not attempt
to state the central idea of the
speech.
The speaker does not attempt
to state any of the main points
in the speech.

0 = Missing
The speaker does not attempt
verbal transition statements at
any point during the speech.

2 = Incomplete

1 = Incorrect

0 = Missing

The speaker blends the main
point summary with the
restatement of the central idea.

The speaker restates a
different central idea of the
speech from that stated in the
introduction.
The speaker does not
explicitly state all main points
of the speech.

The speaker does not attempt
to restate the central idea of
the speech.

The speaker concludes with
“Thank you” or “I guess that’s
it.”

The speaker does not attempt
a closing statement.

The speaker blends the
summary with the thesis
restatement and/or only
reviews some of the main
points.
The speaker provides a closing
statement but it does not tie

The speaker does not attempt
to review all main points of
the speech.
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back to the attention getter in
closing remarks.
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Core Skill 1.2: Students will apply foundational concepts of interpersonal communication in multiple contexts.
Analysis
Communication Concepts

3 = Competent
The concept is identified,
defined, cited, and
includes two detailed,
accurate examples with
explanations as to how
this concept exists in the
relationship.

2 = Incomplete
The concept is identified and
defined with no or minimal
explanation as to how this
concept exists in the
relationship.

Recommendations
New Communication
Concepts

3 = Competent
The concept is identified,
defined, cited, and
includes a detailed,
accurate explanation as to
how the application of
this concept will
positively improve the
relationship.

2 = Incomplete
The concept is identified and
defined with no or minimal
explanation as to how the
application of this concept
will positively improve the
relationship.

Reflection
Communication Principles

3 = Competent
The communication
principle is identified,
cited, and illustrates
accurately how analyzing
this relationship has
influenced
understanding of
communication in
relationships.

2 = Incomplete
The communication
principle is identified, cited
from the Course Manual
with no or weak description
of how analyzing this
relationship has influenced
understanding of
communication in
relationships.

1 = Incorrect
A principle or ethical
implication is used instead of a
textbook concept OR the
concept is not defined
accurately and/or the
explanation as to how this
concept exists in the
relationship does not align with
the correct definition.
1 = Incorrect
A principle or ethical
implication is used instead of a
textbook concept OR the
concept is not defined
accurately and/or the
explanation as to how the
application of this concept will
positively improve the
relationship does not align with
the correct definition.
1 = Incorrect
The principle is not defined
accurately and/or the
explanation of how this
principle influenced
understanding of
communication in relationships
does not align with the correct
definition.

0 = Missing
The concept is not
identified.

0 = Missing
The concept is not
identified.

0 = Missing
The principle is not
identified.
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Name of Curricular Area:

Speech Comm

Course:

SPCH 1300

Goal assessed [1]

Skills 1.1

Number of students assessed

76

Rubric Score
Present speeches in an
organized manner
Goal assessed [2]
Number of students assessed
Rubric Score
Students will apply foundational
concepts of interpersonal
communication in multiple
contexts

0

1

2

3

4%

41%

50%

4%

0

1

2

3

12% [3]

6%

42%

38%

Skills 1.2
50

10

[1] The two Communication areas will put a skills goal here. All other areas will put a knowledge goal.
[2] The two Communication areas will put a skills goal here. All other areas will put a knowledge goal.
[3] Put the percent of students whose work falls in this category for each learning objective. If a program (for example Chemistry) has
several courses in this curricular area it might be useful to keep a separate record for each and then compile these record into one for
use by the CAAC.
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Department of Rhetoric
And Writing
Assessment Narrative and Report
January 2016
Brian Ray
Introduction: At the beginning of the spring 2016 semester, the composition program
conducted an assessment of its first-semester composition course, RHET 1311. The program
assessed 57 electronic portfolios gathered from 18 sections (including a set of 16 from a single
section) on Thursday, January 7. Our purpose was twofold: First, we sought to continue our
existing assessment process in line with that of prior directors of composition. Second, we
intended to pilot a revised rubric based on the WPA Outcomes Statement 3.0, our own
program’s course learning objectives, and the university’s Values and Skills outcomes. The
rubric we produced was modeled on the Association of American Colleges and Universities
(AACU) VALUE rubrics for written communication, as well as those used by other writing
programs. Our assessment procedure was based on narratives made available by the Council of
Writing Program Administrators (CWPA), and on best practices recommended by experts in
writing assessment (O’Neill et al., 2009; White et al., 2015; Yancey et al., 2013).
Rubric: Faculty and graduate students worked from July through October 2015 to construct a 3point rubric with 6 categories that corresponded to criteria across objectives and outcomes
from different sources (as discussed above). We circulated the rubric to all composition
instructors for comment, and submitted it to the Core Council. (See attached.) The ultimate
result was a set of six measurable course objectives according to whether they were beginning,
developing, proficient, or advanced:
A. Demonstrate basic rhetorical ability by completing texts for at least 3 different
rhetorical situations, with each one written appropriately for that context. (E.g.,
personal essay, literacy narrative, exploratory source-based paper.)
B. Demonstrate awareness of basic proofreading and editing skills by completing
finished drafts that follow appropriate conventions of grammar punctuation, usage,
and spelling.
C. Revise and reflect on all major projects [at least 3] effectively, based on instructor
feedback, peer review, and self-assessment. (E.g., evidence of improvement on
global & local issues plus a substantial reflection essay.)
D. Produce at least one final draft that effectively integrates electronic and print
sources into the writer's own text and documents them effectively. (E.g., exploratory
paper that uses primary and secondary sources located through library databases to
pose and answer a question.)
E. Effectively use different software programs and applications to compose and revise
documents in different modes and mediums. (E.g., an e-portfolio site or blog with
working links that is eye-friendly, readable, and navigable.)

12

Ray 2

F. Demonstrate awareness of multiple genres by producing at least one effective text
in a professional, public, and non-essay genre. (E.g., portfolio contains a press
release, an opinion-editorial essay, and a design for a billboard ad or PSA.)
Raters: The program recruited six experienced composition instructors across rank (GA, parttime, full-time) to rate roughly 10 portfolios each. The raters were compensated with a $125
honorarium. Prior to scoring, the raters met to review 3 sample portfolios and compare scores.
The calibration session was meant to help ensure interrater reliability.
Sampling: We used two methods to collect portfolios. First, in accordance with standard writing
assessment practices, we solicited 228 portfolios across sections taught by graduate, part-time,
and full-time composition instructors. These portfolios are the culminating assignment for all
RHET 1311 students. Here they gather all of their drafts of major writing projects and arrange
them into an electronic document using Google Sites, WordPress, or Weebly. These portfolios
are graded on students’ ability to arrange and reflect on their revise, polished writing. In order
to earn full credit, their portfolio sites must be navigable, contain working links and files, and
show a sense of design and audience awareness in how they present the material.
We asked all instructors to grade their own students’ work using the pilot rubric and to upload
those scores (along with links to the portfolios) to shared folders on UALR’s Google Drive. Doing
so enabled us to compare averages and individual scores between instructors and normed
raters. From this collection of student work, we randomly sampled 57 portfolios (25 percent).
Nearly three quarters (42/72 percent) were chosen from 18 sections of RHET 1311. The rest
came from a single section (16 total, from section 22), as requested by the Core Council.
Interrater Reliability: Deviation was normal (p>.05) for four of the raters across all six
categories of the rubric, indicating that the rubric’s language and scales were clear enough to
produce consensus. (A t-test was used to determine the significance of difference between
averages in each category.) Two raters did score significantly higher than the others in several
categories, especially in basic proofreading/editing, revision, and electronic literacy. As later
discussion confirms, students seemed to struggle the most in these three categories. The table
below shows averages for each rater in each rubric category:
Category
Rhetorical Ability
Proofreading/Editing
Revision/Reflection
Source Use
Electronic Literacy
Genre Awareness

Rater 1

Rater 2

Rater 3

Rater 4

Rater 5

Rater 6

1.7

1.7

1.9

2.1

2.2

1.78

1.8

1.7

1.7

1.67

2.4

2

1.3

1.5

1.1

1

1.8

1.78

1.5

1.5

1.2

1.1

1.4

2.4

1.4

1.4

1.4

1.2

2.1

2.1

1.4

1.7

1.7

1.89

2

1.89

Results: Students seem to be performing best in the categories of rhetorical purpose, basic
proofreading and editing abilities, and genre awareness. Average scores for these categories
was 1.89, 1.87, and 1.76 respectively. These averages are roughly (though slightly below) the
proficient level. Raw scores show that the highest numbers of students in these categories are
proficient with 38, 37, and 34 students respectively (56-63 percent of the sample). When
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students scoring at the advanced level factored in, roughly 70-78 percent of the portfolios
achieved a score of proficient or better in these three categories. Meanwhile, 13, 14, and 16 of
these portfolios scored at the developing level (22-27 percent). It is notable that no portfolios
scored at the beginning levels in these categories.
By contrast, the results show lower scores for revision and reflection, source use, and electronic
literacy. The averages in these categories are 1.41, 1.51, and 1.55 respectively. Here, higher
numbers of students scored at the developing level—27, 26, and 26 (approx. 43 percent)—as
well as the beginning level. The number of scores at both the proficient and advanced levels
dropped to 23, 22, and 20 (33-38 percent).
Finally, averages were computed for the scores that instructors gave their students in the
sample. For all six categories, instructor averages were significantly higher than rater averages.
Although instructor averages were higher, they were still consistent with the exception of
revision and reflection (much lower than the other five categories). The table below shows
averages and scores:
Category

Total
Proficient
38

Total
Advanced
7

Rater
Average
1.89

Proficient
or Better

Instructor
Average

Rhetorical Ability

Total
Total
Beginning Developing
0
13

77%

2.6

Proofreading/Editing
Revision/Reflection
Source Use
Electronic Literacy
Genre Awareness

0
5
4
3
2

37
23
22
20
34

7
3
6
9
6

1.87
1.41
1.51
1.55
1.76

75%
44%
48%
50%
69%

2.23
1.9
2.4
2.18
2.36

14
27
26
26
16

Correlations: Students who scored lower on the weakest category (revision and reflection) also
tended to score lower in at least one other category. All but two of these portfolios scored
lower in one other category, and 7 of them scored at the developing or beginning level in 3 or
more categories. Categories that correlated most strongly with revision included software
literacy (21), source use (20), and genre awareness (13). The most common correlation was
found between revision and software literacy.
Reflection and Next Steps: Our foremost concern was the creation of a valid rubric that would
generate reliable scores among composition instructors. Based on instructor ratings, the rubric
appears largely successful in this regard. However, the difference between rater and instructor
averages may be cause for concern. Although it is somewhat expected that instructors might
rate their own students higher (due to bias), the size of the difference indicates a need for more
discussion with instructors to ensure that the language and categories in the rubric reflect their
expectations.
Notably, some instructors during faculty meetings expressed the desire for a wider scale. This
seems reasonable, although widening the scale could have an adverse effect of reducing rater
reliability and grading consistency. After the scoring session on January 7, raters did express
concern that many student portfolios did not fit easily into existing categories. Many seemed to
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lie between proficient and developing on source use, for example, because it was unclear to
what extent they had been asked to use sources on a given assignment.
Unsurprisingly, the lowest scoring portfolios were missing two key requirements: statements of
reflection, and drafts. These students may not have devoted sufficient time to learning how to
use common platforms such as Google Sites, WordPress, and Weebly. Consequently, they did
not upload the drafts or reflection pieces that would have satisfied these categories of the
rubric. The electronic portfolio is the most significant assignment that requires both software
literacy and evidence of revision, and it is also often introduced late in the semester. (We are
increasingly encouraging teachers to make the portfolio a larger component of their instruction
earlier in the semester, and to stress its value in helping students learn to make rhetorical
decisions. It is also a relatively new addition to the composition curriculum, introduced in the
Fall 2014 semester. It is likely that by orienting students to the electronic portfolio earlier in the
semester, and integrating it more fully into the RHET 1311 curriculum, instructors will help
improve student performance in these areas.
Performance on source citation may also be due to the recent addition of research and
information literacy to the RHET 1311 curriculum. Traditionally, this course has served as a
basic introduction to persuasive and expository writing and analysis, with informal use of
sources. RHET 1312 has served as the more formal introduction to information literacy and
source use. We anticipate that as instructors become more familiar with the new course
sequence, and as our program designs a more coherent set of expectations for use and
documentation of sources appropriate for RHET 1311, that performance will improve. We plan
to stress the importance of information literacy to both students and instructors, and to ensure
that all sections of 1311 include assignments that clearly require evidence-based writing.
The department will continue to conduct teaching workshops and professional development
sessions to facilitate this process. We have also held workshops and information sessions for
students who may need additional instruction in constructing electronic portfolios. Holding
more of these kinds of sessions throughout the semester may increase their impact on student
success. We will also continue to partner with the writing center and the library staff to ensure
that students are receiving help in terms of portfolio building but also source evaluation and
documentation. We will discuss other possible strategies at composition faculty meetings, as
well as focus groups with instructors.
Despite the lower scores in source use, revision and reflection, and electronic literacy, the
results are encouraging in rhetorical ability, editing and proofreading, and genre awareness.
These are the areas that RHET 1311 was originally designed to develop, and so as we make
adjustments to the curriculum we want to ensure that this course continues to provide strong
results for these outcomes.
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draft version of assessment plan for Rhet 1311 (jlm August 2015)
Note. These learning objectives are designed for the portfolios. They are not meant to
cover every thing in a course--just those things that can be evaluated by looking at the
portfolio.
WPA Outcomes Statement
Comp I | Comp II

GOALS (Faculty Senate)

LEARNING OUTCOMES
(Core Council):
Students will...
(1) Determine the needs of
different audiences for specific
purposes through various
situations/contexts to adapt texts
in rhetorically appropriate ways,
including attention to voice, tone,
structure, and level of formality;

Learn and use key rhetorical concepts through analyzing
and composing a variety of texts

COMP I LEARNING
OBJECTIVES:
At the end of the course
students will be able to...
A. Demonstrate basic rhetorical
ability by completing texts for at
least 3 different rhetorical
situations, with each one written
appropriately for that context.
(E.g., personal essay, literacy
narrative, exploratory
source-based paper.)

