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Marshall University
Program Review

Program: Core Curriculum

Dateof Last Review: Thi s i s the programbds first revi ew

Hi story of the Development of Marshall és Cor
wi th Marshall Universityodéds Mission

The purpose of MarshallU n i v e rnsssidn gté@tesnent, approved in 2004, is to
guide all operations of the institution. Ma r s h rai$sibndstatement is as follows:

Marshall University is a multi-campus public university providing innovative
undergraduate and graduate education that contributes to the development of
society and the individual. The University actively facilitates learning through
the preservation, discovery, synthesis, and dissemination of knowledge.

This mission statement is followed by a series of goals for the institution, the faculty,
staff, students, and administration. The goals that align most closely with the

Unive r s iCorg Gusriculum are that Marshall University will provide affordable,
high quality undergraduate and graduate education appropriate for the state and
region; provide services and resources to promote student learning, retention, and
academic success; and educate a citizenry capable of living and working effectively
in a global environment. Marshall University faculty will improve instruction
through the use of innovative teaching methods that require students to become
actively involved in the learning process and develop the critical thinking skills
necessary for life-long learning; actively engage and mentor students in
scholarly, artistic, and creative endeavors; help students develop the ability to
navigate through a rapidly changing society; regularly review the curriculum,
degrees, and programs offered, and recommend necessary additions and
deletions to meet changing needs of the state and region. Marshall University
students will have the opportunity to use their knowledge, creativity, and critical
thinking skills to make their communities better places in which to live;
examine critically the many issues facing society and, through the process of
civil discourse, prepare themselves to become socially responsible
individuals who contribute to the betterment of society; appreciate and
cultivate diversity, and value differences.

All of MarshallU n i v e rDegree PProgsams, including those at the doctoral and
professional levels, have articulated (and assessed student achievement of) student
learning goals (hereafter referred to as outcomes) at least since the 1990s.
Moreover, degree programs have always shown how their student learning
outcomes supported the educational mission of Marshall University. However, prior
to 2008, Marshall did not specify overarching university learning outcomes. Rather,



it articulated broad-based general education requirements for the Marshall
Baccalaureate Degree through the Marshall Plan. Students fulfilled the
requirements of the Marshall Plan by completing courses from an approved list.

In 2006, Ma r s h RrésidemtsDr. Stephen Kopp, challenged the faculty to consider
moving from a menu-driven general education curriculum that lacked clear
connections between required general education (Marshall Plan) courses and those
students completed in their majors. Based on research from Spies (2000) and
Richard Paul and colleagues from the Center for Critical Thinking, he argued that the
Marshall curriculum should enable students to become effective critical thinkers, i.e.
to analyze issues and problems by carefully evaluating evidence, weighing
competing viewpoints, being mindful of their own assumptions and, through a
process of weighing these issues plus their potential consequences, offer reasoned
recommendations/solutions (Refer to #Appendix_1 for selected slides from
President K o p @06 presentation). He further challenged the faculty to consider
the logical connections among disciplines and domains of thinking. He argued that
the ability to solve problems necessitates the careful integration and evaluation of
information from various core domains of thinking.

During academic year 2004-2005, Marshall also began to administer the Collegiate
Learning Assessment (CLA), a nationally benchmarked direct assessment of student
learning developed by the Council for Aid to Education. The CLA directly measured
s t u d alilities ® think critically (i.e. to reason analytically and to solve problems)
and to write effectively. Although results for academic years 2005-2006 and 2006-
2007 had shown Ma r s h\alud-added (difference between incoming freshman
and graduating senior performance adjusted for incoming academic ability) to be at
the expected level, the report the university received in the summer of 2007
indicated that Ma r s h detilé rankings for those years were 5" and 4™,
respectively. In other words, Ma r s h\alud-added scores were better than only
40% (2005-06) and 30% (2006-07) of those of other participating higher education
institutions (Refer to #Appendix_Il for Ma r s h @LIA Rdpart for Academic year
2006-2007). Marshall initiated administration of the National Survey of Student
Engagement (NSSE), an indirect measure of student learning and engagement, in
the spring of 2008. Findings from that admi
students (freshmen and seniors) scored significantly lower than did students from
our Carnegie Peer institutions in the area of Active and Collaborative Learning
(Please refer to #Appendix 11l for the 2008 NSSE Benchmark Comparison Report).
Taken together, the early results from the CLA and NSSE provided evidence that the
university needed to develop a more intentional focus on infusing critical thinking
pedagogy through active learning throughout (and earlier in) the curriculum.

Committees, consisting of faculty from all academic colleges within the university,
carefully studied and considered the evidence presented and proposed a
recommendation (SR-07-08-[36] 67) that the University adopt seven Core Domains
of Critical Thinking (Scientific, Ethical/Social/Historical, Abstract/Mathematical,
Multicultural/International, Aesthetic/Artistic Thinking, Information/Technical Literacy,



and Written/Oral/Visual Communication). Mar s hal | Universityods Fac
approved this recommendation in 2008.

Fueled with information from the 2006-2007 CLA results and the 2008 NSSE report,

the passage of SR-07-08-[36] 67 laid the foundation for the work of the second Core
FoundationsAd-Hoc Commi ttee, which devel oped Mar sh:
approved as SR-08-09-36R in 2009 (Please refer to #Appendix_1V).

The newly approved Core Curriculum included an interdisciplinary First-Year

Seminar (FYS) and a minimum of two courses at the 100- or 200-levels approved by

the Universityodos General Education Council a
academic year 2010-2011 these courses were introduced and an electronic

repository (General Education Assessment Repository: GEAR), allowing the

collection of student work for assessment, was developed. Then, in the spring and

summer of 2011 two developments occurred, each of which played major roles in

the further refinement of overarching learning outcomes at Marshall. The first was

an invitation from the Higher Learning Commission (HLC) asking Marshall to join

Open Pathways Cohort 3, whose Quality Initiative would be to test the Lumina

Foundati onds Degree Qual i f i#zepaendixomfe@ Pr of i | e (
Mar shall s I nvitation from the HLC). The se
authentic student work products (artifacts) from FYS that had been uploaded into

GEAR. Among other things, faculty who assessed these artifacts recommended

further devel opment of assessment rubrics fo

During academicyear2011-2012 t hree projects dital | part o
Initiative) ran simultaneously. In the first project, the majority of associate,
baccal aureate, and masterds degree progr ams

DQP. The second project used the principles of the Quality Initiative to respond to

the recommendations of the faculty workgroup that had completed the first

assessment of the FYS artifacts uploaded into GEAR. Led by a three-person

Ssteering committee consisting of the Chair o
Council, the Executive Director of the Center for Teaching and Learning, and the

Director of Academic Assessment, 21 faculty, consisting of representatives from

each academic college in the university, used the DQP and AAC&U Value rubrics to
examine the wuniver si angtberubdcsithad usesl forcGEAR hi n ki ng
artifact assessment. Their work, which was vetted through key university

committees, e.g. the University Assessment Committee, the General Education

Council, and members of the Faculty Senate, resulted in a proposed Marshall

University Baccalaureate Degree Profile. This degree profile updated the Core

Domains of Critical Thinking and developed each into outcome statements that

woul d be expected of recipients of bachel ors
the relationship between DQP Domains, 2008 Marshall Domains, and revised

domains and learning outcomes approved by the Faculty Senate on January 31,

2013, with the rationale for each change. These outcomes indicate what all Marshall
Baccalaureate graduates are expected to know and be able to do upon receiving a

bachel ords degr ee, r e g a(Plahde eetersto #@\pendic @l be mi ¢  ma




a copy of SR-12-13-17-Baccalaureate Degree Profile Approval-Faculty Senate-

2012-13).
DQP 2008 MU 2013 MU 2013 MU Outcome | Rationale for Change
Domain Domain Domain
Communication | Oral/Written/Visual | Communication | Students will develop Mar shall 6s idea

Fluency

Communication

Fluency

cohesive oral, written,
and visual
communications tailored
to specific audiences.

not changed i it still should
include the three aspects of
communication. Since the
outcome will make this explicit, we
argue that the term
ficommunicationo
sufficient to encompass all aspects
of communication.