COMP II LEARNING OBJECTIVES:
3 points (Advanced)
At the end of the course
A. Demonstrate advanced rhetorical
ability by completing texts that offer
structured analytical arguments with
claims supported by evidence. (E.g.,
rhetorical analysis, visual analysis,
opinion-editorial piece, thesis-driven
essay.)

(2) Develop clearly identifiable
theses, assertions, or claims with
supporting evidence.

2 points (Proficient)

1 points (Developing)

Completes texts for at least 3
different rhetorical situations,
each one using the appropriate
voice, tone, structure, and level
of formality for that rhetorical
situation.

Completes 3 texts and makes In only one text is there at least
at least some attempt in each some attempt to adapt to the
one to adapt to the rhetorical rhetorical situation.
situation.

All finished drafts have clearly
identifiable central points that are
supported with appropriate and
sufficient evidence.

All finished drafts have clearly
identifiable central points but
some of the evidence is
insufficient or inappropriate.

0 points (Beginning)
There is no attempt to adapt to the
rhetorical situation in any of the texts.

Finished drafts have central points Finished drafts have no central point.
but they are not clearly identifiable
or developed with sufficient and
appropriate evidence.

Develop facility in responding
to a variety of situations and
contexts calling for
purposeful shifts in voice,
tone, level of formality,
design, medium, and/or
structure
SKILLS I:
Communication (oral,
written, visual, second
language; professional
self-presentation)

B. Demonstrate awareness of
B. Demonstrate control over style and Finished drafts have no errors or Finished drafts have some
basic proofreading and editing
voice in different contexts through
almost no errors.
errors but none that affect
skills by completing finished drafts manipulation of the mechanical aspects
comprehension.
that follow appropriate
of language (grammar, punctuation,
conventions of grammar
usage, spelling).
punctuation, usage, and spelling.

Finished drafts have enough errors Finished drafts have so many errors a
to affect comprehension and call
reader would be unable to understand
into question the writer's ethos of meaning and purpose.
care.

(1) Engage in writing as a social
and collaborative process.

C. Revise and reflect on all major Reinforcement of Comp I Objectives.
projects [at least 3] effectively,
based on instructor feedback,
peer review, and self-assessment.
(E.g., evidence of improvement
on global & local issues plus a
substatial reflection essay.)

All major papers reflect
significant change over drafts in
response to comments. Reflective
essay clearly articulates reasons
for changes and how they helped
the writer develop.

Some major papers reflect
moderate change over drafts
in response to comments.
Reflective essay justifies
changes, but may or may not
demonstrate how they helped
the writer develop.

Major papers demonstrate
Portfolio is incomplete, or essays are
inconsistent change based on
largely unrevised based on comments.
comments. Reflective essay makes
simplistic or superficial statements
justifying changes, and may not
address development as a writer.

(2) Use reading, WRITING, and
speaking for inquiry, learning,
thinking, and communicating;
and

D. Produce at least one final draft
that effectively integrates
electronic and print sources into
the writer's own text and
documents them effectively.
(E.g., exploratory paper that uses
primary and secondary sources
located through library databases
to pose and answer a question.)

For Comp I: At least one paper
shows ample evidence in support
of writer's discussion that is
relevant to topic, with
appropriate documentation
(director or indirect). For Comp
II: At least one paper uses ample
sources that directly support
specific claims throughout the
essay, and they are documented
effectively.

For Comp I: At least one
For Comp I: At least one paper
paper shows sufficient
makes an attempt to include
evidence that is relevant to
sources, but they may not seem
the writer's topic, though they relevant to the topic, and
are not always documented
documentation is inconsistent. For
accurately. For Comp II: At
Comp II: At least one paper offers
least one paper uses sufficient an argument but does not
sources to support most
consistently support claims with
claims, and may not always
evidence, and may document
document sources effectively. sources inconsistently.

(3) Dommunicate clearly and
fluently;

Develop knowledge of
linguistic structures, including
grammar, punctuation, and
spelling, through practice in
composing and revising

(4) Use proofreading skills to
control issues of grammar,
syntax, punctuation, USAGE, and
spelling;

Read a diverse range of
texts, attending especially
to relationships between
assertion and evidence, to
patterns of organization,
to the interplay between
verbal and nonverbal
elements, and to how
these features function for
different audiences and
situations

Use composing and reading for inquiry, learning, critical
thinking, and communicating in various rhetorical
concepts

Locate and evaluate (for
credibility, sufficiency,
accuracy, timeliness, bias,
and so on) primary and
secondary research
materials, including
journal articles and
essays, books, scholarly
and professionally
established and
maintained databases or
archives, and informal
electronic networks and
internet sources
Use strategies—such as
interpretation, synthesis,
response, critique, and
design/redesign—to
compose texts that
integrate the writer's
ideas with those from
appropriate sources

SKILLS II:
Critical thinking, quantitative
reasoning and solving
problems individually and
collaboratively

Produce at least one final draft that
effectively uses electronic and print
sources from a range of publication
types in the support of structured
academic arguments. (a source-based
essay of extended length, using sources
located through library databases.)

For Comp I: No papers make an
observable attempt to include
sources, or make only passing
reference to sources without
documentation. For Comp II: No
papers offer reliable or relevant
sources in support of argument, with
little attempt at documentation.
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(3) Understand and implement
methods for finding, evaluating,
analyzing, and synthesizing
primary and secondary sources;

Develop a writing project through multiple drafts
Develop flexible strategies for reading, drafting,
reviewing, collaborating, revising, rewriting, rereading,
and editing
Use composing processes and tools as a means to
discover and reconsider ideas
Experience the collaborative and social aspects of
writing processes
Learn to give and to act on productive feedback to
works in progress
Understand and use a variety
of technologies to address a
range of audiences
Match the capacities of
different evironments
(e.g., print and electronic)
to varying rhetorical
Adapt composing processes situations
for a variety of technologies
and modalities
Locate and evaluate (for
credibility, sufficiency,
accuracy, timeliness, bias,
and so on) primary and
secondary research
materials, including
journal articles and
essays, books, scholarly
and professionally
established and
maintained databases or
archives, and informal
electronic networks and
internet sources

(1) Locate, evaluate, organize,
and use research materials from
electronic sources.

SKILLS III:
Information Technology
(locating, retrieving,
evaluating, synthesizing

Explore the concepts of
intellectual property (such as Practice applying citation
fair use and copyright) that conventions systematically
motivate documentation
in their own work
conventions
VALUES I:
Ethical and Personal
Responsibility

Reflect on the development of composing practices and
how those practices influence their work

Gain experience negotiating
variations in genre
conventions
Learn common formats
and/or design features for
different kinds of texts

2) Develop current technological
literacies for drafting, reviewing,
revising, editing, and sharing
texts

See objective D.

(2) Recognize the value of and
demonstrate the respect for other
points of view [and] understand
that communicating and working
with others requires taking
responsibility for one's own work.

See objective C.

VALUES II:
Civic Responsibility

Gain experience reading
and composing in several
genres to understand how
genre conventions shape
and are shaped by
readers' and writers'
practices and purposes

E-portfolios contain several pieces E-portfolios contain a few
composed using different
pieces composed using
software applications, contain
different software
working links, and attention to
applications, and the
navigation and document design. document is largely easy to
navigate (with small lapses in
navigation and design).

1) Adhere to ethical uses of
sources [and] practice
appropriate documentation of
research.

(1) Recognize the importance of
written communication in
academic, professional, and civic
arenas of life;

Understand why genre
conventions for structure,
paragraphing, tone, and
mechanics vary

E. Effectively use different
Reinforcement of Comp I Objectives.
software programs and
applications to compose and
revise documents in different
modes and mediums. (E.g., an
e-portfolio site or blog with
working links that is eye-friendly,
readable, and navigable.)

(2) Apply writing skills for civic
engagement [and] understand
the relationships between
language, knowledge, and power.

F. Demonstrate awareness of
multiple genres by producing at
least one effective text in a
professional, public, and
non-essay genre. (E.g., portfolio
contains a press release, an
opinio-editorial essay, and a
design for a billboard ad or PSA.)

Demonstrate control and agency over
genres by producing a sequence of
related assignments across
professional, public, and non-essay
genres. (E.g., portfolio contains
sustained engagement with a research
topic through a press release, an
opinio-editorial essay, and a design for
a billboard ad or PSA.)

For Comp I: E-portfolio contains a For Comp I: E-portfolio
range of documents that
contains some documents
successfully address expectations that address expectations in
in professional, public, and essay professional, public, and
genres. For Comp II: E-portfolio essay genres. For Comp II:
contains a range of documents on E-portfolio contains some
a single research agenda that
documents on a single
effectively leverage genre
research agenda that employ
affordances and constraints to
of some constraints and
offer arguments.
affordances in these genres.

E-portfolios contain only 1-2 pieces
composed using different software
applications, or there are
significant problems in site
usability and design that make
reading difficult.

E-portfolio is composed using only one
software application, or is extremely
difficult to navigate due to logistical
and design flaws.

For Comp I: E-portfolio contains
pieces that attempt to address
expectations in one or more
professional, public, or essay
genre. For Comp II: E-portfolio
contains pieces only in one genre,
or which struggle to fully exploit
affordances and constraints across
genres.

For Comp I and II: E-portfolio
contains pieces composed only in one
genre, or pieces that routinely
struggle to take advantage of genre
conventions.
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COMP I LEARNING OBJECTIVES:
At the end of the course students will be
able to...
A. Demonstrate basic rhetorical ability by
completing texts for at least 3 different rhetorical
situations, with each one written appropriately for
that context. (E.g., personal essay, literacy
narrative, exploratory source-based paper.)

3 points (Advanced)

2 points (Proficient)

1 points (Developing)

0 points (Beginning)

Completes texts for at least 3 different rhetorical
situations, each one using the appropriate voice,
tone, structure, and level of formality for that
rhetorical situation.

Completes 3 texts and demonstrates a reasonable
attempt in each one to adapt to the rhetorical
situation.

In only one text is there a demonstrated attempt to There is no demonstrated attempt to adapt to the
adapt to the rhetorical situation.
rhetorical situation in any of the texts.

All finished drafts have clearly identifiable central
points that are supported with appropriate and
sufficient evidence.

All finished drafts have clearly identifiable central
points but some of the evidence is insufficient or
inappropriate.

Finished drafts have central points but they are not Finished drafts have no central point.
clearly identifiable or developed with sufficient and
appropriate evidence.

B. Demonstrate awareness of basic proofreading
Finished drafts have no errors or almost no errors.
and editing skills by completing finished drafts that
follow appropriate conventions of grammar
punctuation, usage, and spelling.

Finished drafts have some errors but none that
affect comprehension.

Finished drafts have enough errors to affect
comprehension and call into question the writer's
ethos of care.

Finished drafts have so many errors that a reader
has difficulty understanding the writer's meaning
and purpose.

C. Revise and reflect on all major projects [at least
3] effectively, based on instructor feedback, peer
review, and self-assessment. (E.g., evidence of
improvement on global & local issues plus a
substatial reflection essay.)

All major papers reflect significant revision over
drafts in response to peer comments. Reflective
essay clearly articulates reasons for changes and
how feedback, self-assessment, and revision helped
the writer develop.

Some major papers reflect moderate revision over
drafts in response to peer comments. Reflective
essay justifies changes, but may or may not
demonstrate how feedback, self-assessment, and
revision helped the writer develop.

Major papers demonstrate inconsistent revisions
based on peer comments. Reflective essay makes
simplistic or superficial statements justifying
changes and may not address development as a
writer.

Portfolio is incomplete, or essays are largely
unrevised.

D. Produce at least one final draft that effectively
integrates electronic and print sources into the
writer's own text and documents them effectively.
(E.g., exploratory paper that uses primary and
secondary sources located through library
databases to pose and answer a question.)

For Comp I: At least one paper shows ample
evidence in support of writer's discussion that is
relevant to topic, with appropriate documentation
(director or indirect). For Comp II: At least one
paper uses ample sources that directly support
specific claims throughout the essay, and they are
documented effectively.

For Comp I: At least one paper shows sufficient
evidence that is relevant to the writer's topic,
though they are not always documented
accurately. For Comp II: At least one paper uses
sufficient sources to support most claims, and may
not always document sources effectively.

For Comp I: At least one paper makes an attempt to
include sources, but they may not seem relevant to
the topic, and documentation is inconsistent. For
Comp II: At least one paper offers an argument but
does not consistently support claims with evidence,
and may document sources inconsistently.

For Comp I: No papers make an observable attempt
to include sources, or make only passing reference
to sources without documentation. For Comp II: No
papers offer reliable or relevant sources in support
of argument, with little attempt at documentation.

E. Effectively use different software programs and
applications to compose and revise documents in
different modes and mediums. (E.g., an e-portfolio
site or blog with working links that is eye-friendly,
readable, and navigable.)

E-portfolios contain several pieces composed using
different software applications, contain working
links, and attention to navigation and document
design.

E-portfolios contain a few pieces composed using
different software applications, and the document
is largely easy to navigate (with small lapses in
navigation and design).