None Aesthetic/Artistic Creative Students will outline This area of learning is not part of
Thinking Thinking multiple divergent DQP, but is an important part of
solutions to a problem, Mar shall 68s Core
develop and explore currently written, though, the
risky or controversial domain is too discipline-specific.
ideas, and synthesize We argue that the proposed name,
ideas/expertise to fcreative thinki
generate innovations. domain to include all disciplines
across campus.
Civic Learning Ethical/Social/ Ethical and Students will determine | While civic learning is part of the
Historical Thinking Civic Thinking the origins of core DQP, ethics is noti and
beliefs and ethical consensus from the MU
principles, evaluate the community during the testing of
ethical basis of the DQP was that
professional rules and explicitly include ethics across all
standards of conduct, degree programs. We argue that
evaluate how academic | the DQP language of civic learning
theories and public is still useful because it is broader,
policy inform one but inclusive of, social and
another to support civic historical thinking. Finally, in
well-being, and analyze | testing the DQP, we found that a
complex ethical significant number of programs did
problems to address not align to Civic Learning.
competing interests. Therefore, we have written our
outcome to be broader than that of
the DQP.
Use of Information/ Information Students will revise their | Consensus from the MU
Information Technical Literacy Literacy search strategies and community during the testing of
Resources employ appropriate the DQP was that
research tools, information reso
integrate relevant important learning domain. We
information fromreliable | pr opose to chang
sources, question and name from Ainform
evaluate the complexity || i t eracy o to #fAin
of the information because the latter suggests the
environment, and use level of analysis and evaluation in
information in an ethical | which students should engage to
manner. critically examine information
sources.
Broad, None Integrative Students will make Although this is an element we
Integrative Thinking connections and propose be added
Learning transfer skills and Domains, we argue that it was
learning among varied implicitly included before, in both
disciplines, domains of FYS and CT course designs. The
thinking, experiences, addition of this domain simply
and situations. makes its inclusion explicit.
Engaging Multicultural/ Intercultural Students will evaluate Marshall faculty have expressed a
Diverse International Thinking generalizations about commitment to multicultural and
Perspectives Thinking cultural groups, analyze | international learning at least since

how cultural beliefs
might affect
communication across
cultures, evaluate how
specific approaches to

the inception of
in the early 1990s. It continues to
be a priority, e.g. the INTO project.
However, we noted that a large
number of Marsha




global issues will affect
multiple cultural
communities or political
institutions, and
untangle competing
economic, religious,
social, political, or
geographical interests of
cultural groups in
conflict.

Programs did not align to this DQP
area of learning. Therefore, we

have defined the Marshall

Domai nés outcome
broadly thanwastheA Engag i
DiversePer specti vesd
the DQP.

Analytic Inquiry

Scientific Thinking

Inquiry-Based
Thinking

Students will formulate
focused questions and
hypotheses, evaluate
existing knowledge,
collect and analyze
data, and draw
justifiable conclusions.

In the testing of the DQP, there
was consensus fr
programs that analytic inquiry,
which we argue broadly
corresponded to
thinkingdo domain
domain of thinking. Our current
proposal modifies the DQP
language because fianal yt
suggests only one element of
inqguiry. Likewis
domain name, fisc
suggests a narrowly defined
method of inquiry.

None None Metacognitive Students will evaluate We propose adding this domain of
Thinking the effectiveness of their | thinking based on input from
project plan or strategy Marshall faculty.
to determine the degree
of their improvement in
knowledge and skills.
Quantitative Abstract/ Quantitative Students will analyze A significant number of degree
Fluency Mathematical Thinking real-world problems programs did not map to the
Thinking quantitatively, formulate | Quantitative Fluency outcome in
plausible estimates, the DQP. Yet, the domain of
assess the validity of AAbstract/ Mat hem
visual representationsof | wasi ncl uded as pa
quantitative information, | original Core Domains and there is
and differentiate valid national consensus that
from questionable quantitative fluency is an essential
statistical conclusions. skill. Therefore, we developed the
MU outcome to be more broadly
stated than the ones in the DQP.
The recommended domain name
change from the original MU Core
Domain wording to that of the
DQP is recommended to
emphasize the interdisciplinary
nature of this domain
Applied None None N/A Not explicitly included in our
Learning proposed Degree Profile.
However, most assessments,
especially at the capstone level,
will require application.
Specialized None None N/A Specialized Knowledge will be part
Knowledge of the outcomes of each degree
program and, therefore, will differ
among degree programs.
However, it is expected that
students will use specialized
knowledge to demonstrate the
domains of critical thinking.
Mar shall Universityods offi ci ald),cignally s e

passed by the Board of Governors in 2006, requires that each course articulate
expected student learning outcomes. With the intention of improving teaching and
learning at the course level and explicitly aligning course outcomes to those of

syl |l ab



appropriate degree programs and tdadMaszQP, Mar
Syllabus Task in fall 2011, making up the third Quality Initiative project. The work of
this group resulted in the Board of Governors amending the syllabus policy on
8/14/2012 to include a grid explaining the learning activities provided for students to
practice the knowledge/skills required to achieve each course learning outcome and
the methods used to assess their achievement of each course learning outcome.
This approval came after the Faculty Senate endorsed the amended policy in May
2012 (Refer to #Appendix_VII for the Faculty Senate Recommendation and the
Master Syllabus Template). At the time the Faculty Senate approved the changes to
the Syllabus Policy, it had not yet approved the Marshall Baccalaureate Degree
Profile.

Adequacy of the Program

1. Curriculum:

Description of Core Curriculum

Mar shall s curr eanptp rcoovreed cbuyr rtihceu lWnm,ver si tyo@é
consists of the following requirements:
1 Core l: 9 hours
o 3 hours: First Year Seminar (100-level)
o0 6 hours of discipline-specific courses with an emphasis on critical thinking
and active learning (100- or 200-level).
1 Core II: 25 hours (100- or 200-level)
0 6 hours: Composition
3 hours: Communication
3 hours: Math
4 hours: Physical or Natural Science
3 hours: Social Science
3 hours: Humanities
o 3 hours: Fine Arts
1 Additional University Requirements
0 6 hours of Writing Intensive credit in any discipline at any level
o 3 hours of Multicultural or International coursework in any discipline at
any level
o Capstone project in the major

O O Oo0OO0oOo

Core I: First Year Seminar

First Year Seminar (FYS) was launched in summer 2010 and is required of all of
Mar shall 6s freshmen. The coursebs catalog
integrative/critical thinking skills integral to life-long learning through discussion,



interaction, discovery, problem solving, writing, research, reflection, and
examination of multicultural/international
interdisciplinary in nature, provides students with active learning experiences that

allow them to practicekn owl edge and skills in five of N
These include Information Literacy and Integrative, Intercultural, Inquiry-Based,

and Metacognitive Thinking. Course instructors are full-time faculty members at

Marshall University representing all undergraduate colleges within the university.

Although each section of FYS may explore a different theme, learning outcomes

are common across all sections of FYS and instructors must complete FYS

pedagogical development before teaching the course. All FYS sections

administer a common final exam in which students are asked to recommend an
evidence-based solution to a problem or to take an evidence-based position on

an issue.

Examples of themes covered by various FYS sections during the spring

semester 2015 included: Invention, Innovation, and the Entrepreneurial Spirit;

The Webs We Weave: Navigation in a Complex World; Surviving the

Apocalypse; Practical Skills for College and Life; Getting the Most out of

Marshall; Investigation; Memory; Exploration and Discovery; Social Media and

Reality TV; Visual Cultwure; 1 tos Your Life
Solve Difficult Problems; Trail Blazer Challenges; Challenge; Social Medial and

Reality TV; How not to be a Chump; The Stories We Tell and the Work We Do;

Letds Go to the Movies; Who Done 1|t ?; Life
Life as an Experiment: The Journey of Theodor Seuss Geisel; Journeys-

Physical, Spiritual, Real, and Imagined.