E-portfolios contain only 1-2 pieces composed
E-portfolio is composed using only one software
using different software applications, or there are application, or is extremely difficult to navigate due
significant problems in site usability and design that to logistical and design flaws.
make reading difficult.

F. Demonstrate awareness of multiple genres by
producing at least one effective text in a
professional, public, and non-essay genre. (E.g.,
portfolio contains a press release, an opinioeditorial essay, and a design for a billboard ad or
PSA.)

For Comp I: E-portfolio contains a range of
documents that successfully address expectations
in professional, public, and essay genres. For Comp
II: E-portfolio contains a range of documents on a
single research agenda that effectively leverage
genre affordances and constraints to offer
arguments.

For Comp I: E-portfolio contains some documents
that address expectations in professional, public,
and essay genres. For Comp II: E-portfolio contains
some documents on a single research agenda that
employ of some constraints and affordances in
these genres.

For Comp I: E-portfolio contains pieces that
attempt to address expectations in one or more
professional, public, or essay genre. For Comp II: Eportfolio contains pieces only in one genre, or
which struggle to fully exploit affordances and
constraints across genres.

For Comp I and II: E-portfolio contains pieces
composed only in one genre, or pieces that
routinely struggle to take advantage of genre
conventions.
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ARHA 2305 Introduction to Visual Art
Guidelines for CAAC Reports
Due February 19, 2016
Submit report to the Core Council Liaison
Include in the reports:
1. Data in the spreadsheet provided by the Core Council.
Please include any suggestions for improvements.
The instructions are confusing and are nearly impossible to read.
2. Describe the process followed to randomly select sections. Include
suggestions for improvements.
All instructors from Fall15 were asked if they had a final exam or other
material that had objective questions relating to identifying artists, works of art,
periods of art, and nonwestern material. Based on responses, and considering
what material would be easiest to work with, one section was selected, and that
instructor provided all her final exams to be evaluated.
We selected four questions from her final exam, which are described below,
and below each question is described what would be considered High, Medium, and
Low. The attached chart shows how each student answered the four questions,
whether the answer was considered High, Medium, or Low, and the student’s grade
on the entire final exam.
Knowledge 2.1, Standard 1, Artistic Periods, Genres & Movements
Question 72 – focus on an important art movement, Abstract Expressionism
Identify the artwork on the screen:
a. WOMAN AND BICYCLE, Picasso, Spanish, 20 C, Cubism
b. SEXUAL FEMALE, Willem de Kooning, Am, 20 C, Abstract Expressionism
c. WOMAN AND BICYCLE, Willem de Kooning, Am, 20 C, Abstract
Expressionism
d. CHILDREN’S ART, anonymous grade school child, 20 C, American
The correct answer is c. This was ranked High.
A partially correct answer is b. This was ranked Medium.
Incorrect answers are a and d. These were ranked Low.
Of the 29 tests evaluated, 26 students got the answer correct, none (0) got
the answer partially correct, and 3 incorrect.
Knowledge 2.1, Standard 2, Exemplary Artists
Question 71 –focus on a particular important artist, Caravaggio
Identify artwork on the screen:
a. FALL OF A ROMAN SOLDIER, Raphael, Renaissance
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b. CONVERSION OF ST. PAUL, Caravaggio, Early Baroque
c. CRUCIFIXION OF ST. PETER, Caravaggio, Early Baroque
d. THE CONVERSION, Leonardo da Vinci, Renaissance
The correct answer is b. This was ranked High.
A partially correct answer is c. This was ranked Medium.
Incorrect answers are a and d. These were ranked Low.
Of the 29 tests evaluated, 24 students got the answer correct, 3 got the
answer partially correct, and 2 incorrect.
Knowledge 2.1, Standard 3, Important Artistic Works
Question 70 – focus on a particular, famous, work of art, Michelanglo’s D
avid
Identify artwork on the screen:
a. DONATELLO, Raphael, 16 C, Renaissance
b. GOLIATH, Michelangelo, 16 C, Renaissance
c. THE DAVID, Michelangelo, 16 C, Renaissance
d. THE DAVID, Donatello, 15 C. Renaissance
The correct answer is c. This was ranked High.
Partially correct answers are b and d. These were ranked Medium.
The title and artist are both incorrect in a. This was ranked Low.
Of the 29 tests evaluated, 29 students got the answer correct.
Knowledge 2.1, Standard 4, Global/Cultural Heritage of the Arts
Question 75 – focus on a nonwestern culture, China
Identify the artwork on the screen:
a. MISTY LANDSCAPE, Edgar Degas, 19 C, French
b. MISTY LANDSCAPE, Sheng Maoye, 17 C, Chinese
c. MISTY LANDSCAPE, Edward Weston, 20 C, American
d. MISTY LANDSCAPE, Ansel Adams, 20 C, Spanish
The correct answer is b. This was ranked High.
A partially correct answer is a. This was ranked Medium.
Incorrect answers are c and d. These were ranked Low.
Of the 29 tests evaluated, 26 students got the answer correct, 1 got the
answer partially correct, and 2 incorrect.
The attached grid lists each student, the answers to these four questions, and the
HighMediumLow designation for each question. It also shows the grade the
student got on the whole final exam, which had a variety of types of questions.
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3. How do you know the rubric worked? Provide examples.
The rubric worked in a very general way. We can easily identify those who
got the question correct. Less clear is whether the “proficient” students really know
enough about the material or not.
4. Describe problems and solutions for the problems with the rubric scoring
process and interpretations of the data.
The main problem is that when you compare the answers to these questions
to the total exam score, it is clear that these questions were relatively easy, and so
getting all correct does not mean a student did all that well on the exam, or in the
course as a whole.
The “not evident” category was never used because even the wrong answers
had something correct within them. The rubric uses terms like “articulate” and
“describe” but these questions were not set up for students to do more than identify
things. Furthermore, getting one multiplechoice answer correct does not strongly
support a conclusion that a student is “advanced” in understanding the issues.
5. Provide time estimate of how long it takes to score the work of one student
for one learning outcome.
It took about 4 hours to consider the project, contact all ARHA2305
instructors, go through the 29 tests, organize the responses, and write this report.
6. Explain how the student work that was collected covers the learning
objectives, and associated learning outcomes. Please include any
recommendations for future changes.
The exam questions cover objectives and learning outcomes in an extremely
general way. It likely would take reviewing a larger group of questions, and writing
samples to obtain a clear sense of what the “average” student is taking away from
this class. This exercise also emphasizes identifications that, while important, are
much less important than whether or not a student can discuss and appreciate
works of art s/he might see in the future.
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Chart
showing student, what each student’s answer on questions 70, 71, 72, and 75
was, how the answer choice was considered High, Medium, or Low, and the grade
the student got on the whole final exam.
Name
001
002
003
004
005
004
005
006
007
008
009
010
011
012
013
014
015
016
017
018
019
020
021
022
023
024
025
026
027

#70
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C

HML
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H

#71
B
B
B
B
B
B
C
B
C
A
B
D
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
C
B
B

HML
H
H
H
H
H
H
M
H
M
L
H
L
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
M
H
H

#72
C
A
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
A
C
C
C
A
C
C
C
C
C
C
C

HML
H
L
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
L
H
H
H
L
H
H
H
H
H
H
H

#75
B
B
B
B
A
B
B
B
B
C
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
C
B
B
B

HML
H
H
H
H
M
H
H
H
H
L
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
L
H
H
H

GRADE
79
44
75
81
60
87
65
88
57
80
68
59
79
83
88
79
81
65
76
77
75
75
75
75
81
65
84
64
77
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Name of Curricular Area:

Fine Arts

Course:

ARHA2305

Goal assessed [1]

Knowledge 2.1

Number of students assessed

29

Rubric Score
List all learning Outcomes for [2] Artistic Periods

0

1

2

3

0 [3]

10%

0

90%

Exemplary Artist

0

7%

10%

83%

Important…Wor

0

0

0

100%

Global/Cultural

0

7%

3%

90%
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[1] The two Communication areas will put a skills goal here. All other areas will put a knowledge goal.
[2] list all learning outcomes that are associated with each goal. Put a the median score score for each learning outcome across all
course types from all programs in the curricular area.
[3] Put the percent of students whose work falls in this category for each learning objective. If a program (for example Chemistry) has
several courses in this curricular area it might be useful to keep a separate record for each and then compile these record into one for
use by the CAAC.
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MCOM 2306 Introduction to Motion Picture, Core Assessment
Report
Guidelines for CAAC Reports
Due February 19, 2016
Submit report to the Core Council Liaison
Include in the reports:
1. Data in the spreadsheet provided by the Core Council.
See MOCM 2306, Introduction to motion pictures spread sheet for data. Also data
has been presented on pages 3 and of this report.
2. Describe the process followed to randomly select sections. Include
suggestions for improvements.
For this iteration of the process there was no random selection of sections since
there was only one section taught. The population of the class was 39 students, and
artefacts from all 39 students were used for this assessment.
3. How do you know the rubric worked? Provide examples.
At the end of this assessment exercise, we have concluded there is a good match
between the requirements of the rubric and that pf the artefacts/ assignments used
(see Appendix A for a copy of the assignment). Below is an explanation of how the
requirements of the assignment match up with the standards of the rubric.
a. Standard 1 Artistic Periods, Genres & Movements
: Students demonstrate
knowledge of the key concepts and theories that define an artistic period,
genre or movement.
Assignment:
The assignment asks the student to assess a chosen movie in a
historical context: “
You should also explain how and where it [the chosen
movie] fits into the socalled studio system and star system”.
b. Standard 2 Exemplary Artists
: Students demonstrate knowledge of the
important artists in an art form along with defining contributions:
Assignment:
“
Please include in your essay your opinion of the movie and why it
is considered to be an important movie in this context.”
c. Standard 3 Important Artistic Works
: Students demonstrate knowledge
of key artistic works and describe why they are important:
Assignment
: “
Please include in your essay your opinion of the movie and why it
is considered to be an important movie in this context.”
The movies you can choose from are:
It’s a Wonderful Life
The Searchers
High Noon
Gone With the Wind
The African Queen
Mr. Smith Goes to Washington
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Citizen Kane
The Wizard of Oz
Frankenstein
North by Northwest
Rear Window
Double Indemnity
All About Eve
Some Like it Hot
Laurence of Arabia

d. Standard 4
G
lobal/Cultural Heritage of the Arts
: Students demonstrate
knowledge of the global and cultural heritage of a particular art form or
work.
Assignment
: We realized that the assignment as currently written, does not
reflect the requirements of Standard 4 and is therefore not applicable. We
plan to modify the assignment so that it can be used to assess this standard.

4. Describe problems and solutions for the problems with the rubric scoring
process and interpretations of the data.
Our challenge is that currently, we do not have any historical data that would allow
us to assess the effectiveness of this rubric over time. Going forward, our goal is to
make sure the standards stated in the rubric serve as a guide in the teaching and
evaluation of the course activities.
5. Provide time estimate of how long it takes to score the work of one student
for one learning outcome.
This is the first semester the course has been taught as a Fine Arts Core course, and
the assessment rubric was created after the course had been completed. It took on
average about 15 minutes to assess an artifact. Plans are in place to integrate the
rubric into the course, and to use it to assess this particular assignment. This will
essentially make the grading of the chosen assignments part of the assessment
process. We anticipate That this approach will reduce the average time for
assessing and artifact.
6. Explain how the student work that was collected covers the learning
objectives, and associated learning outcomes. Please include any
recommendations for future changes.
Please see our answer to question 3. Also as we collect data over time, we will be in
a better position to make specific recommendations to change either the rubric or
the assignment we have chosen for assessment.
Suggestions:
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We recommend a change in the numbering of the score level from 03 to 14. This
makes it easier to input the data in statistical software. A scoring scale of 14 is
identical with the assigning of student GPA which is also on a scale 4point scale.
MCOM 2306 INTRODUCTION TO MOTION PICTURES ASSEMENT RESULTS
The results of the assessment are presented in a bar graph and a pie chart in this
section. All the data is compiled in the Excel file for this course.
Assessment indicated that 10 students scored at the Advance level, which is 3 on the
scale of the rubric. 15 scored at the Proficient level that is 2, five (5) scored at the
Novice level that is 1 and nine (9) scored at the Non Evident level which is 0.
Chart 1 is a graph showing the number of students and their level of mastery of
knowledge 2.1 in the Fine Arts Core.

N= 39 students.
1= Not Evident (0)
2 = Novice (1)
3 = Proficient (2)
4 = Advanced (3).
Below is a table of the number of students who scored at each level and the
numbers in percentages.