Core I: Critical Thinking Courses and Role of the General Education
Council

In academic year 2009-2010 the Office of Academic Affairs established the

General Education Council (GEC). The GEC consists of voting members, who

are faculty from all undergraduate academic colleges and the University Library

and ex-officio (non-voting) members from University College, Academic Affairs,
Assessment, and the Center for Teaching an
to review and make recommendations for approval (or not) of all courses at

Marshall University wishing to be designated as critical thinking (CT),

multicultural (MC) or international (INT). After the GEC makes

recommendations, they are forwarded to the University Curriculum Committee,

which forwards its recommendationsrto the
being approved by the Faculty Senate, recommendations are forwarded to
Mar shall 6s President for final approval

Courses approved for CT designations must include course outcomes that align

to the Uimntegraivedhinkigdsit c o me ( i Brhabedcennectons w i

and transfer skills and learning among varied disciplines, domains of thinking,
experiences, and situationso) and at | east
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their choosing. All departments wishing to have courses approved for critical

thinking (CT) credit must submit the following paperwork to the General

Education Council:

1 Course addition form (for newly created courses) or course change form (for
existing courses)

1 CT Designator form: This form requires departments to specify the four
university outcomes (in addition to Integrative Thinking) to which the course
outcomes align. For each of the five university outcomes, it requires that the
department explain how students will practice each outcome in the course. In
other words, faculty preparing this course must show, to the satisfaction of
members of the GEC, that students will be engaged in active learning
experiences that wil/ hel p them to make p
outcomes. The form also must explain how student achievement of each of
the five university outcomes will be assessed. Finally, the department must
describe the course project that students will upload into GEAR to allow direct
assessment of student learning at the university level.

1 Copy of the syllabus for the proposed course

**The guidelines noted above were revised
Baccalaureate Degree Profile. Prior to that time, CT courses had been asked to
articulate course outcomes that aligned to at least two o f Mar sOB8al | 6s 2

Domains of Thinking and at leastthree ( out of a possible five)
These ACTO o udasooingeulturaljedgreent, representations,
information literacy, and metacognitive reflection.

A second responsibility of the GEC is to re-certify all courses with CT
designations using a five-year review cycle. For recertification, departments are
required to submit the CT designator form and a current syllabus.

Prior to teaching an approved CT course, each faculty member MUST complete
a Critical Thinking Workshop through the Center for Teaching and Learning.

Please refer to #Appendix_VIlI for a list of current CT courses, showing date of
initial approval, and date of review.

Core ll

A universitybés education is built on a fou
|l ay the groundwork for success in oneb6s ma
oneds community | ife. The Core 11 requirem

the study of writing, oral communication, natural science, math, social science,

humanities and fine art. By introducing all students to these areas of study,

Marshall University provides broad interdisciplinary studies as well as the

focused depth of learning withina st udent 6s maj or. According
Undergraduate Catalog AThe Core Curriculum
skills for studentsdé variedvoivengawbs!| adt
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career paths that will be traveled by Marshall6 students have yet to be
discovered. The Core Il general education requirements provide foundational
training to prepare students to adapt to our ever-changing world.

Each academic college is responsible for determining which courses (at the 100-
or 200-level) are acceptable to fulfill Core Il requirements. A list of approved
Core Il courses is included in #Appendix_IX.

Additional University Requirements: Multicultural and International
Courses and Role of the General Education Council

Courses approved for multicultural (MC) or international (INT) designations must
include course outcomes that align to the two or more elements (traits) of the
Uni v e rirgerctltyrdé $hinkingout come (fAiStudents will eva
generalizations about cultural groups and analyze how cultural beliefs might
affect communication across cultureso [ MC
how specific approaches to global issues will affect multiple cultural communities
or political institutions and will untangle competing economic, religious, social,
political, institutional, or geographical
courses]). All departments wishing to have courses approved for MC or INT
credit must submit the following paperwork to the GEC (note that courses at the
100, 200, 300, and 400 levels may be approved):
1 Course addition form (for newly created courses) or course change form (for
existing courses)
1 MC or INT Designator form: This form requires departments to explain how
students will practice each element of Intercultural Thinking in the course. In
other words, faculty preparing this course must show, to the satisfaction of
members of the GEC, that students will be engaged in active learning
experiences that will help them to make progress in achieving the elements of
t he uni MmtercuburakThirdkisg outcome that the course addresses.
The form also must explain how student achievement of those elements of
the university olrgtercultural Thinking outcome will be assessed. Finally, the
department must describe the project that students will upload into GEAR to
allow direct assessment of student learning at the university level.
1 Copy of the syllabus for the proposed course

A second responsibility of the GEC is to re-certify all courses with MC and INT
designations using a five-year review cycle. For recertification, departments are
required to submit the MU or INT designator form and a current syllabus.

Please refer to #Appendix_X for a current list of MC and INT courses, showing
date of initial approval, and date of review.
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Additional University Requirements: Writing Intensive Courses and Role of
the Writing across the Curriculum Program

Courses that carry writing intensive (WI) designations represent the only course
type that can be approved on either a course or an individual faculty basis.
However, programs that previously had difficulty certifying enough instructors
through Option A have found that certifying them through Option B (described
below) has worked better for them than certifying courses. Therefore, Marshall
currently does not have WAC certified courses, but WAC certified instructors.
This approval process is coordinated through the Writing across the Curriculum
(WAC) Committee. This committee consists of the WAC Director (a faculty
member with ¥ reassigned time who works with the Executive Director of the
Center for Teaching and Learning), WAC certified faculty from the Colleges of
Business, Arts and Media, Liberal Arts, Science, Education, Health Professions
and the Director of the Universityos Writi

To become certified to teach a WI course at Marshall University, faculty must first
participate in a WAC Workshop facilitated by the WAC Director and approved by
the Center for Teaching and Learning. Following the workshop, faculty who wish
to pursue certification have two potential certification routes.

Option A consists of developing a WAC portfolio. The Option A certification
process requires the submission of a reflection, student artifacts, and approval of
the Marshall University WAC committee. Option A certification may be pursued
only by individuals who have instructed at least one course utilizing the WI
principles. The Option A portfolio certification is to be completed via the
Blackboard Organization page and through the approval of the WAC committee.
This process often involves at least one draft and a final submission. Courses
taught by Option A certified faculty members do not need prior approval of the
WAC director to receive the WI designation. This portfolio consists of:

1 Cover Sheet with required signatures

1 Examples of course syllabi and assignment sheets

1 Examples of written assignment instructions, writing criteria or checklists
provided to students

Course outcomes that explicitly mention improvement of writing

Evidence that the professor provides students with appropriate guidance
through the writing process

1 Evidence that the professor requires at least two different writing assignments
involving different kinds of writing

Evidence that the professor guides students through the revision process
Evidence that at least one assignment requires the students to produce
finished, edited prose

Evidence that writing assignments are worth at least 50% of the course grade
Evidence that informal writing is used to improve writing skills

Evidence that writing assignments are distributed throughout the course

E

= =

= =4 =
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1 Examples of student work

Option B certification requires that a syllabus and syllabus evaluation form be
submitted to and approved by the WAC director. Option B certification may be
pursued the semester after attendance at a WAC Training Session. Option B
certified faculty must submit all materials to the WAC director each semester
before a WI designation can be added to a course. Instructors utilizing Option B
certification must have every course approved every semester that it is taught,
and Option B instructors are also subject to the same recertification standards as
Option A instructors (every three years). All courses taught under Option B
certification must meet the same standards as those that are taught under Option
A.

The WAC committee has established guidelines (revised on April 7, 2006) for
faculty to continue as WAC certified professors. Additionally, WAC certified
faculty are required to re-certify every three years. To continue as WAC certified
professors, faculty must submit syllabi and assessment documents each
semester they teach a WI course. To re-certify, faculty may choose one of four
routes. All routes require the faculty member to submit a syllabus that meets WI
requirements each semester the WI course is taught and to participate in WAC
assessment, as requested, for WI courses. In addition to these requirements,
choices are:
[0 Route One
O Every three years from the date of certification or re-certification, submit a
reflection on his/her challenges as a WAC instructor and his/her best WAC
practice, a rationale for this practice, the handouts for this practice and
some student samples of work to the WAC director
0 Route Two
O Present best practices and challenges by helping facilitate and/or attending
a fall WAC workshop OR special all day event writing workshop
sponsored by WAC with reflection
1 Route Three
O Present a portfolio and help facilitate a spring portfolio workshop
[0 Route Four
O Every three years from the date of certification or re-certification, read,
review, and lead discussion of a book/article that is a good resource for WI
teaching in a WI on-campus workshop or present a best practice in an on-
campus workshop

Please refer to #Appendix_XI for a list of WAC certified instructors for the period
of the review by Academic College and Program.
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Additional University Requirements: Capstone Experience and Role of
Degree Programs

The final additional university requirement is that, to earn a baccalaureate
degree, each student must complete a capstone project in his/her major.
Capstone projects are determined by each degree program. Capstone projects
range from individual or group research and/or creative projects to internship
experiences. Students are often required to present the results of creative and
research projects. In some cases, students are able to fulfill the capstone
experience through paid work experiences. A detailed list of capstone projects is
included in #Appendix_XII.

. Faculty:

The Core Curriculum is administered by faculty and administrators through the

Uni versityds shared gover nanc eepmtdataledt ur e .

the process and faculty groups involved in approving the Core Curriculum. The

ongoing administration of the program involves these offices and faculty:

1 Provost and Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs: As the chief
academic officer of the University, the Provost is responsible for all of the

Uni versitydés academic programs. Through

provides stipends for faculty who complete the FYS Institute and funds for
FYS classroom activities.

1 Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs and Dean of
Undergraduate Studies: The Associate VP for Academic Affairs and Dean of
Undergraduate Studies is responsible for making sure that FYS is adequately
staffed each semester and that all freshmen complete the course. She works
with the Executive Director of the Center for Teaching and Learning and with
the FYS coordinator to evaluate the effectiveness of the program.

1 Executive Director of the Center for Teaching and Learning: The
Executive Director of the Center for Teaching and Learning (CTL) co-
facilitates the FYS Institute with the FYS Coordinator. The CTL Executive
Director also facilitates faculty development for instructors who wish to
become certified to teach Core | CT courses. The CTL Faculty Development
Office offers one face to face workshop and one online workshop per
semester. For example, the latest face to face workshop was held March 5,
2016 from 8:00-4:00 and the online workshop ran from August 22-28, 2016.
In the workshops, participants prepare a course to meet the CT criteria
relating to course outcomes, pedagogy, and assessments.

1 FYS Coordinator: The FYS coordinator works with the Executive Director of
the CTL to co-facilitate a faculty institute to assist future FYS instructors in
developing an effective interdisciplinary course design and in teaching the
course for the first time. The Institute consists of a combination of three face
to face meetings (five hours each) and seven online modules. Upon
completion of the Institute and submission of a complete syllabus and course
design plan, participants receive a stipend of $1,800. Active FYS faculty also
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receive an iPad for use in the classroom and must agree to teach at least four
sections of FYS. The FYS coordinator also leads groups of faculty who
develop the common problem-solving based FYS final exams and she
coordinates administration of these exams each semester through
Blackboard Learn. Finally, the FYS coordinator chairs FYS faculty meetings
and serves as a resource for all FYS faculty.

91 Director of the Writing across the Curriculum Program: The Director of
Writing across the Curriculum (WAC) program facilitates WAC workshops and
chairs the committee that reviews WAC portfolios, both for initial and re-
certification.

1 For the period fall 2010 through spring 2016, 929 different faculty members
taught 9,996 sections of courses with the following attributes: Core | (FYS and
CT), Core Il (Composition, Social Sciences, Humanities, Oral
Communication, Mathematics, Physical and Natural Science, and Fine Arts),
and courses that allow students to fulfill additional requirements of the Core
Curriculum (MC, INT, and WI).

3. Students:
T Mar shall Uni versitybés entrance standards
According to Marshall Uni verasadegmicgear Under g

2014-2015, for admission to the freshman class at Marshall University, recent

high school graduates must submit:

o A high school diploma (official transcript with graduation date required)

o An Overall Grade Point Average of at least 2.00 on a 4.00 scale and a
composite score of at least 19 on the ACT or a combined score (critical
reading + math) of at least 900 on the SAT; OR An Overall Grade Point
Average of at least 3.00 on a 4.00 scale and a composite score of at least
16 on the ACT or a combined score (critical reading + math) of at least
770 on the SAT

o Marshall recommends completion of Higher Education Policy Commission
(HEPC) core requirements:

A 4 units of English (including English CR and courses in grammar,
composition, and literature);
A 4 units of mathematics (three units must be Algebra | and higher or

Math I or higher; Transitional Math for Seniors will also be accepted)

3 units of social studies (including U.S. history)

3 units of science (all units must be college-preparatory laboratory

science, preferably including units from biology, chemistry, and

physics)

A 2 units of foreign language (two units of the same foreign language;
sign language is also acceptable)

A 1 unit of arts

> >

Students seeking admission to four-year degree programs must earn credit
for the courses listed above. Applicants who have not completed the HEPC
course requirements may be admitted, but must complete commensurate
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college-level coursework prior to degree completion. New students are asked
to consult an academic advisor for specific course requirements. First-time
freshmen pursuing a four-year baccalaureate degree who meet all admission
requirements are admitted unconditionally. A very limited number of students
who do not meet the GPA, ACT/SAT, or HEPC general requirements for
admission are admitted conditionally to University College. Under the terms of
the admissions policy, only a limited number of conditionally admitted
students are permitted to enroll at Marshall. Students who do not meet the
general or conditional requirements may appeal the decision through the
Admission Appeals Committee.

Conditionally admitted students must complete specific requirements within

three semesters:

o For students having Verbal ACT scores of less than 18 (Critical
Reading/Verbal SAT less than 450), successful completion of required
prerequisite English course.

o For students having Math ACT scores of less than 19 (Math SAT less than
460), successful completion of required prerequisite math course(s).

0 Successful completion of academic support class (UNI 101).

o Completion of 18 graded hours with a 2.00 GPA (cumulative and MU).

Upon completion of the requirements, the student may transfer into any

major/college for which s/he is eligible. Some majors and colleges require

separate applications and have additional requirements for admission into
their programs.

Persistence and Graduation Rates: Data show that, for freshmen entering
Marshall during the five year period before the implementation of the Core
Curriculum (2005-2009), freshman to sophomore fall to fall persistence
ranged from a high of 73% for freshmen who entered Marshall in fall 2005 to
a low of 70% for freshman who enrolled at Marshall in fall 2007, 2008, and
2009, with the modal retention figure hovering around 70%. For the first three
years after the implementation of the Core Curriculum (2010, 2011, and 2012)
freshman to sophomore fall to fall persistence remained around 70%;
however, beginning with freshmen who entered Marshall in 2013, retention
started to rise, with a 72% retention rate for those who enrolled in 2013 and a
73% rate for those who enrolled in 2014. We note that Marshall launched the
Education Advisory Boardo6és St@gddznt Succes
There are no data yet for six-year graduation rates for students who entered
Marshall after the implementation of the Core Curriculum, but four-year
graduation rates for students who enrolled in 2010, 2011, and 2012 were
26%, 29%, and 25% respectively. Of note is that the highest four-year
graduation rate for students who entered Marshall between 2005 and 2009
was 24%.

We also note that freshmen who entered Marshall with ACT or SAT scores
high enough for full admission (16-19 depending on high school GPA) and
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high school grade point averages (GPA) of at least 3.25 have consistently
persisted and graduated at significantly higher rates than have both fully
admitted students with high school GPAs that were less than 3.25 and
conditionally admitted students. Persistence and graduation rates were
similar for the latter two groups. Please refer to #Appendix_XllII for a
breakdown of these figures.

1 Entrance Abilities of Freshmen and College GPA the Time of Graduation
Analyzed by Successful Four-Year Graduation and Student
Classification (Fully Admitted High Performing Students [HS GPA >
3.25]; Fully Admitted Low Performing Students [HS GPA < 3.25]; and
Conditionally Admitted Students): Mean composite ACT scores for
students who graduated within four years and those who did not graduate
within that timeframe remained fairly consistent during the review period. For
four-year graduates, mean composite ACTs ranged from a high of 24.25 for
students who entered Marshall in fall 2006 to a low of 23.28 for students who
entered Marshall in fall 2012. For students who did not graduate within four
years, composite ACT scores were lower, ranging from a high of 21.13 for
students entering Marshall in fall 2007 to a low of 20.44 for students entering
Marshall in fall 2010. While entering ACT scores were consistently higher for
graduates than for non-graduates for fully admitted high performing students,
these differences were smaller for fully admitted low performing students, and
mean composite ACT scores were consistently lower for conditionally
admitted students who graduated in four years than for those who did not
(however, the number of conditionally admitted students who graduated
within four years was quite small). High School GPA was consistently higher
for graduates than for non-graduates overall. As with ACT, differences were
smaller for fully admitted low performing than for fully admitted high
performing students. For conditionally admitted students, differences were
less consistent, but for this group high school GPA appeared to be a better
predictor of success than did composite ACT. Please refer to #Appendix_XIV
for a breakdown of these figures.