MCOM 2306 Fine Arts Core Assessment results
Score

Number of Students

Advanced (3)
Proficient (2)

10
15

Percentage of the total number of
students (%)
26
38

29

4
Novice (1),
Not Evident (0)
Total

5
9
39

13
23
100

Chart 2 is a pie chart showing the percentage of students and their level of mastery
of knowledge 2.1 in the Fine Arts Core. N = 39.
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LEARNING OBJECTIVES: Motion Pictures 
(Assessed in Standards 1 & 3)
• analyze representative motion pictures, with emphasis on the formal aesthetic,
narrative elements and genres, and on recognizing historical periods, such as the
Silent era, Studio era and the Electronic era.
FINE ARTS ASSESSMENT RUBRIC

Standard 1 Artistic Periods, Genres & Movements
: Students demonstrate knowledge of the key con
theories that define an artistic period, genre or movement.
Advanced(3)
Proficient(2)
Novice
(1)
Not E
• Displays an ability to
• Displays a moderate
• Displays a limited ability to • I
independently analyze
ability to analyze and
analyze and articulate
a
and articulate defining
articulate defining
defining concepts and
a
concepts and theories
concepts and theories of
theories of an artistic
d
of an artistic period,
an artistic period, genre
period, genre, or
c
genre or movement.
or movement.
movement.
t
• May reflect superficial or
simplistic judgment

Standard 2 Exemplary Artists
: Students demonstrate knowledge of the important artists in an art fo
with defining contributions.
Advanced(3)
Proficient(2)
Novice (1)
Not E
• Displays an ability to
• Displays a moderate
• Displays an ability to
•
articulate important
ability to articulate
articulate important artists
a
artistes, defining each
important artists and will
but shows little
a
individual artist’s
be able to generally
recognition of the artists’
d
contributions to the art
relate the artists’
contributions to the art
c
form.
contributions to the art
form.
s
form.
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Standard 3 Important Artistic Works
: Students demonstrate knowledge of key artistic works and des
why they are important.
Advanced(3)
Proficient(2)
Novice (1)
Not Evident
• Displays an exceptional
• Displays a
• Displays a limited ability to • Is unabl
ability to identify and
moderate ability
identify and describe the
identify
describe the importance
to identify and
importance of examples of
describe
of examples of art.
describe the
art.
importa
importance of
• May reflect superficial or
of exam
examples of art.
simplistic observations.
of art.

Standard 4
G
lobal/Cultural Heritage of the Arts
: Students demonstrate knowledge of the global an
heritage of a particular art form or work.
Advanced(3)
Proficient(2)
Novice (1)
Not
• Demonstrates the ability,
• Demonstrates a moderate • Demonstrates a limited
•
with a high degree of
understanding of, and
understanding of, and
independence, to fully
ability to articulate, the
limited ability to
understand and clearly
relationship between
articulate, the
articulate the relationship
works of art, the culture
relationship between
between works of art, the
that created them, and
works of art, the culture
culture that created them,
their relevance to the
that created them, and
and their relevance to the
larger human experience
their relevance to the
larger human experience
larger human experience
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Appendix A
INTO TO MOTION PICTURES ASSESSMENT ARTIFACT
Intro to Motion Pictures
Essay Assignment #2
Context
Choose one of the following fifteen films and view it – multiple times if necessary.
Write an essay of no less than 
800
words and no more than 1
200
words.
You
should say what year it was released, who directed in it, who starred in it, what if
any, awards it won, which company distributed it and how it did at the box
office, y
ou should also explain how and where it fit into the socalled studio
system and star system. Please include in your essay your opinion of the
movie and why it is considered to be an important movie in this context. 
<(This is the important part of the essay and what you should spend most of your
words on.) Did you like it? Why or why not? This essay should primarily depend on
your own knowledge and opinions as gleaned from the textbook and your viewing.
You may of course use other sources but they must be properly cited. P
lease check
the Grading Events Calendar for the due date for this assignment.

Please
check the Grading Events Calendar for the due date for this assignment.
WARNING: DO NOT PLAGERIZE!I P
ROMISE
I will check and it’s as easy to
check as it is to cut and paste from the web. If I find you have not done your
own work I will flunk you! D
ON’T EVEN THINK ABOUT IT!
The movies you can choose from are:
It’s a Wonderful Life
The Searchers
High Noon
Gone With the Wind
The African Queen
Mr. Smith Goes to Washington
Citizen Kane
The Wizard of Oz
Frankenstein
North by Northwest
Rear Window
Double Indemnity
All About Eve
Some Like it Hot
Laurence of Arabia
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Name of Curricular Area:
Course:
Goal assessed [1]
Number of students assessed
Rubric Score
List all learning Outcomes for goal [2]

0
[3]

1

2

3
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[1] The two Communication areas will put a skills goal here. All other areas will put a knowledge goal.
[2] list all learning outcomes that are associated with each goal. Put a the median score score for each learning outcome across all
course types from all programs in the curricular area.
[3] Put the percent of students whose work falls in this category for each learning objective. If a program (for example Chemistry) has
several courses in this curricular area it might be useful to keep a separate record for each and then compile these record into one for
use by the CAAC.
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THEA 2305 ~ Introduction to Theatre & Dance
Guidelines for CAAC Reports
Due February 19, 2016
Submit report to the Core Council Liaison
Include in the reports:
1. Data in the spreadsheet provided by the Core Council.
Please include any suggestions for improvements.
No comments. The spreadsheet was fine for this task for the area of
Theatre and Dance .
2. Describe the process followed to randomly select sections. Include
suggestions for improvements.
There was no random selection for this particular assessment task. In fact, random
selection will be hard for our department, and given the fluid and collegial processes
of our department, counterproductive to a meaningful assessment process.
I distributed the FAC rubric to departmental faculty to gain consensus on the best
assignment to use for this first test. All agreed that an exam would be the best first
measure. Currently, only two professors utilize exams for assessment. Because this
task started rather late in the fall semester (past the midterm), I needed to work
with a class for which information was still in a repository that I could access. Only
one professor (outside of myself) utilizes Blackboard, and so he granted me
permission to enter his course from which I chose one of two sections. I then
selected a sample of 10 students by moving down the assignment list rather than
the name list. The assignments had been graded, and I could view those grades. I
randomly selected students from each of the following grade ranges: 90 – 100%, 80
– 89%, 70 – 79%, 60 – 69%.

3. How do you know the rubric worked? Provide examples.
Quite simply, the selected assignment provided a range of questions that aligned
closely with the four standards for Knowledge 2.1. I selected four questions from the
exam, basing my determinations on the clearest alignment with the four standards
utilized by the FAC to measure Outcome 2.1. The standards and selected test
questions are listed below:
Knowledge 2.1, Standard 1, Artistic Periods, Genres & Movements
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• What are the 6 formal elements of classical Greek drama according to Aristotle? Define
each element.

Knowledge 2.1, Standard 2, Exemplary Artists
• Who was Okuni of Izumo? What is her significance in theatre history?

Knowledge 2.1, Standard 3, Important Artistic Works
• What Modernist styles does the play D
utchman
seem to draw on?

Knowledge 2.1, Standard 4, Global/Cultural Heritage of the Arts
**Students answered one of the two essay questions below. Both questions dealt with
contemporary analysis utilizing aspects of either Japanese or ancient Greek theatrical
tradition to frame the contemporary experience or production.
A) Identify the production below (title, type of drama, director, etc.) What theatrical
practices and cultures does this production draw on? How does it complicate the usual
process of signification (signifier + signified = sign)? How is it “postmodern”? A clip is
available on Blackboard.
B) What were the "given circumstances" that shaped this moment in Michael Jordan's life
and career? What aspects of scenic design (set, costumes, sound, lighting, props and
makeup) are present? How was the "reality" of this moment shaped by setting,
technology, even narration? What e
lements
and 
conventions
of classical Greek tragedy
are also in evidence? A clip is available on Blackboard.

4. Describe problems and solutions for the problems with the rubric scoring
process and interpretations of the data.
Initially, the CAAC charged team members with testing rubrics outside of the
individual department of expertise. The strong consensus among the FAC is that we
should never be charged with assessing other departmental areas. To that effect, we
elected to assess the efficacy of the FA rubric within our own areas. After we
conducted our individual processes we met to share findings.
There was some difficulty in determining questions, given that there was an element
of choice allowed by the professor as to which questions to answer. Many sections
of THEA 2305 have even more significant elements of choice built into assignments
which may make future artifact selection more challenging. We also anticipate the
need to find ways to assess the content area of dance. For our department it may
mean assessing the theatre content and dance content in alternate years
5. Provide time estimate of how long it takes to score the work of one student
for one learning outcome.
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The best estimate is that assessment can be done for an individual student in 10
minutes.
6. Explain how the student work that was collected covers the learning
objectives, and associated learning outcomes. Please include any
recommendations for future changes.
Please see the answer to question 3.
We found successful alignment of course content with the assessment standards set
forth in the rubric without having to alter the assignment to meet the assessment
goals. The selected course, however, utilizes an exam format, which is not the case
for all other sections of this course. Assessing other sections in which handson
“makingbased” work or critical reflection on a single production will require a
more thoughtful approach to assessment. This will prove the real test of the rubric
and may mean that assessing all four standards within an outcome in a single
assignment may not be possible.
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Name of Curricular Area:

Fine & Performing Arts

Course:

THEA 2305

Goal assessed [1]

Knowledge 2.1

Number of students assessed

10

Rubric Score

0

List all learning Outcomes for goal [2]

1

2

3

[3]

Understand and identify exemplary works of art from a variety of cultures and historical periods.
Artistic Periods

0

1

6

3

Exemplary Artist

1

6

1

2

Important Work

3

3

2

2

*Global Heritag

0

4

3

3

[choice of two questions]
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[1] The two Communication areas will put a skills goal here. All other areas will put a knowledge goal.
[2] list all learning outcomes that are associated with each goal. Put a the median score score for each learning outcome across all
course types from all programs in the curricular area.
[3] Put the percent of students whose work falls in this category for each learning objective. If a program (for example Chemistry) has
several courses in this curricular area it might be useful to keep a separate record for each and then compile these record into one for
use by the CAAC.
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Core Assessment Report, History of World Civilization
Submitted by Kristin Mann and Barclay Key, Department of History
Method
The department chair asked faculty members, who were not already involved in the
department’s program assessment progress, to assess their sections of 1311 or 1312.
No adjunct or concurrent enrollment assignments were used.
Faculty members made copies of final examinations and separated them into low,
middle, and high groups. The 21 assignments from HIST 1311 and 1312 in the fall 2015
semester consisted of final examinations with a mix of openresponse essays, key term
identifications, and primary source document analysis questions. Two members of the
world civilization core assessment team looked at the assignments alongside the rubric
to determine whether the rubric needed to be revised.
Results
Instructors separated the assignments into low, medium, and high work. The
assignments were sufficient for addressing learning outcome 1, understanding the
interrelatedness of historical events and the interactions between groups and societies.
Those assignments in the “high” group corresponded with the “excellent” and “good”
descriptors in our rubric. The strong student work also matched our descriptors of
“excellent” and “good” in learning outcomes 3 (foundational knowledge of history and
historical method) and 4 (ability to analyze a contemporary or historic global issue from
an historical perspective). Primary source document analysis questions best related to
learning outcome 3, while openresponse essays and key term identifications related to
learning outcomes 1, 4, and part of 3 (foundational knowledge of history, but not
historical method/analysis). Since instructors of the assessed sections didn't specifically
design the tasks to assess the learning outcomes, very few student work samples
contained evidence related to learning outcome 2, science and technology. The
“medium” student work corresponded with our “acceptable” and “needs improvement”
columns on learning outcomes 1, 3, and 4, while the “low” student work corresponded
with the “needs improvement” column. Low student work needed much more
elaboration and contained some factual errors. We will revise the “needs improvement”
column of our rubric to more specifically correlate to student work in the “low” group. A
revised core assessment rubric is attached.
Comments
Going forward, we need a plan for selecting which sections of 1311 and 1312 will be
assessed and a specific time when faculty will be notified. All 1311 and 1312 instructors,
including concurrent enrollment instructors, need to be familiar with the core
assessment rubrics.
We also need to determine who will be responsible for assessing students’ work and
how this will rotate over future semesters. There was confusion about whether our
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department curriculum committee (responsible for assessment) or the group who
prepared the rubric last year was responsible for core assessment.
Future Plans
For the 20162017 school year, we would like to create 2 assignments and embed their
rubrics (portions of the core assessment rubric, to which individual instructors could add
their own requirements) into Blackboard shells. We will use an online random number
generator to select one section of facetoface, one section of online, and one section of
concurrent enrollment to administer the pre and posttests, as well as one of the two
assignments. Faculty will be notified in the week before the start of the semester that
their courses will be assessed. All other faculty and instructors would have the option of
using these assignments.
The first assignment would be a document analysis task where the students look for
author, purpose, audience, and potential bias in a primary source document. To make
certain that we assess knowledge learning outcome 2, about science and technology,
we would incorporate those learning outcomes as part of the document choice and
assignment directions.
The second assignment would be an essay question on the final exam (or one which
could be written in class) and would cover knowledge learning outcomes 1, 3, and 4.
Both assignments also address the written communication goal, so they could be used
for assessment of communication as well.
We will ask instructors of the assessed sections to score the assignments based on the
revised core assessment rubric. A member of the core assessment committee will also
score the student assignments. We would like to use department funds to pay extra
compensation to instructors for meeting to standardize their scoring on the rubric (using
this year’s student assignments) and for scoring and evaluating core assessment data.
We could report the data to the core council as follows:
Avg score
knowledge
outcome 1

Avg score
knowledge
outcome 2

Avg score
knowledge
outcome 3

Avg score
knowledge
outcome 4

Section 1
(face to face)
Section 2
(online)
Section 3
(concurrent)
Average
score
This format would allow for comparison across delivery method (face to face, online,
concurrent) and across knowledge objectives.
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Name of Curricular Area:

World Civilization

Course:

HIST 1311

Goal assessed [1]

Knowledge 1

Number of students assessed

15 (sample of low/mid/high

Rubric Score
List all learning Outcomes for goal [2]

0

1

2

3

[3]

Knowledge 1: interrelatedness of historical events/interaction between g
Knowledge 2: science/technology

5
NA

7
NA

3
NA

Knowledge 3: knowledge of history/ historical method

6

9

2

Knowledge 4: analysis of contemporary/ historic issue from historical pe

5

4

6
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[1] The two Communication areas will put a skills goal here. All other areas will put a knowledge goal.
[2] list all learning outcomes that are associated with each goal. Put a the median score score for each learning outcome across all
course types from all programs in the curricular area.
[3] Put the percent of students whose work falls in this category for each learning objective. If a program (for example Chemistry) has
several courses in this curricular area it might be useful to keep a separate record for each and then compile these record into one for
use by the CAAC.
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Name of Curricular Area:

World Civilization

Course:

HIST 1312

Goal assessed [1]

Knowledge 1

Number of students assessed

21

Rubric Score
List all learning Outcomes for goal [2]

0

1

2

3

[3]

Knowledge 1:Understanding of interrelatedness of h

2

Knowledge 2: Understanding of role of science/tech NA

6
NA

9
NA

4
NA

Knowledge 3: foundational knowledge of history/hist

2

5

11

3

Knowledge 4: analysis of contemporary/historic eve

4

8

6

3
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[1] The two Communication areas will put a skills goal here. All other areas will put a knowledge goal.
[2] list all learning outcomes that are associated with each goal. Put a the median score score for each learning outcome across all
course types from all programs in the curricular area.
[3] Put the percent of students whose work falls in this category for each learning objective. If a program (for example Chemistry) has
several courses in this curricular area it might be useful to keep a separate record for each and then compile these record into one for
use by the CAAC.
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Knowledge Goals for Courses Meeting the Humanities
Core Requirements for Undergraduates at the
University of Arkansas at Little Rock
Report on the Pilot Knowledge Goals Assessment for
the Core Area Assessment Committee for the
Humanities

February 19, 2016

Members of the Core Area Assessment Committee for the Humanities:
Dr. Laura BarrioVilar (English)
Dr. Kris McAbee (English)
Dr. Keith Robinson (Philosophy)
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Humanities CAAC Knowledge Goals Report 2

I.