4. Resources Used by Core Curriculum
1 Personnel
o FYS Course Instructors: Since its inception119 different instructors have
taught a total of 572 sections of FYS. The breakdown by academic
college or other unit by number of instructors and sections is as follows

Academic Unit Number of Instructors Number of Course Sections
CAM 24 137
CITE 7 23
LCOB 9 44
COEPD 8 40
COHP 8 21
COLA 32 192
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COS 26 93
University Libraries 2 9
INTO 1 1
MOVC 1 9
Unknown 1 3

Totals 119 572

Of note is that the Colleges of Liberal Arts, Arts and Media, and Science
have taught a total of 422 (74%) of the 572 sections and have contributed

a total of 82 (69%) of the 119 faculty.

o Financial Resources - CT Course Training: Since the fall of 2010 a total
of 370 faculty have registered for CT Course Development through the

Center for Teaching and Learning. Of these faculty, 271 have

successfully completed the training. Faculty who completed CT training
were originally paid stipends of $150.00 each. The first stipends were
awarded in July 2010 and the last in fall 2012. Records show that 34
faculty received these stipends for a total of $5,100 plus benefits.

o Financial Resources - FYS Course Training: To prepare for the launch
of the Core Curriculum, faculty development for FYS began in spring
2010. Initially, faculty were given a one-semester course reassignment to
complete FYS training. Later, faculty were allowed to choose between a
course reassignment and a stipend. In either case, cost of training FYS
faculty amounts to approximately $1,800 per person. This amount was

paid

t o

t he

facul ty

me mber 6s

academi

reassignment or directly to the faculty member in the form of a stipend. Of
the 119 faculty who have taught FYS, one was the Executive Director of
the Center for Teaching and Leaning who originally developed and
facilitated the training. This leaves 118 faculty members who taught FYS
during the review period who received training. At $1,800 per person, this
amounts to a total expenditure of $212,400 plus benefits.

o Additional Expenses recorded by the Office of Academic Affairs:
Below is a spreadsheet provided by the Office of Academic Affairs Budget

Office regarding direct expenditures.

Budget Line Fiscal Year
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Office Expenses $1,429.41 $27.98

Subscriptions $7,450.00

Educational $173.25 $61.45
Supplies

Computers $4,774.20
Telephone $2,000.00
Equipment

Student Activities

$49.77

c

d



19

Off Campus $385.00
Instruction Travel
Hospitality $52.17
Misc. Equipment $11,940.00 $783.73 $729.97
Freight $12.19
Computer Supplies | $4,000.00 $1,327.00 $7,519.00 $1,589.69
Total Expenditures
$4,000.00 $13,267.00 $$9,732.14 $17,194.45 $111.22

5. Assessment Information:

1 Core Curriculum Assessment Plan: The assessment plan for the Core
Curriculum consists of direct and indirect assessments of student learning.
Direct assessment is designed to
outcomes specified in
assessing their work, while indirect assessment asks students to evaluate or
express levels of agreement with aspects of their learning.

eval

o Direct Assessments of the Core Curriculum:

A Collegiate Learning Assessment (CLA/CLA+): Marshall has been
administering the CLA in a cross-sectional format (i.e., to samples of
incoming freshmen and graduating seniors) each year since academic
year 20047 2005. TheCLAmeasures t he i
helping its students to develop the ability to reason analytically and to
solve problems (whi ch aBasedThinkingt h
and Information Literacy outcomes) and to write effectively (which
aligns with Marshall s Communi cat.i
Council for Aid to Education introduced the CLA+. The CLA+ consists
of a performance task and a series of selected response questions.
According to the Council for
presents students with a real-world situation that requires a purposeful
written response. Students are asked to address an issue, propose
the solution to a problem, or recommend a course of action to resolve
a conflict. They are instructed to support their responses by using
information provided in a Document Library. This repository contains a
variety of reference materials, such as technical reports, data tables,
newspaper articles, office memoranda, and emails. In the second part
of the CLA+, students are asked to answer 25 selected response
guestions. Ten questions measure scientific and quantitative
reasoning, and ten measure critical reading and evaluation. Another
five questions call for students to critique arguments by identifying
logical flaws and questionable assumptions. Like the performance
task, the 25 selected response questions are document-based and
require students to draw informat.i
challenge at Marshall has been to draw representative samples to
ensure that our results are valid. The baseline/senior assessment
(addressed in the section below) was developed partially to address
this issue; beginning in academic year 2012-2013 we began to require

raddediint ut i
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that either it or the CLA/CLA+ be completed by all incoming freshmen
attending Week of Welcome (and freshmen from that group are
randomly assigned to take one or the other assessment). Recruiting
seniors for the spring sample has proven more difficult. In spring 2013,

we made fiseni or as swideaattynoh Aséessament a mp u s

Day and asked each academic college to organize its administration.
Random assignment of students to the CLA/CLA+ and to the Marshall
senior assessment (the same as the baseline assessment) was made.
However, actual student attendance at these sessions remained a
problem. So, beginning in spring 2015, the Office of Assessment
began to reach out to capstone instructors, asking them to encourage
or require seniors in their capstone classes to complete one of the
assessments. This resulted in a more representative senior sample for
the CLA+ in the spring of 2015. For academic year 2014-2015,
freshmen and senior samples did not differ significantly from their
respective populations in terms of gender, race, Honors College
enrollment, entering academic ability (ACT/SAT), high school GPA
(freshmen) or college GPA (seniors). Readers can access these
comparisons, as well as those for other academic years, at
www.marshall.edu/assessment/GenEdAssessment.aspx.

Baseline/Senior Assessment: To assess student outcomes that
align with three of Mar s h-Bdsdddos |
Thinking, Communication Fluency, and Information Literacy), core
groups of Marshall faculty, under the direction of staff from the Center
for Teaching and Learning, have developed an in-house assessment
modeled on pedagogy learned through participation in two CLA
Performance Task Academies. The assessment scenarios they
developed use real-world issues that require students to grapple with
questions/problems for which there could be more than one solution.
Students are asked to make a recommendation for a particular course
of action to solve a problem or to resolve an issue in the form of a
memorandum after carefully analyzing information in several
documents provided to them. They also are asked to indicate
evidence they would like to have to make this recommendation that
was not provided in their packet of documents. As noted in the
previous section on the CLA/CLA+, these assessments are given to

i ncoming freshman durekafi\yelconhee Uni

earni

ver si

(baseline) and to graduating seniors

Assessment Day activities. In spring 2013 and spring 2014, these
assessments were randomly assigned to seniors to complete on
Assessment Day. As mentioned in the previous section, beginning
with spring 2015 the Office of Assessment began organizing and
administering senior assessments earlier in the spring semester by
working with capstone instructors. Since the CLA+ uses a value-
added methodology to evaluate the effectiveness of Marshall in

N

t
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providing an education that i mproves I
issues, solve problems, and write effectively, it is important that the

majority of the seniors in the CLA+ sample have completed at least the

majority of their coursework at Marshall. Therefore, although it has its

own problems, beginning in the spring of 2015 the Marshall developed

senior assessment was primarily completed by seniors who were

transfer students; however, in the spring of 2016 only about half were

transfer students.

FYS Final Exam: The problem-based assessments developed by
Marshall and described in the section on baseline/senior assessment
were adopted as common final exams for all sections of FYS beginning
in fall 2012. During academic year 2012-2013, the final exam
scenarios were similar to those used during the baseline/senior
assessment. However, in addition to being asked to evaluate
documents to make a recommendation and to determine if additional
information would have been helpful in arriving at this
recommendation, during the FYS final exam, students are asked to
explicitly evaluate each document they are given to read for accuracy,
bias, and relevance. Beginning in academic year 2014-2015, the FYS
final exam, while remaining similar to the baseline and senior
assessments, are completed online by students within the Blackboard
Learn System. Using the Marshall generated assessments given to
incoming freshmen (baseline), to freshmen at the end of FYS (FYS
final exam), and to graduating seniors (senior) allows us to compare
differences among these groups in outcomes that align to Inquiry-
Based Thinking, Information Literacy, and Communication Fluency.