Summary

After revising the proposed knowledge goals assessment rubric to bring it in line with
suggestions from the Core Council, one section of each of the three Humanities Core
courses was randomly selected. Appropriate assignments for assessing the knowledge
goals were selected by the instructors in collaboration with the HCAAC members. Three
student artifacts, representing a range of quality, were randomly selected and assessed
according to the revised rubric. Results of the assessment using the rubric suggest that
it does adequately assess the achievement of knowledge goals in Humanities Core
courses.

II.
Learning
Outcome:

Revised Rubric
3 (Capstone)

2 (Milestone)

1 (Benchmark)

0 (Not Met)

Identifies most
or all of the
basic concepts
and/or methods
that are
relevant and
demonstrates,
at an advanced
level, a broad
and
comprehensive
understanding
and awareness
of the
complexity and
interrelationshi
ps between
concepts
and/or methods

Identifies
many of the
basic concepts
and/or
methods that
are relevant
and
demonstrates,
at a
satisfactory
level, a broad
understanding
and
awareness of
the complexity
and
interrelationsh
ips between
concepts
and/or

Identifies some
basic concepts
and/or methods
that are relevant
and
demonstrates,
at a rudimentary
level, some
understanding
of the
complexity and
interrelationshi
ps between
concepts and/or
methods
appropriate to
the discipline.

Identifies few
or no basic
relevant
concepts
and/or
methods, and
is unable, or
barely able, to
demonstrate
an
understanding
of levels of
complexity or
interrelationsh
ips between
concepts
and/or
methods

Students will
...
Knowledge
2.1:
understand
foundational
concepts
and methods
in a
particular
humanistic
discipline
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Humanities CAAC Knowledge Goals Report 3

Knowledge
2.2:
understand
cultural and
historical
contexts as
they inform
philosophical
, literary, and
other texts

III.

appropriate to
the discipline.

methods
appropriate to
the discipline.

Demonstrates
an advanced
understanding
and awareness
of the
significance
and importance
of the relevant
historical and
cultural
contexts.
Identifies and
critically
engages where
appropriate, a
range of
cultural and
historical
perspectives

Demonstrates
a satisfactory
understanding
and
awareness of
the
significance
and
importance of
the relevant
cultural and
historical
contexts.
Identifies and
critically
engages
where
appropriate,
some cultural
and historical
perspectives

appropriate to
the discipline.

Demonstrates
some basic
understanding
of the relevant
cultural and
historical
contexts.
Identifies and
makes
connections
with one or
more cultural
and historical
perspectives

Demonstrates
little or no
understanding
of the relevant
cultural and
historical
contexts.
Identifies with
only one or a
limited cultural
perspective.

Selection of Courses for Pilot Assessment

To select the sections of the Humanities core courses whose instructors would have to
be contacted for artifacts, we used the section numbers for the courses listed on Banner
and used the random number generator 
www.random.org
. Each HCAAC member
contacted an instructor from one of the three selected sections (Ethics and Society,
World Literature, and Mythology) and requested artifacts for the pilot assessment.
The instructors were given the following instructions:
Step 1:
Choose an assignment that provides students with the opportunity to
demonstrate attainment of the two learning outcomes being assessed in the pilot
study. It can be an essay, an exam, a quiz, etc. (if it is an inclass assignment for
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which you don't use computers, make sure the students write in pen, not pencil).
The important thing here is that the students will have to demonstrate the following
learning outcomes:
Knowledge Goal – Concepts, Methodologies, and the Global Cultural
Heritage of the Arts
Learning Outcomes:
1. Understand foundational concepts and methods in a particular
humanistic discipline.
2. Understand cultural and historical contexts as they inform
philosophical, literary, and other texts.
Step 2:
Collect all student work for the chosen assignment and sort it into three
groups, based on performance on that assignment (not overall performance in the
course): high performance, medium performance, and low performance.
Step 3:
Provide a copy of your course syllabus, the assignment prompt, and the 3
piles of student work, clearly classified into high, medium, and low performance.

IV.

Selection of Artifacts for Pilot Assessment

After the instructors from each of the selected sections submitted their student artifacts,
the HCAAC members assigned numbers to the artifacts in each pile and randomly
. In all cases, assessors
selected one artifact from each pile by using 
www.random.org
did not score artifacts from their own courses to ensure reliability. Dr. McAbee and Dr.
Robinson scored the 3 artifacts from World Literature; Dr. McAbee and Dr. Barrio
scored the 3 artifacts from Ethics and Society; and Dr. Robinson and Dr. Barrio scored
the 3 artifacts from Mythology.

V.

Results of Pilot Assessment

Results of the assessment using the rubric suggest that it does adequately assess the
achievement of knowledge goals in Humanities Core courses. Having the instructor’s
prompt and rubric for the assignment facilitated the process of scoring the student
artifacts. In all cases, both reviewers arrived at the same rubric scores for each
individual artifact.
The process of assessing the rubric highlighted two major issues:
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1. The difference between comprehensivecourse knowledge goals and
assignmentspecific knowledge goals
The knowledge required in a humanities course is so broad that is impossible to
capture in one assignment. In fact, the Core Council has identified that the
criteria for humanities courses is that they “emphasize the reading and
interpretation of a broad survey of philosophical, literary, and other texts.” Given
that this “broad survey” is fundamental to the knowledge goals of humanities
courses, in the absence of a comprehensive final assignment, assessing
knowledge goals with only one set of artifacts will necessarily not demonstrate a
breadth of knowledge representative of the survey of texts assigned over the
course. Many humanities courses tested students on multiples areas of
knowledge through various assignments, in order to also adequately assess the
other skills and values curriculum areas, which, as defined by the Core Council,
“address communication, critical thinking, information technology, ethical and
personal responsibility, civic responsibility, and global and cultural
understanding.” Thus, the knowledge goals meet a particular challenge for
assessment (one that may not be replicated for the other curriculum areas, which
have no implicit breadth component). As long as the confines of the assignment
were kept in mind artifacts met the milestones differently than they might if the
HCAAC considered the knowledge goals for the course as a whole. For example,
if asked to discuss only Aristotelian virtue ethics for the assignment, an artifact
may achieve a “Capstone” ranking in terms of specificity about Aristotle, but in
terms of showing a breadth of knowledge about several texts which is not the
purpose of the assignment the artifact might achieve only “Benchmark” or
lower. Since comprehensive assignments, by and large, do not work for a survey
course which must also assess curricular areas beyond the knowledge goals,
and, because assessing multiple artifacts is unnecessary given the reliability of
assessing individual artifact’s ability to achieve knowledge outcomes as tested by
specific assignments, the HCAAC does not recommend requiring comprehensive
assignments, nor collecting and assessing multiple artifacts, nor revising the
rubric. Instead, it must simply be kept in mind that the rubric is meant to assess
the knowledge goals as they pertain to the particular, representative assignment.

2. Discrepancies between suggested instructions for sorting the artifacts and the
assessment itself
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We found the instructions provided to the HCAAC regarding the process of
sorting the artifacts into A, C, and F level ambiguous and confusing. We revised
the rubric to fit the model suggested by the Core Council to provide three
achievement levels and one level of “not met.” We were also discouraged from
assessing in the “not met” level; however, those artifacts that fall into the lowest
category (as sorted by the instructors), may well have scored on the level of “not
met.” In other words, “not met” artifacts may go beyond the category of
nonresponsive. It is our hope that this pilot assessment clarifies the need for
more explicit instructions about the instructors’ sorting of the artifacts for
assessment. Rather than sorting the artifacts in three sets corresponding with A,
C, and F grades, it would more readily align with the rubric for the instructor to
sort the artifacts into four sets, corresponding to highest level of achievement,
strong achievement, low achievement, and no achievement. Artifacts from each
set would then be blindly selected and assessed in the same process, but
without the confusion over the lowest level artifacts.
Finally, while the results of the pilot assessment of the knowledge goals rubric suggests
that it adequately assesses the achievement in humanities knowledge goals in the core
courses, the pilot did suggest that the HCAAC will need some more clarity about the
overall assessment process in the future. First, the issue of how to sort the sets of
artifacts, as discussed above, needs to be clarified. Also, as none of the members of the
HCAAC are social scientists, we would like some direction about what will constitute a
representative sample of courses and artifacts when we do the full assessment in the
next academic year.
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February 19, 2016
CAAC Report for Mathematics
Committee Members: Melissa Hardeman (chair), Dr. Annie Childers, Dr. Eric Kaufmann,
Marvelyn Tapp
The Department of Mathematics and Statistics offers eight core mathematics courses: College Algebra,
Quantitative and Mathematical Reasoning, Pre-Calculus, Trigonometry, Business Calculus, Applied
Calculus, Calculus I, and Intro to Statistics. Student artifacts were collected from all eight courses in the
Fall 2015 semester. The CAAC committee members from the Department of Mathematics and Statistics
are Dr. Annie Childers, Melissa Hardeman, Dr. Eric Kaufmann, and Marvelyn Tapp. This committee
scored the artifacts in Feb. 2016 using the common rubric developed for this task.

Selecting the courses, selecting and scoring the artifacts:
The CAAC committee met initially to discuss how we would go about selecting and scoring the artifacts
to ensure that each submission was randomly chosen and then graded by two members. Since there
are eight courses to be assessed, we decided to give every member of the 4 member committee two
courses to score. The committee made sure that none of the members were evaluating their own class.
The course sections that were chosen for this initial trial were not 100% randomly selected. We
determined it would be best to choose courses from experienced full-time faculty who may have some
experience with the assessment process. In several cases, we offered only one section of the course
making it impossible to do a random selection. For the most part, faculty members turned in 5 folders,
one folder for each grade level: A, B, C, D, F, where each folder contained several artifacts for that grade
level. The faculty member also included a “secret code” that identified which folder contained which
grade-level.
The CAAC member randomly chose one artifact from each of the 5 folders, scored the 5 artifacts using
the rubric, recorded these results in a modified spreadsheet, and then labeled each artifact with a
number (1-5) for identification and comparison purposes. The scorer was instructed not to replace the
artifacts back into the folders because the next person scoring this course would need to score the same
set of papers. After all courses were scored once, the committee then switched courses with each other
for the second scoring. Care was taken to make sure no member scored their own submissions. We
found an error in our process that involved identifying which folder the scored artifact came from. So,
besides placing the number 1-5 on the document for identification purposes, it was also necessary to
state which folder it came from for comparison purposes.
The team determined that it took approximately 8-10 minutes to score one artifact. Each paper was
scored based on 3 different learning outcomes.
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Did the Rubric work?
Firstly, the committee devised a scale that could be used to compare the rubric score to the teacher
grade for that artifact (see below). We were interested to see if there was consistency with the rubric
score and the teacher’s grade.
Rubric
total
8-9
6-8
3-6
1-3
0-1

Teacher’s
Grade
A
B
C
D
F

There were 36 total artifacts that were each scored twice which equates to a total of 72 scorings. Of the
72 scorings, there were 13 discrepancies between the rubric score and the teacher’s grade. Given that
this discrepancy occurred on approximately 18% of the artifacts, we feel that the rubric score did a fairly
decent job of correlating to the teacher’s grade.
With respect to the comparison between the CAAC member’s scores, we found the following.
Rubric scores were the Exact same on an objective
Rubric scores were within 1 point of each other on an
objective
Rubric scores differed by 2 or more points

13 out of 36
14 out of 36

36%
39%

9 out of 36

25%

75%

The CAAC members scores were the exact same or within 1 point of each other 75% of the time. There
were major discrepancies 25% of the time. This indicates that there was some consistency among the
graders.
After some conversations among the CAAC committee members, the following is a list of why we think
some of these discrepancies occurred.
• Determining which part of the problem being graded corresponded to which learning
outcome.
• The set-up of the problem.
• Rubric wording.
The following is a list of actions we can take to help minimize the discrepancies listed above.
• Have the teacher designate which part of the problem corresponds to which learning
outcome.
• Create a detailed handout on how the problem should be set-up for faculty. Make sure
the teachers adhere to this desired format.
• Change the wording on a couple of the rubric items.
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As the committee members were grading the artifacts, they made notes on the rubric regarding which
statements seemed to be key in determining the difference between giving a score of 0 or 1, or a score
of 1 or 2, etc. The committee shared this information with each other as we met to look over the
results.
Spreadsheet:
The spreadsheet was modified to fit our needs. See the screenshot below.

This format allowed us to track the rubric score for each learning outcome on each paper scored, and
then easily determine a total rubric score. The total rubric score was then compared to the teacher’s
score to determine consistency. This format also allowed us to easily compare the rubric scores
between the CAAC members.
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DATA on Student perfomance.
Papers will be scored as defined by the rubric and success will be determined per outcome if 70% of
participants score 2 or 3.

77% scored 2 or 3

70% scored 2 or 3

69% scored 2 or 3
46% scored 2 or 3

Based on the results in the previous table, did this process give us any insight into our students' ability to
perform in these areas?
• It is encouraging to see that our students did well on Learning Outcome #1: Understand
mathematical relationships among quantities. This is basically the “skills” area of the course.
• It appears that the students are struggling with Learning Outcome #2: Understand
fundamental mathematical/algebraic operations. Specifically on part b where students are
asked to discern if the mathematical results obtained are reasonable. This is the area
where students are asked to synthesize their results.
• It would benefit every student if all faculty included this type of reasoning, in paper form,
frequently throughout the semester (say, once a week) in order to advance the
students’ critical thinking ability. This suggestion will be made at the departmental
meeting on 2/12/16.

56

Final thoughts:
The UALR Mathematics and Statistics Department will compile and keep percentages to determine
changes that should be made to improve students’ mastery of the outcomes. Analyses and
recommended changes will be completed on the pilots as needed. The mathematics department will
devise a plan of action that ensures changes have been implemented. The mathematics department will
collectively continue to add to the pool of questions for assessment. Results will be disseminated to the
faculty and appropriate administrators in a timely manner.
While we understand the importance of assessing every type of course delivery (live, online,
concurrent...), we have concerns about being ready to go full-scale in the Fall 2016 semester. Our
department is different from other departments in that we offer eight core mathematics courses, rather
than one or two, and these courses are also offered concurrently. A full-scale implementation would
increase the workload dramatically on the departmental committee members who grade the artifacts,
thereby making it very burdensome. Since this fall was our first run on assessing all eight of our core
courses, it would benefit us to run through this procedure one more time, with the inclusion of our
online courses, before we incorporate the concurrent courses.
The decision to include six extra courses in the math core was not a departmental decision. We feel we
could do a much more meaningful assessment of the core math courses if we went back to the two
original core math courses: College Algebra and Quantitative and Mathematical Reasoning.

Personal time commitment for full implementation:
In the Fall 2016 semester, we will offer 56 core math courses at UALR and approximately 29 concurrent
core math courses. IF full implementation involved assessing 20% of our core courses, we would end up
assessing approximately 25 courses. Assessing these courses would require approximately 38 man
hours (see below) of grading. These 38 hours do not include the time involved in coordinating the entire
process of choosing the courses, gathering the artifacts, corresponding with concurrent faculty,
analyzing the results, writing the report, etc.
25 courses x 5 papers for each course x 9 minutes per paper to score x 2 scorings per paper = 2250
minutes

We look forward to receiving any feedback from the Core Council regarding our assessment process,
procedure, and findings to help guide us in our future efforts
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Science core committee report, test of Knowledge rubric (Learning Outcomes 1.1, 1.2, and
1.3)
Committee Members:
Alois Adams
Marian Douglas
Kathryn King, chair
Rene Shroat Lewis
Forrest Payne
1. See the attached Excel file. We suggest formatting the numerical data as we have done in this
file as opposed to the manner suggested by the core council. The physics and astronomy data is
somewhat different due to difficulties described below.
2. At this point we did not attempt to randomly select sections due to the difficulty other
curricular areas were having with this process. In discussion with colleagues on the social
science subcommittee we discovered that they were having two difficulties with this process: 1)
getting the instructors of the selected sections to submit artifacts; and 2) getting the instructors to
provide useable grading rubrics that corresponded with the rubrics created by the subcommittee.
In light of these difficulties and in seeing that this exercise was designed to test the efficacy of
the rubrics, we elected to select from among the sections of core courses that were taught by
members of the committee during the fall 2015 semester.
In the future when the testing phase is over and the real assessment process begins we will select
sections among the core courses by using a random number generator to pick among the offered
sections. This approach however does bring up the concern of potentially randomly selecting
concurrent courses. Some members of this committee are having difficulty in getting concurrent
instructors to submit artifacts and syllabi.
36. Each discipline took a different approach to this exercise. We selected different types of
artifacts which resulted in the identification of different strengths and weaknesses. Questions 3,
4, 5, and 6 are addressed in each individual section below.

Anthropology
Artifact analyzed for Knowledge 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3: A selection of questions from an exam
including multiple choice and fill in the blank questions.
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3. Rubric scores and overall exams scores were highly correlated (r = .819), suggesting that the
rubric reflected overall student performance and mastery (or lack of mastery) of the subject area.
4. In order to effectively use the rubric, the instructor must identify questions that clearly reflect
the learning outcomes or design questions to reflect them. As described below, Earth Sciences
took the first approach and had difficulty identifying post hoc which questions were appropriate
to use in the assessment. Anthropology took the later approach and used questions specifically
designed to address learning outcomes. While this was efficient and worked well it brings up the
potential issue of instructors “teaching to the test”, especially if these results could potentially be
used against instructors in promotion and retention matters.
5. Each set of questions took approximately five minutes per student to assess, for a total time of
around two and half hours for this sample of 41 students.
6. The questions selected for Knowledge 1.1 addressed major theoretical concepts that are key to
understanding modern human origins. Those for Knowledge 1.2 required explaining the
connection between brain size, cultural complexity and development, and access to various food
resources. The questions for Knowledge 1.3 involved interpreting site stratigraphy and
understanding the applications and limitations of various dating techniques used on fossil
materials. All of these concepts correspond to the original proposal for this course to be included
in the science core.

Biology
Artifacts analyzed:
Knowledge 1.1: postassessment exam given toward the end of the course (N = 52)
Knowledge 1.2: laboratory report (N = 24)
Knowledge 1.3: research paper (N = 23)
3. For Knowledge 1.1, the students with higher rubric scores also had the highest grades on the
postassessment exam. For Knowledge 1.2 and 1.3, the rubric scores were derived from scores
assigned to the artifacts and therefore are very highly correlated.
4.
The rubric is workable. Under the model of assessing the three knowledge areas separately,

biology is currently assessing three different artifacts which takes a large amount of time (5 to 15
minutes per artifact per student).
The postassessment exam could be reworked to cover all three knowledge learning outcomes by
having some multiple choice questions but also included short answer and essay questions.
However, applying the rubric to such an assessment will take a considerable amount of time
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especially with a 90 student class. If each test took 10 minutes it would take 15 hours to
complete the scoring. If the assessment was given in a lab section the task could be handled by
many individuals which would alleviate the burden on any one individual.
5. Each postassessment exam took 35 minutes to evaluate. The lab report and research paper
took 1015 minutes each.
6. In BIOL 1401, Learning Objective 1.1 was evaluated using the results of a postassessment. A
preassessment was given at the beginning of the Fall 2015 semester and the postassessment
was given toward the end of the semester. The same 30 questions were given in each assessment.
For purposes of this assessment, each question was assigned a conceptual category. Examples of
conceptual categories include macromolecules, evolution, scientific method, and diffusion and
osmosis. The category used to evaluate Learning Objective 1.1 was Mendelian and molecular
genetics.
Learning objective 1.2 was evaluated using the results from a lab report. In Biology 1401,
students were introduced to osmosis and diffusion in the laboratory. Once introduced to the
concept, the students, in groups of four, developed a hypothesis, designed an experiment and
then conducted the experiment. The final products were a lab report and a presentation.
Learning objective 1.3 was evaluated using the results from a research paper. Each student was
to find a reputable paper to read and summarize. The lab section selected to evaluate this was
based on having grades available for the summary.

Chemistry
Artifacts analyzed for Knowledge 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3: a lab report and lab quiz.
3. The rubric seemed to work fine with remarkable correlation to the grade on the assignment.
4. It took about 2 minutes to score learning outcome for each student.
5. The artifact addresses these knowledge outcomes adequately.
6. The two artifacts selected both address core principle in chemistry (Learning Objective 1.1).
The lab report addressed questions of methods and limitations within the field (Learning
Objectives 1.2 and 1.3).
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Earth Science
Artifact analyzed for Knowledge 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3: A selection of questions from a multiple
choice exam.
3. The rubric scores seemed to match up to the grades the students received on the exam, so it
seems to be a fair assessment (r = .781)
4. The biggest problem with scoring this semester is that the it was difficult to assign specific
questions to each learning objective. The instructor would have written the exams questions
much differently had she known she’d be using this exam to assess these students.
5. The instructor used a multiple choice exam, so it was not time consuming to score one
student. It was time consuming to choose the questions to include in this assessment, however,
because she did not write the exam with the intention of scoring it using the assessment criteria.
6. The exam used for assessment has questions written for Learning Objective 1.1 that are first
principles and major theories in geology. Learning Objective 1.2 had questions about methods
of data collection and how we use the data. Learning Objective 1.3 examined the application of
these data into understanding the science of geology.
Physics and Astronomy
Artifact analyzed:
Physics courses: A sample of problem questions from exams throughout the semester that
covered the learning outcomes
Astronomy: A sample of multiple choice questions from an exam that covered the learning
outcomes
3. In all courses, the selected artifacts did not readily break down according to the three learning
outcomes. It was difficult to assess these as separate entities. As such, it is difficult to determine
how well the rubric worked. Due to this difficulty only Knowledge 1.1 was assessed for these
courses.
4. Due to the lack of fit between the learning outcomes and the artifact, the traditional
approaches to testing used in these courses may not effectively assess core learning outcomes. It
may be necessary to create a separate assignment to use this rubric effectively.
5. It took approximately 1015 minutes to evaluate each set of problem questions. The multiple
choice questions took 35 minutes per student.
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6. The artifacts selected reflected the learning outcomes proposed for each course in the original
science core proposal.

Concerns of the committee:
What are we assessing?
Is it our goal to evaluate student work, that instructors are covering the learning objectives in
their courses, or that the artifacts do a good job of assessing the learning objectives? To us this
exercise feels as if we are assessing student performance, which is already done via grading
within the course. As demonstrated above for anthropology and earth sciences, assigned grades
correlate highly with the scores generated by using the rubrics. Instructors are already assessed
annually by their department chairs and through student course evaluations. We suggest that this
current method is not the best use of limited faculty time and resources. Instead it would be more
productive – and considerably less time consuming – to evaluate how well the artifacts used in
courses assess the learning objectives. This would require only collecting a few blank artifacts
from each selected section, not whole set of student work.
Concurrent courses
How are artifacts are going to be addressed with the concurrent courses, considering the lack of
daily supervision due to distance between concurrent instructors and the university?
Division of work
Some programs areas have only one course in the science core; others have four. Enrollments
and numbers of sections vary as well. In the future, how can we fairly divide the assessment
work so that those programs with multiple, larger courses are not doing 10 times the work of
those with fewer sections of smaller courses?
Creation of extra work for instructors
One factor that has not been considered yet is the amount of preparatory work that needs to occur
before the rubrics can be applied. To evaluate one section of one course, the following
preliminary steps need to occur:
●
●
●
●

Selecting a section to be evaluated for each course
Contacting the instructors to ask for artifacts
Collecting artifacts
Redacting student names, instructor names, and other identifying markers from the work
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● Creating a key for the artifacts that reflects the scoring scale on the rubric
None of this is reflected in the current or proposed work load policies. This could be particularly
burdensome for adjunct instructors, many of whom teach core courses.

Recommendations
It seems that the most efficient way to conduct meaningful, consistent assessment over a span of
time is for the instructors of each course to create a single artifact that is used across all sections
of a course to evaluate Learning Objectives 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3. This would make the results of the
assessment comparable from semester to semester and guarantees that the learning outcomes are
being assessed in every section.
However, this generates two possible concerns: 1) interference with instructor autonomy by
dictating some of the assignments they must use; and 2) the possibility of instructors “teaching to
the test” in order to inflate assessment scores. This last concern would be especially problematic
if instructor anonymity in the process is not guaranteed. Even if instructor names are redacted
from artifacts, courses that are not offered in multiple sections in a given semester would still be
easy to identify. We feel that this second concern particularly emphasizes why we should not be
assessing student work but instead assess how well the artifacts are addressing the learning
outcomes.
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"Understand the theoretical perspective used in one or more of the sciences disciplines"
4
Student shows s

ophisticated understanding
of the theories, implications of those theories, concepts, and
terminology in completing the assignments of the course.
3
Student can demonstrate s

olid understanding 
of the theories, implications of those theories, concepts, and
terminology in completing the assignments of the course.
2 S
tudent demonstrates b
asic understanding 
of the theories, implications of those theories, concepts, and
terminology in completing the assignments of the course.