GEAR Authentic Artifact Assessment: Complementing the

baseline/FYS/senior assessments and the CLA/CLA+, we assess

student work from course assignments. Students in selected classes

that are part of the general education core are asked to upload their

work into the Universityodos Gener al Edu
(GEAR) each semester. GEAR was first used during academic year

2010-2011, with the first pilot assessment of artifacts from the

uni versityds newly cr-ywarseeithar(FnS) er di sci p
occurring during the summer of 2011. Some of the recommendations

from that assessmentwerei ncor porated into the Uni
Il nitiative, resulting in the devel opme
Degree Profile learning outcomes. The second pilot assessment of

FYS artifacts using the Degree Profile

May and June of 2013. Specific recommendations for updating the
GEAR upload process and adding additional courses for general
education assessment were made. We now have a process in place
where artifacts uploaded to GEAR are assessed on an annual basis.
However, recommendations from the 2014 assessment included



assessing artifacts that aligned to specific university outcomes on a
three-year rotating cycle. The General Education Assessment
Workgroup felt that this was necessary to allow us to assess larger
numbers of artifacts that aligned to each outcome. At this time, not all
courses included in the Core Curriculum upload work to GEAR. We
continue to add courses incrementally. Please refer to the chart below
for more information.

Learning Where Added in Recommended
Outcome Assessed Academic Year | Future Additions
2014-2015
Communication | Writing Intensive | CT courses Selected capstone
Fluency Courses courses
Core ll
Composition
Courses;
separate from
GEAR
Core Il CMM 103;
separate from
GEAR
Creative CT courses Core Il Fine Arts and
Thinking Humanities courses;
selected capstone
courses
Ethical and Civic | Service Learning | CT courses Core Il Social Science
Thinking Courses courses; selected
capstone courses
Information FYS CT courses Selected capstone
Literacy Library courses
Assessment;
separate from
GEAR
Core Il CMM 103;
separate from
GEAR
Inquiry-Based FYS CT courses Core Il Physical,
Thinking Core || CMM 103; Natural, and Social
separate from Science Courses;
GEAR selected capstone
courses
Integrative FYS CT courses Selected capstone
Thinking courses
Intercultural FYS, CT courses Selected capstone
Thinking International, courses
Multicultural
courses
Metacognitive FYS CT courses Selected capstone
Thinking courses
Quantitative CT courses Core Il mathematics
Thinking courses; selected

capstone courses
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A Core IIl: Oral Communication: The Communication Studies
Department has conducted oral communication assessment
throughout this review period, with their assessment dating back at
least to academic year 2002-2003 and perhaps earlier. When
assessing their studentso or al
out comes t hat aComgunicatian Fliveacy, snuay- |
Based Thinking, and Information Literacy outcomes.

mmu n i

o 0O
”w O

A Core II: Written Communication: The English Department has
conducted written communication assessment since the spring 2014
semester. Students enrolled in ENG 201, Advanced Composition,
upl oad their research papers to an fAorc
papers are assessed during departmental workdays in January (for
work done in the fall semester) and May (for work done in the spring).
The results are shared wint@ommitiece depart
and Composition Committee; the Composition Committee then
discusses what changes, if any, will be made in light of the data they
receive.

The Department of English would like to change the process, so that
more work can be assessed and each assignment can be read by
multiple assessors, as is the case with the other assessments that are
undertaken by a faculty workgroup during the summer. Funding for this
project has been approved by Academic Affairs and the new program
will be piloted in the summer of 2017.

A Library Assessment: University Libraries has conducted assessment
of studentsodo abilities to use and eval
al i gni ng tloformvhaon kiteracy dutdosne. Over the review
period, the Library has conducted iSkills, a standardized assessment
developed by the Educational Testing Service (ETS) and, more
recently, a Marshall developed assessment of Information Literacy that
is delivered within the Blackboard Learn environment.

o0 Indirect assessment of the Core Curriculum:

A Course Syllabus Approval and Evaluation (Curricular): Although
the University Assessment Committee evaluates syllabi for adherence
to the MUBOG Syllabus Policy, it has not conducted specific
evaluations of syllabi for courses that are part of the Core Curriculum.
However, the Assessment Office conducted informal evaluation of CT
syllabi after the passage of the Baccalaureate Degree Profile in 2013.
This perusal showed that some CT syllabi aligned to at least two of
Mar shall 6s 2008 Domai n shreedfthelfieiCihi ki ng an



24

outcomes; others aligned only to 2008 Domains of Thinking, others
aligned only to CT outcomes, and some did none of the above. The
Assessment Office and the Center for Teaching and Learning
collaboratively developed a chart to help CT courses convert their
outcomes from the 2008 Domains/CT outcome model to the new
Baccalaureate Degree Profile model. Following this, the Assessment
Office met with chairs of all programs that offered CT courses in fall
2013, asking that syllabi for CT courses convert to the new language
by fall 2014. Additionally, all faculty who participate in faculty
development to teach either FYS or CT courses complete syllabi
appropriate for these courses under the direction of staff from the
Center for Teaching and Learning and, in the case of FYS, of the FYS
Coordinator. The FYS Coordinator also provides an FYS syllabus
template on the FYS website www.marshall.edu/fys/first-year-
seminar/faculty/. Additionally, before CT, MC, and INT courses are

approved, the course proposals, which include a course syllabus, must
be approved by the General Education Council. Syllabi for WI courses
must be approved by the WAC Committee.

National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE: Curricular and
Co-Curricular): The NSSE is a nationally normed indirect assessment
of student learning and engagement and is administered during the
spring semester. Marshall has given this survey to its freshmen and
seniors since 2008. From 2008 through 2012, the survey included
items that aligned to five benchmark areas: Level of Academic
Challenge, Active and Collaborative Learning, Student-Faculty
Interaction, Enriching Educational Experiences, and Supportive
Campus Environment. The survey was revised in 2013 to include four
themes, each with a set of engagement indicators and a separate
report for high impact practices. The chart below shows the alignment
between the benchmark areas from 2008-2012 and the
themes/engagement indicators and high impact practices for 2013-

2015.
Benchmark | Themes Engagement High Impact Practices
Areas (2013-2015) Indicators (2013- (2013-2015)
(2008-2012) 2015)
Level of Academic Higher-Order Learning
Academic Challenge Reflective and
Challenge Integrative Learning
Learning Strategies
Quantitative
Reasoning
Active and Learning with | Collaborative Learning

Collaborative
Learning

Peers

Discussion with
Diverse Others
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Student- Experiences Student-Faculty
Faculty with Faculty Interaction
Interaction

Effective Teaching
Practices

Enriching Learning community or
Educational some other formal
Experiences program where groups
of students take two or
more classes together
Courses that included a
community-based
project (service
learning)

Work with a faculty
member of a research
project

Internship, co-op, field
experience, student
teaching, or clinical
placement

Study abroad
Culminating senior
experience (capstone
course, senior project or
thesis, comprehensive
exam, portfolio, etc.)

Supportive Campus Quality of Interactions
Campus Environment Supportive
Environment Environment

A Degree Program and Core Curriculum Surveys (Curricular): The
Degree Program survey is a short survey that was given during
Assessment Day activities in 2014. It used the items from the
undergraduate graduation survey that aligned to the outcomes of
Mar shall 6s Degree profile analeldsked st
agreement with the statements. The unique aspect of this survey was
that it specifically asked their level of agreement for courses that were
part of the Core Curriculum and for courses that were part of their
Degree Programs. The survey was not repeated in spring 2015
because, for degree programs, it was redundant with the graduation
survey completed by graduating seniors. In spring 2016 it was revised
to specifically address the Core Curriculum, renamed the Core
Curriculum survey, and included open-ended feedback from students.
Please see #Appendix_XV for copies of both survey instruments.

A Undergraduate Graduation Surveys (Curricular): Each year
graduating seniors are invited to complete a graduation survey.
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Among other things, students are asked to rate their level of
agreement with Likert-Scale items, some of which align to the
outcomes articulated in Maghti©al | 6s Deg
survey was administered throughout the reporting period, the wording
of several of the Likert Scale items was revised for in 2012 in an
attempt to bring greater objectivity to student responses. A copy of
basic survey (which has additional questions for many colleges and
degree programs) is included in #Appendix_XVI. Each year, results of
the Graduation survey are shared university-wide and with academic
colleges. Results for specific degree programs are now being shared
with them for inclusion in their five-year program reviews.

A Freshman Survey (Curricular): In December 2015 the Office of
Assessment administered a survey to all freshmen. This survey had
two purposes; the first was to conduct an indirect assessment of four
high impact practice learning communities and the second was to
conduct an indirect assessment of student learning in FYS. A copy of
this survey is included in #Appendix_XVII.