Performance more based on memorization than
mastery of underlying principles. May have difficulty successfully completing some required assignments.
1
Student has l
imited understanding of
the theories, implications of those theories, concepts, and
terminology of the course. Student has difficulty satisfactorily completing most or all required assignments.
0S
tudent demonstrates n
o or almost no understanding
of the theories, implications of those theories,
concepts, and terminology. Student has significant difficulty completing, cannot, or does not complete required
assignments.
"Understand observational and experimental methods used in one or more of the sciences"
4S
tudent understands observational and experimental methods well enough to plan and conduct a simple
original research design. Student has s

ophisticated understanding
of the concepts, terminology, and
procedures for observational and/or experimental methods in the discipline of the course.
3
Student understands observational and experimental methods well enough to successfully complete
instructor designed exercises. Student can demonstrate s

olid understanding
of the main concepts,
terminology, and procedures for observational and/or experimental methods in the discipline of the course.
2 S
tudent demonstrates b
asic understanding
of the main concepts, terminology, and procedures for
observational and/or experimental methods in the discipline of the course. Performance more based on
memorization than mastery of underlying principles. May have difficulty successfully completing some
required exercises.
1
Student has l
imited understanding
of the main concepts, terminology, and procedures for observational
and/or experimental methods in the discipline of the course. Student has difficulty satisfactorily completing
most or all required exercises.
0S
tudent demonstrates n
o or almost no understanding
of the main concepts, terminology, and
procedures for observational and/or experimental methods in the discipline of the course. Student has
significant difficulty completing, cannot, or does not complete required exercises.
"Understand the applications and limitations of the sciences"
4S
tudent has s
ophisticated understanding
of the applications and limitations of the sciences well enough
to demonstrate awareness and comprehension of the influence of the discipline on society
3
Student can demonstrate s

olid understanding
of the applications and limitations of the sciences well
enough to demonstrate awareness and comprehension of the influence of the discipline on society
2 S
tudent demonstrates b
asic understanding
of the applications and limitations of the sciences well enough
to demonstrate awareness and comprehension of the influence of the discipline. Performance more based on
memorization than mastery of underlying applications. May have difficulty successfully completing some
required assignments
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1
Student has l
imited understanding
of the main concepts, terminology, and procedures for applications
and limitations in the discipline of the course. Student has difficulty satisfactorily completing most or all
required assignments.
0S
tudent demonstrates no or almost no understanding of the main concepts, terminology, and procedures
applications and limitations in the discipline of the course. Student has significant difficulty completing, can
not, or does not complete required assignments.
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Science Core
Rubric Tests
ANTH 1415

N = 41
score = 3 score = 2 score = 1 score = 0
Knowledge 1.1
7
12
11
11
Knowledge 1.2

7

15

16

3

Knowledge 1.3

21

6

7

7

BIOL 1401

N=

score = 3 score = 2 score = 1 score = 0
Knowledge 1.1
11
26
13
2
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Knowledge 1.2

9

9

3

3

24

Knowledge 1.3
[1]

8

6

8

1

23

CHEM 1402 Lab N = 14
score = 3 score = 2 score = 1 score = 0
Knowledge 1.1
9
4
1
0
score = 3 score = 2 score = 1 score = 0
Knowledge 1.2
11
2
1
0
score = 3 score = 2 score = 1 score = 0
Knowledge 1.3
10
3
1
0

ERSC 1302

N = 32
score = 3 score = 2 score = 1 score = 0
Knowledge 1.1
12
17
2
1
Knowledge 1.2
Knowledge 1.3

15

11

5

1

66

20

9

2

1

PHYS 1321/112 N = 67
score = 3 score = 2 score = 1 score = 0
Knowledge 1.1
10
30
20
7

PHYS 1322/112 N = 40
score = 3 score = 2 score = 1 score = 0
Knowledge 1.1
11
15
11
3

PHYS 2321/212 N = 28
score = 3 score = 2 score = 1 score = 0
Knowledge 1.1
14
5
4
5

ASTR 1300/110 N = 25
score = 3 score = 2 score = 1 score = 0
Knowledge 1.1
13
8
4
0
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[1] crwilson2:
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Social Science Core Area Assessment Committee
Report
Submitted by Dr. Robert E. Sanderson, CAAC Chair
I was recently appointed as the replacement for Adriana Ramirez, representative for
Sociology (& Anthropology) on the Social Science Core Area Assessment Committee.
In addition to serving as the Sociology committee member, I have also been appointed
chair of the committee. Currently, the members of the committee are:
●
●
●
●

Jess Porter, Geography
Amanda Nolen, Psychology
Kenneth Galchus, Economics
Julianna Flinn, Simon Hawkins, & Robert Sanderson (chair),Sociology &
Anthropology
● Emily Berthelot, Criminal Justice
● Eric WiebelhausBrahm, Political Science
The Social Science Core Area Assessment Committee (CAAC) represents seven
disciplines that used a shared rubric for Knowledge 1 Learning Objectives and Outcomes.
In the spring of 2015, the CAAC developed a general rubric to assess the student artifacts
to be produced in accordance with discipline specific assignments. The CAAC members
of each curriculum section determined the strategies for randomizing the selection of
specific sections for each core course in the core.
Following the guideline for random selection denoted in Phase 1 of the document
“CAAC Social Science Assessment Process v3” (Appendix I), the committee used the
to select sections to be assessed for each
random generator at h
ttp://www.random.org
core course in each social science department. Upon development of the selection
process and rubric for assessing student artifacts, the CAAC was prepared to begin the
assessment process in the fall of 2015.
Assessing student performance
Beginning in the first few weeks of the fall semester, the CAAC representatives initiated
the assessment of student performance. For each social science program, a CAAC
representative randomly selected the section(s) of core area courses to be assessed
according to the knowledge 1 goals and attendant learning outcomes. The student
“artifact” submissions were collected by the instructor from every student in the
randomly selected assigned courses. The instructors in the selected sections provided
three student artifacts, a GOOD outcome (grade A work), FAIR outcome (grade C
Work), and a POOR outcome (grade F work) from an assignment that matches the goal
and outcomes assessed by the rubric. The instructor from the selected core course section
forwarded the work of all students in that section to be assessed (divided into the three
designated categories) to the CAAC to be scored and assessed using the common core
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rubric that was designed in the spring of 2015. Each department CAAC representative
was responsible for collecting the student submissions from the faculty whose section of
a designated core course had been selected to be assessed. Most departments had only a
single core course to submit except for the Department of Sociology and Anthropology,
which had three distinct core area courses to be evaluated: Anthropology, Gender
Studies, and Sociology.
Each CAAC representative served as an assessor whose task was to randomly pick one
submission from each category and score that submission. In all cases, assessors didn’t
score artifacts from their own courses. This meant that the discipline representative
needed to provide a detailed scoring key for the content of the assignment to the assessor
of his or her course. It was the responsibility of the course instructor to 
create a scoring

key or rubric
f
or the artifacts based on the CAAC assessment rubric. Concurrently, it was
the instructor who explains how the artifacts will be sorted into three piles representing
levels of student success for the assessors.

Scoring student submissions
Upon completion of the student submission process, the CAAC was tasked with scoring
the submissions using the common rubric chosen by the committee. Assessment teams
consisting of two Social Science CAAC members assessed each course using provided
artifacts and grading keys/rubrics. The scores were tabulated and appear on individual
documentsCAAC Assessment Score sheetsthat were presented in a table, which
provided the common rubric and scores for the data compiled from the assessment
process. Each social science core course was assessed, scored and reported on a single
document, making the assessment results understandable without much difficulty for a
reviewer. However, in theory the formulaic process looked straightforward, but in
practice there were individual reporting variations that made the reporting process
somewhat confusing. For example, one assessor might turn in a packet containing
examples of student works with cumulative scores of Good, Fair, or Poor written on the
student submission without any systematic referent as to how the process was conducted.
Questions about how the rubric was used, or whose course was being evaluated, or how
the data was to be interpreted were either unanswered or left to the assessor to determine.
Others would submit the necessary information in a disorganized fashion, but at least the
requisite information was provided. What was lacking in the assessment process, as
demonstrated, was a straightforward and unified form for reporting assessment results
that would make the reporting of results and conclusions much more consistent and
efficient.
The common rubric seemed to work well, especially for those who exhibited a clear
understanding of the relationship between stated goals and the learning objectives when
assessing student artifacts and categorizing them as good, fair, or poor, and providing
either by example or clearly stated methodology used to interpret student artifacts.
Essentially, the common rubric provided all of the criteria necessary for evaluating
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student outcomes, but the actual reporting process was often less than proficient. For
example, for ECON 2322, several syllabi were submitted along with some student
artifacts, but two learning outcome scores (theory and methodology) were omitted
entirely, and only scores for “realworld applications” were provided. The ECON
example wasn’t the worstcase scenario of the assessment score submissions, but it does
demonstrate some of the irregularities in the reporting process.
Another issue of concern is that all core courses were to include the learning objectives
submitted to the Core Council in their syllabi. However, for syllabi that were included in
the current submissions, the goals and outcomes or a link to them were often omitted.
However, to be fair, many of the instructors of core courses have not updated their syllabi
to reflect Core Council requirements, especially for those who didn’t offer the core
course in recent semester. Hopefully, by year’s end (2016), all syllabi for courses in the
social science core will be updated to include the goals and learning objectives
established under the Core Council recommendation.
The core assessment evaluation process for the Sociology program indicated a significant
problem, especially for adjunct faculty and offcampus parttime instructors. Despite the
best efforts of the department, requests that parttime instructors submit copies of their
syllabi for review and acceptance by the fulltime faculty, several instructors failed to
comply with the request. As a result, there was little knowledge of what parttime
instructors were doing in regard to assessment. And, for those that did specify core
course goals and learning objectives in their syllabi, they seem to have very little, if any,
comprehension of the importance of the assessment process for the department or the
college. Some offcampus instructors were not employing the standard university format
in the construction of their course syllabi, resulting in noncompliance with the
department’s style of syllabi design. What appears to be a possible source of this
dilemma is the lack of uniform communication between regular fulltime faculty and
their program’s parttime instructors, especially regarding issues pertaining to core
assessment. A prime example of the breakdown in communication is as follows: The
sociology program’s CAAC representative randomly picked a parttime faculty member
for the core assessment process. The outcome was the unfortunate miscommunication
between the CAAC member and the instructor regarding core assessment that eventually
derailed the process and failed to produce any palpable results. Hence, Sociology’s pilot
core assessment process and subsequent documentation is nil for this report.
Finally, and perhaps the most disturbing aspect of this round of assessment, was the lack
of interpretive explanations or “answer key” for clarifying the scoring process for
assessors who were left making decisions about scoring student artifacts based on the
common core rubrics. In other words, individual instructors need to provide a scoring
key indicating how they determined if a student artifact was good, fair, or poor. Such an
interpretive key should: (1) be clear, concise, and comprehensive; and (2) it should
correlate with the scoring rubric developed by the CAAC. In several cases, assessors
were unclear about how student artifacts were graded in relation to learning objectives,
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what criteria were used in determining grades, and to what extent did the selected student
artifacts reflect the efficiency of the rubrics in the assessment of the core course(s).

Discipline specific core assessment
Anthropology
The student artifacts were comprised of a set of essay questions that were graded and
categorized as good, fair, or poor, in correspondence with specific learning outcomes.
Assessment rubric scores and scores on the essay assignments appeared to correlate 1:1,
although no specific statistical measure was used to verify this relationship. However,
the apparent correlation implies that the rubric adequately measures the success or failure
of the selected course’s proficiency in imparting learning objectives to students while
providing effective measurement strategies to determine results. Scores on student
artifacts indicate that goal attainment (acquiring knowledge) is relatively effective and
measureable by specific learning outcomes.
The submission packet contained copies of graded student artifacts, rubric scores, and
most importantly, learning outcome specific keys for assessing the artifacts in question.
The inclusion of the key efficiently and effectively streamlined the assessment process by
eliminating guesswork and confusion over how to interpret the artifacts by assessors
lacking an adequate understanding of jargon and specialized knowledge of the discipline.
One thing is clear; the rubric is an efficient means of assessing and scoring student
outcomes in the anthropology core course. Overall, the anthropology program submitted
a wellorganized and complete assessment packet in complete compliance with Core
Council specifications. The only thing that seemed to be absent from the program’s
submission packet was a copy of the course syllabus. Nevertheless, assessing the
syllabus was not the focus of this phase of the core assessment process. In spite of the
absence of a syllabus, anthropology did a stellar job at this stage of core assessment.
Criminal Justice
The Criminal Justice Department’s submission packet contained all of the required
documentation including: copies of graded student artifacts, rubric scores, and a detailed
key stating specific learning objectives, and ideal learning outcome. Students were to
answer the questions:
● “What theory is characterized by such conditions as fluctuating populations,
significant numbers of families on welfare, families renting, etc?”
● “_____ theory holds that the administration of criminal justice reflects the
unequal distribution of power in society.”
● “What are the elements of a research proposal? Explain each.”
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Here again, as was the case in anthropology, the rubric proved to be an efficient means of
assessing and scoring student outcomes in the criminal justice core course. Overall, the
Department of Criminal Justice provided the CAAC with a detailed and sufficient core
assessment submission.
Economics
The Department of Economics submitted information on two different core courses: (1)
ECON 2301 Survey of Economics; and (2) ECON 2322 Microeconomic Principles.
Each of these courses will be discussed in the subsections that follow.
ECON 2301 Survey of Economics
The submission for this course was at best incomplete. The CAAC received a copy of
the course syllabus including course objectives but no clear linkage to core course
objectives as delineated by the CAAC. Also, the submission contains an outline for the
“Macroeconomics Project” that serves as the focus of core assessment. For the project
students were to gather data, analyze the data, and make a macroeconomic forecast. The
project also contained its own rubric that included three learning outcomes and three
questions for students to answer. The learning outcomes corresponded to those of the
core rubric: (1) develop foundational knowledge of theory, Questioninflation
consequences; (2) develop foundational knowledge of methods, Questioncurrent
unemployment; and (3) develop foundational knowledge of real world applications,
Questionwhat should the Fed do? Subsequent documents detail the results of the
project survey categorized by “Above Average” (good), “Average” (fair), “Below
Average” (poor). Each example contains answers to the above specified “Question(s),”
plus a graph showing: unemployment rate (UNRATE); labor force participation rate
(CIVPART); and, inflation rate (CPIUCSL_PC1) respectively. The examples provided
are clear and the correlation between the course rubric and that of the CAAC seems very
high. However, there are no statistical measures to qualify this, only a general
assumption based on the use of similar language in each rubric and the specifications in
the project instruction for the student(s).
ECON 2322 Microeconomics