A Assessment Day Focus Groups (Curricular): Focus Groups were
held on Assessment Day in 2011 and 2013 to answer the question,
AWhat makes a good classroom | earning
Assessment Day 2012 the Focus Group qu
university advising and other support services help you to achieve your
academic and personal goal s?0

A Writing Intensive Program Evaluation: The Writing Intensive
Program surveyed students to determine which aspects of the writing
intensive pedagogy were working best and which were in need to
strengthening. Results were posted in 2011. Direct assessments of
student work were evaluated by members of the Summer Assessment
Team in 2015 and 2016.

M Core Curriculum Assessment Results
o Direct Assessment

A CLA/CLA+: During the reporting period, the CLA transitioned to the
CLA+, complicating the comparison of results across years. However,
one finding was consistent; for- each vy
addedo (our contribution to studentsé
solve problems, and write effectively) was near the expected level.
Value-added scores are given in the table below. Please note that
scores between negative (-) 1.0 and positive (+) 1.0 are considered to
be finear the Agpertdedgl eseManbshall 6s S
CLA+ Results Institutional Report ( found at
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www.marshall.edu/assessment/GenEdReports/2016 CLAInstitutionalRe
port.pdf) ,  A-adddd asémation using hierarchical linear modeling

(HLM) provides standard errors which can be used to compute a
unique 95% confidence interval for each school. These standard
errors reflect variation in EAA (entering academic ability) and CLA+
scores within and between schools and are most strongly related to

senior sample size. 0 (p. 34).
Year # of test Mean entering | Value Added Value 95%
takers academic Level Added | Confidence

ability (on SAT Score Interval
scale)

2010- 96 seniors 1093 seniors Near Expected | +0.93 +0.33to +1.53

2011 102 freshmen | 1052 freshmen

2011- 83 seniors 1104 seniors Near Expected | -0.06 -0.63 to +0.51

2012 101 freshmen | 1049 freshmen

2012- 99 seniors 1061 seniors Near Expected | -0.10 -0.62 to +0.42

2013 102 freshmen | 1016 freshmen

2013- 47 seniors 1087 seniors Near Expected | +0.30 -0.45 to +1.05

2014 116 freshmen | 1046 freshmen

2014- 97 seniors 1055 seniors Near Expected | -0.11 -0.66 to +0.44

2015 133 freshmen | 1013 freshmen

2015- 106 seniors 1040 seniors Near Expected | -0.07 -0.58 to +0.44

2016 59 freshmen 1031 freshmen

We note that the first class to enter Marshall under the Core
Curriculum did so during academic year 2010-2011. Therefore, for
most of the entering students (although not all), their first opportunity to
take the CLA would have been in the spring of 2014. However,

because

many of

Mar shal l

0s

student s

graduate and until spring 2015 we did our best to restrict senior CLA
participants to non-transfer seniors who planned to graduate during the
calendar year of administration, it is unlikely that the majority of CLA
completers entered Marshall under the Core Curriculum.

The results in the chart above show no significant differences in

Mar s h al ladded oveas theureporting period. However, in addition
to interpretation of these results being complicated by the possibility
that the majority of seniors who completed the assessment entered
Marshall under the Marshall Plan, there are two other complicating
factors; 1) the test underwent significant changes beginning in the
2013-2014 academic year, and 2) academic year 2014-2015 was the
first year we began to draw seniors from capstone classes, which
resulted in our first group where there were no significant differences
between the CLA-eligible population of seniors and the CLA+ sample
on gender, race/ethnicity, Honors College enrollment, entering
academic ability (on ACT scale) and overall college GPA. During
academic year 2015-2016, there was a higher percentage females in
our sample than in the population and our sample had a significantly
higher college GPA (3.4) than the population (3.2). We need to
maintain a sampling strategy that eliminates self-selection and monitor
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results over the next five years and record the incoming catalog year of
all participating seniors.

Additionally, the new CLA+, launched in academic year 2013-2014,
provides information regarding the average level of achievement of the
freshman sample and the senior sample on a four-point scale (below
basic, basic, proficient, and advanced). Mean performance for our
freshman samples for 2013-2014, 2014-2015, and 2015-2016 was
basic and mean performance for our senior samples for the same
three administrations was proficient. Please refer to #Appendix_XVIII
f or Ma rCeAT Istitutiorsal Report for Academic Year 2015-2016
(without appendices). All other CLA/CLA+ Institutional Reports and
CLA/CLA+ Sample/Population comparisons can be found at
www.marshall.edu/assessment/GenEdAssessment.aspx.

A Freshman Baseline/Marshall Senior Assessments: We compared
results of the past four years (2012-2013, 2013-2014, 2014-2015, and
2015-2016) of senior assessments with baseline assessments from
Week of Welcome using different students, but the same tests. For
Marshall 6s test, evaluators were bl ind
test, we have seen statistically significant improvement in all aspects of
critical thinking, information literacy, and communication fluency. The
same issues with interpretation that apply to the CLA/CLA+ apply to
these results.

A Freshman Baseline/FYS Final Exams: Comparing results of the past
four years of FYS final exams with those of baseline assessments from
Week of Welcome (direct comparison using same students) showed
significant i mprovement in studentsoso a
evidence when taking a position or making a recommendation
regarding an issue/problem. For academic year 2015-2016, mean
improvement was seen for all elements of Information Literacy and
Inquiry-Based (Critical) Thinking. Please refer to #Appendix_XIX for
an executive summary report of the Baseline/FYS/Senior Assessment
Report for academic year 2015-2016. Reports for academic years
2014-2015, 2013-2014 and 2012-2013 can be found at
www.marshall.edu/assessment/GenEdAssessment.aspx.

A GEAR Authentic Artifact Assessment:

V Communication Fluency with Emphasis on Writing Intensive
Courses: Analysis of writing from authentic student work with a
focus on writing intensive courses for academic years 2013-2014
and2014-2015 has shown mean performance
rubric for Communication Fluency to range from 1.5 to 2.6 on a 5-
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point scale (01 4). Performance for students enrolled in 300-400
level classes has consistently been significantly higher than
performance of students enrolled in 100-200 level classes. These
results have been consistent for two
graduates are expected to achieve level 3 (on a scale of 01 4).
V Intercultural Thinking with Emphasis on Multicultural and
International Courses: Analysis of authentic student work with a
focus on Multicultural and International courses for academic years
2013-2014 and 2014-2015 has shown mean performance using
Mar s hal | 6 itercutiupat Tihicking t@range from 1 to 1.8 on
a 5-point scale (01 4). Performance for students was the same
regardless of course level or class rank of student. These results
have been consistent for two years, despite the low number of
artifacts assessed in 2013-2 0 1 4 . We note that Mar s
graduates are expected to achieve level 3 (on ascale of 01 4). We
also note that, for some traits of the Intercultural rubric
(Communication with individuals from other cultures and global
awareness) a large number of artifacts were judged to be
misaligned, i.e. not to address these traits.
V Ethical and Civic Thinking with Emphasis on Service Learning
Courses: Analysis of authentic student work with a focus on
service learning courses for academic years 2013-2014 and 2014-
2015 has shown mean performance usin
Ethical and Civic Thinking to range from 1 to 2 on a 5-point scale (0
T 4). We note that the majority of artifacts came from 300-400 level
courses. These results have been consistent for two years, despite
the low number of artifacts assessed in 2013-2014. We note that
Mar shall 6s graduates are expected to
07 4). Althoughweasses sed artifacts that align
other outcomes in 2014, | do not think we have enough evidence to
draw conclusions about student performance at this time. The
executive summary of the GEAR Assessment report for academic
year 2014-2015 is included in #Appendix_XX.
V 2015-2016 Results: The overall strength for students was in
Information Literacy: relevance of information (mean = 2.45) and
overall weakness was in Integrative Thinking (means ranged from
1.44 [relation among domains of thinking] to 1.96 [connections
among disciplines]). The 2015-2016 executive summary is included
in #Appendix_XXI. All previous GEAR reports are available at
www.marshall.edu/assessment/GenEdAssessment.aspx.