The submission for the selected microeconomics course was less complete and more
confusing that the one for ECON 2301. By comparison, microeconomics had three
syllabi in the submission packet, one of which was selected as the course under
assessment. There was no key or instructions on how to interpret the scoring criteria used
in the assessment process. However, the course instructor did supply a copy of his/her
own “Scoring Matrix” that only loosely correlated with that used by the CAAC. Except
for Learning Outcome 3 “develop foundational knowledge of real world applications” of
the CAAC scoring rubric, there was no mention of the other two components in any of
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the submitted material. Hence, the assessor was only able to provide minimal data
demonstrating the effectiveness of the core rubrics in assessing the course and student
artifacts.
The instructor for the selected course did supply copies of student artifacts which she
used to score student success. Scoring sheets were attached to the assignment (articles
that were read and analyzed by the students) and each of the sample students were given
scores on three criteria that corresponded to the course matrix, but not the core
assessment scoring matrix (rubrics). Here again, without a key, it is difficult
(impossible?) to adequately score the course and artifacts based on the CAAC rubrics.
The one exception, Learning Outcome 3, was scored and some correlation can be drawn
between the course scoring rubrics and that of the CAAC. The instructor did provide a
detailed list of instructions for the “RealWorld Article Assignment,” but nothing for
other components of the common core learning objectives and learning outcomes.
Gender Studies
The Gender Studies program submitted materials containing all of the required
documentation including: copies of graded student artifacts, rubric scores, and a copy of
the course syllabus indicating specific learning objectives, and learning outcomes. Also,
the inclusion of a syllabus made it easier to assess the correlation between course learning
objectives and those articulated in the rubric design by the CAAC.
The student artifacts were essays called “End of Semester Concept Papers.” Essay topics
varied, but there were grading keys attached to each paper that assisted the evaluator in
assigning a grade for the paper. The assessors had no comments about any difficulties
with the assessment process and filing the rubrics for the learning outcomes. Two
assessors evaluated the student artifact submissions and their individual scoring of the
artifacts correlated almost 1:1 with only 1 number differing between their scores. The
difference may be the result of interpretation of rubric levels or assessor preference in
assigning scores on learning outcomes. Either way, the issue should be addressed before
the assessment of fall 2016.
Geography
The Geography Department’s submission for CEOG 2312 Cultural Geography was
similar in content to that of the Criminal Justice Department. In fact, the material
contained score submissions by two members of the CAAC and their individual rubric
scores differed for both High and Medium scoring, but both had the same score for Poor
student artifacts as assessed by the rubric. Here we find the issue of reliability, and to
some extent, validity, to be critical and should be addressed before moving forward in the
fall 2016 assessment period. Clearly, the distinction between what one considers as
criteria for a “Good” learning outcome and that for a “Medium” learning outcome is not
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that discreet. However, it seems readily apparent that assessors have no difficulty in
assigning “Low” scores based on the criteria given. The distinction between one
interpretation and another should be almost negligible, but clearly, we have a problem to
address if we wish to produce the desired outcome of the assessment process. Moreover,
questions of validity and reliability should be addressed in order to insure that the rubric
and CAAC assessment model is sufficient for subsequent future use in the college.
Political Science
The Political Science Department’s assessment submission was clear, concise, and
comprehensive. Included in the submitted materials were examples of the POLS 2301
syllabus, an example of the exam that was administered from which student artifacts were
produced, three examples (High, Medium, and Low) of student artifacts, and the scoring
rubric with assessment results.
The instructor for the course section selected for the pilot assessment supplied all of the
required materials, including a graded example of the test given the student artifacts.
Evaluation of the student artifacts appeared fairly straightforward and relied heavily on
the qualitative measurement for grading the instrument (student artifact) which was
comprised of both essay and objective type questions. However, clear discreet criteria
for artifacts being placed in HighMediumLow were not supplied and the variance
between High and Medium scores was 5 points, while the distance between Medium and
Low was only 2 points. I wasn’t clear how these discreet values were selected, other than
arbitrarily by the assessor. If such a process was employed for the pilot assessment, the
criteria for selecting placement scores (HighMediumLow) must be stated clearly and
succinctly before the actual application of the assessment model in the fall of 2016. The
issue of interpretation of criteria for scoring student artifacts and assigning learning
outcome scores is not problematic for Political Science alone, nearly all programs have
issues of validity and reliability to address before the fall 2016 assessment process
begins.
Psychology
The materials submitted by the Department of Psychology were minimal, at best. The
packet contained only copies of student artifacts; no syllabus or rubric outcomes. The
assessor had some difficulty with scoring the student artifacts since there was no key
attached to help with interpretation and distinguishing between the three different
outcomes. Therefore, the assessor did the best that could be done without a key. With
regard to the learning outcomes, there was generally no mention of theory or methods in
many of the artifacts, and in some cases there was simply no artifact to evaluate. In all
fairness, though, the artifacts that were submitted may have been the best evidence of
meeting the department’s core assessment requirement, but those not familiar with
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psychology theory and methods would find scoring a daunting task without a key for
interpreting the submissions.
Despite the difficulties confronting the assessor, some data was derived from the scoring
process. However, in the future, the Psychology Department needs to submit the
materials requested by the CAAC in order to give a fair and thorough assessment of its
core course, PSYC 2300.
Sociology
The Intro to Sociology course is not included in the assessment results presented in this
report due to missing or incomplete data. The course randomly drawn for this pilot
assessment was taught by an adjunct who failed to produce the requested materials. The
lesson learned from this attempt is that in the future we must better communicate to
adjuncts prior to the beginning of the semester what their responsibilities are with regard
to course structure and providing of assessment materials.
The material submitted by the sociology program’s adjunct instructor, indicated that the
sociology program lacked a fundamental understanding of the core assessment process.
Indeed, the program needs to review its assessment procedure and focus on training and
communicating how the assessment process was to be conducted and the importance of
core assessment to the college and to the sociology program itself.
General comments regarding core assessment
In general, the time required for scoring each student artifact varied significantly
depending on whether the artifact being scored was in numerical or narrative form. For
artifacts presented in quantitative form, the process may take 12 minutes per student for
each of the three learning outcomes; overall it would require 56 minutes at most for each
student. If the student artifact was in the form of a narrative or essay, it may take 1015
minute per artifact, depending on the length of the narrative being assessed. It appears
that quantification in the assessment process is more efficient in terms of the time
required to score learning outcomes. But, on the other hand, narrations or essays reveal
different, qualitative data that is often more subjective in nature and require lengthier
time periods to fully assess learning outcomes. At this point, the selection of student
artifacts for scoring purposes is left to an individual instructor’s choice. Ultimately,
though, the scores on the rubric, whether representing quantitative, qualitative, or some
mixture of the two, are presented as numbers on the rubric scoring sheet and the data are
entered in numerical form on the accompanying Core Council designated Excel
spreadsheet.
The common core rubric, when administered correctly, is a useful and practicable
instrument for assessing student performance throughout the various social science
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disciplines in university. Any misgivings that individual instructors may have regarding
its utility are attributable to the means of selecting student artifacts, interpretation of the
various scoring standards among different disciplines, or the lack of preparatory training
in the use of the rubric before it was administered by selected instructors. In some
instances it was clear that the CAAC representative and the instructor of the class
selected to administer the rubric differed in their understanding of the assessment process
and the best means for utilizing the rubric and interpreting the findings. However, it may
need refinement or updating in the future, but based on the findings of this report, the
rubric designed by the CAAC is an effective mechanism for conducting core assessment.
As with any changes in policies and procedures implemented by university administrators
that directly impact the worklife of departmental faculty and staff, temporal and
financial concerns must be considered and resolved in order to ensure efficiency and
compliance. Efficiency, in this context, refers to the smooth transition from its inertial
state to full implementation of the core assessment policy and procedure by individual
college departments within the university. Compliance, on the other hand, often requires
that departmental faculty and staff relinquish some of their own personal autonomy for
the sake of a structural prerogative. In the past, administrators are perceived by faculty
and staff as having little or no regard for the needs and wants of the “rank and file.”
Hence, there has been resentment and resistance on behalf of many faculty members,
especially when they perceive themselves as being disenfranchised from any
decisionmaking process. In short, seldom does anyone hear the words, “I love
assessment,” uttered by a faculty member. Nor, are faculty and staff ready to comply
with assessment protocols of implementation without at least “moaning and groaning”
about their discontent. Hence, noncompliance may take the form of passive resistance to
participating in the assessment process. Or perhaps, issues of efficiency and compliance
have little to do with faculty and staff resentment, but may be linked to confusion over
the best method of implementing core assessment within each department. In the current
for explaining any breakdown in
case, the latter seems to be the 
raison du moment
efficiency or loss of continuity in conducting core assessment.
Regardless, of any reasons, stated or unstated, common core assessment should be
conducted as smoothly and efficiently as possible in order for all stakeholders to benefit
from the process.
Recommendations
Obviously, communication is of utmost importance in the successful administration of
core assessment. Administrators, assessors, CAAC members, and departmental
instructors should all be in concert when communicating about general or specific
components regarding core assessment. All stakeholders should review the findings of
the annual core assessment report in order to incorporate any recommended changes in
instructional or departmental core assessment policies and procedures. For this phase of
the core assessment process, the following are more specific recommendations:
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● The common core rubric may need refinement but based on the findings of this
report, it works and it should continue to be employed in future assessment
applications.
● In order to maintain consistency and continuity, every instructor of the
department, whether full or parttime, must be trained in the proper understanding
and employment of the rubric prior to implementing the core assessment process
for the various departments.
● Core course syllabi should incorporate the learning objectives outlined by the
CAAC for assessment purposes.
● Core course instructors should create a “scoring key” for interpreting how student
artifacts are to be assessed on the specific learning outcomes in the assessment
process.
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Core Assessment Report, American Government and United States History
Submitted by Joseph Giammo, Carl Moneyhon, Jim Ross
Method
The department chair asked faculty members, who were not already involved in the
department’s program assessment progress, to assess their sections of 2311 or 2312.
No adjunct or concurrent enrollment assignments were used.
Faculty members made copies of essay assignments and separated them into low,
middle, and high groups. The assignments from HIST 2311 and 2312 and POLS 1310 in
the fall 2015 semester consisted of essay assignments. Two members of the American
history core assessment team looked at the Political science core assessment team
looked at the American history assignments alongside the rubric to determine whether
the rubric needed to be revised.
Results
Instructors separated the assignments into low, medium, and high work. The political
science assignments were sufficient for addressing learning outcome 3a and 3b. Those
assignments in the “high” group corresponded with the “excellent” descriptors in our
rubric. Since instructors of the assessed sections didn't specifically design the tasks to
assess the learning outcomes, very few student work samples contained evidence
related to learning outcomes 1 and 2. The “medium” student work corresponded with
our “acceptable” and “needs improvement” columns on learning outcomes 3a and 3b,
while the “low” student work corresponded with the “needs improvement” column.
Low student work needed much more elaboration and contained some factual errors.
The history assignments were separated into low, medium, and high work.
Assignments from HIST 2311 were reviewed as a test of the rubrics for the US Traditions
core classes. The rubrics for learning outcomes 2a and 2b worked fairly well with this
assignment.

Comments
Going forward, we need a plan for selecting which sections of HIST 2311 and 2312 and
POLS 1310 will be assessed and a specific time when faculty will be notified. All HIST
2311 and 2312 and POLS 1310 instructors, including concurrent enrollment instructors,
need to be familiar with the core assessment rubrics.
We also need to determine who will be responsible for assessing students’ work and
how this will rotate over future semesters. There was confusion about whether our
department curriculum committee (responsible for assessment) or the group who
prepared the rubric last year was responsible for core assessment.

Future Plans
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For the 20162017 school year, we would like to create 2 assignments and embed their
rubrics (portions of the core assessment rubric, to which individual instructors could add
their own requirements) into Blackboard shells. We will use an online random number
generator to select one section of facetoface, one section of online, and one section of
concurrent enrollment to administer the pre and posttests, as well as one of the two
assignments. Faculty will be notified in the week before the start of the semester that
their courses will be assessed. All other faculty and instructors would have the option of
using these assignments.
The first assignment would be a document analysis task where the students look for
author, purpose, audience, and potential bias in a primary source document.
The second assignment would be an essay and would cover knowledge learning
outcomes 1, 2, and 3. Both assignments also address the written communication goal,
so they could be used for assessment of communication as well.
We will ask instructors of the assessed sections to score the assignments based on the
revised core assessment rubric. A member of the core assessment committee will also
score the student assignments. We would like to use department funds to pay extra
compensation to instructors for meeting to standardize their scoring on the rubric (using
this year’s student assignments) and for scoring and evaluating core assessment data.
We could report the data to the core council as follows:
Avg score
knowledge
outcome 1

Avg score
knowledge
outcome 2

Avg score
knowledge
outcome 3

Avg score
knowledge
outcome 4

Section 1
(face to face)
Section 2
(online)
Section 3
(concurrent)
Average
score
This format would allow for comparison across delivery method (face to face, online,
concurrent) and across knowledge objectives.