Core Il: Oral Communication Assessment: During academic year
2014-2015 the oral communication program established the following
learning outcomes for students in CMM 103 (Fundamentals of Speech
Communication). Students will

V Recognize communication as a transactional process
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V Demonstrate critical thinking in both the production and evaluation
of spoken messages
V Produce organized informative persuasive messages
V Demonstrate effective extemporaneous speaking skills
These outcomes also were used in academic year 2015-2016, when
the program randomly sampled 266 speeches for evaluation, with two
raters per speech (three raters were used during 2014-2015). Results
showed that 88% (up from 50% in 2014-2015) of the speeches met the
first outcome (Recognize communication as a transactional process),
88% (up from 51% in 2014-2015) of students met the second outcome
(Demonstrate critical thinking in both the production and evaluation of
spoken messages), 72% (up from 39% in 2014-2015) of speeches met
the third outcome (produce organized informative persuasive
messages), and 82.5% (up from 74% in 2014-2015) of speeches met
the third outcome (Demonstrate effective extemporaneous speaking
skills). These results suggest that the improvements made to the
course based on assessment results from academic year 2014-2015
had a positive result. However, aware that improvement in learning is
a continuous process, the program has identified areas in need of
improvement during 2016-2017. For a detailed report, please refer to
#Appendix_XXII. Oral Communication assessment reports for
previous years can be found at
www.marshall.edu/assessment/GenEdAssessment.aspx.

Core Il: Written Communication Assessment: The results for spring

2014, AY 2014-15, and AY 2015-16 appear in #Appendix_XXIII. In AY

2015-16 the program conducted an assessment of ENG 201 based on

Mar shall Universityés Baccal aureate De
Communication Fluency, to which the program added one unique

outcome (research). Results show that between 18 and 51% of

students scored below the introductory level (18% for diction, 29% for
communication style, 40% for organization, and 42% for research).

Library Assessment: iSkills results, reported in 2013, compared

results from a sample of 230 students from Marshall with a reference

group of 2,079 students for the Core Report, and 70 students from

Marshall with a reference group of 1,184 students for the Advanced

Report. Results were reported in seven skill areas for both reports.

These were Define, Access, Evaluate, Manage, Integrate, Create, and
Communicate. Overall, Mar shall 6s student
favorably to the performance of the reference group.

During academicyear2014-2 015, Mar shall 6s Library
online information literacy assessment. Like iSkKills, it is composed of a
basic assessment (for freshmen and sophomores) and a capstone
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assessment (for juniors and seniors). Please refer to #Appendix_ XXIV
for the results of this assessment.

0 Indirect Assessment:

A Course Syllabus Approval and Evaluation (Curricular): Mar shal | 6s
CT courses, approved by the Universi
are asked to include out inegedive t hat a
Thinking Baccalaureate Degree Profile (BDP) outcome and to at least
an additional four chosen from among Marsha |l | 6 s r em&DbPhni ng e
outcomes (Communication Fluency, Creative Thinking, Ethical and
Civic Thinking, Information Literacy, Inquiry-Based Thinking,

Intercultural Thinking, Metacognitive Thinking, and Quantitative
Thinking). The rationale for asking CT courses to include Integrative
Thinking as one of their outcomes is that one of the purposes of CT
courses is to extend the introduction students receive in FYS
concerning the integration of ideas and skills across disciplines and
domains of thinking. The Assessment Office conducted an analysis of
syllabi for CT courses offered at Marshall during academic year 2015-
2016. A total of 355 CT course sections were offered during this year,
with a total of 303 syllabi (85%) uploaded to MUBert. Of the 355
course sections offered, 244 (69%) were offered on the Huntington
campus, 63 (18%) were offered online, and 48 (13%) were offered at
locations other than Huntington. The College of Liberal Arts offered
245 (69%) sections, the College of Science 76 (21%) sections, and all
other colleges combined (Arts and Media, Business, Education and
Professional Development, Health Professions, and Information
Technology and Engineering) 34 (10%) sections. Of the 303 syllabi
uploaded to MUBert, we found that 173 (57%) included outcomes that
aligned to outcomesof Mar s hal | ®BBP (athough ene of these
syllabi also included language from some old domains of thinking),
while 28 (9%) syllabi continued to include outcomes that aligned to
Mar shall s ol d D dmha@ncerrswasthat 102h(34%kof n g
the uploaded syllabi included NO mention of any outcome that aligned
to one of Marshall U ntheBBR osthetofl 6 s o ut c on
Domains of Thinking.

ty
I i
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Outcomes Specified on CT Syllabi:
Academic Year 2015-2015

100%
90%
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70%
60%
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40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

102

m Old Domains mBDP
® Combination Old & BDP No Marshall Outcomes Identified

Only 150 (49.5%) of the 303 CT syllabi identified Integrative Thinking
as an outcome of the course. We note that all CT course syllabi from
the Colleges of Arts and Media, Education and Professional
Development, and Information Technology and Engineering included
Integrative Thinking. It was included least often on syllabi from the
College of Health Professions (one out of six [17%]). Numbers for
other colleges include College of Science (18 out of 67 [27%]), College
of Liberal Arts (112 out of 207 [54%]), and Lewis College of Business
(13 out of 17 [76%]).

Regarding the requirement for outcomes to align to at least four BDP
outcomes (in addition to Integrative Thinking), 136 (45%) of the 303
uploaded syllabi included Integrative Thinking and at least four
additional BDP outcomes.

The other eight BDP outcomes were identified in CT syllabi with the
following frequencies:

BDP Outcome Current Language Old Language Total Percent of 303
Uploaded Syllabi

Communication 82 16 98 21%
Fluency

Creative 45 9 54 18%
Thinking

Ethical and 68 12 80 26%

Civic Thinking

Information 86 11 97 32%
Literacy

Inquiry-Based 140 2 142 47%
Thinking
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Intercultural 115 10 125 41%
Thinking

Metacognitive 76 4 80 26%
Thinking

Quantitative 67 11 78 26%
Thinking

Allowing for a small percentage of outcomes that continue to use the
language of the old Domains of Thinking, the BDP outcomes most
often specified in CT syllabi are Integrative Thinking (49.5%), Inquiry-
Based Thinking (47%), Intercultural Thinking (41%), Information
Literacy (32%), Ethical and Civic Thinking, Metacognitive Thinking, and
Quantitative Thinking (26% each), Communication Fluency (21%), and
Creative Thinking (18%).

National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE: Curricular and
Co-Curricular): As discussed previously, Marshall noted from 2008

NSSEdata that Marshall s students score
those at its Carnegie peer institutions in the area of Active and

Collaborative Learning. Foll owing i mplementation
Core Curriculum in academic year 2010-2 0 1 1, Mafreshiham!| | 0 s

NSSE scores in Academic and Collaborative Learning and in Level of

Academic Challengei mpr oved significantly, with

being commensurate with the score of the top 50% of NSSE

institutions in 2011 and 2012 for the area of Level of Academic

Challenge. The past three years of results from the revised NSSE

survey have continued to show that Mar
competitively with freshman from the top scoring 50% and 10% of

NSSE institutions in the new theme of Academic Challenge. The table

below shows the Engagement Indicatorsi n whi ch Mar shall 6s
studentsdé responses were at | east <comn
freshmen in the top 50% or the top 10% of NSSE institutions.

Theme Engagement Top 50% Top 10%
Indicator

2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015
Academic Higher-Order X X
Challenge Learning
Reflective and X X X
Integrative
Learning
Learning X X X
Strategies
Quantitative X X X X X X
Reasoning

Experiences Student-Faculty
with Faculty interaction

Effective X
Teaching
Practices
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NSSE survey results from 2013 to 2015 also show that our freshmen
report participating in learning communities and engaging in service
learning at levels that are significantly lower than freshmen from our
Carnegie Peer Institutions. Finally, we have analyzed combined
survey data from 2009 1 2012, completing a within-Marshall
comparison based on first generation status. Approximately 48% of
Mar shal | 06s drtedehatltheyedid not parficipate in co-
curricular activities and this percentage was higher (56%) for first
generation than for non-first generation (40%) freshmen. Refer to
#Appendix XXV for this report. Finally, mapping NSSE items to areas
of Il earning in the Lumina Foundationos
showed that Marshall continued (in 2012) to have a relative area of
weakness in the extent to which student experiences align to civic
learning. Refer to #Appendix_XXVI for this report and to
www.marshall.edu/assessment/SurveyReports.aspx for all NSSE
reports.

Degree Program [and Core Curriculum] Surveys (Curricular): The

Degree Program [and Core Curriculum] surveys were short surveys

sent to all undergraduate students enrolled at Marshall in the springs of

2014 and 2016, respectively. A total of 916 undergraduate students

(133 freshmen, 155 sophomores, 201 juniors, and 427 seniors)

enrolled in 95 separate degree programs at least partially completed

the 2014 survey. Results of the 2014
f th

perceptions of their attainment o €
general education and degree program courses, while results of the

2016 survey provided only studentso pe
toward the universityods outcomes throu
For the universityods undergraduate stu

showed that items aligned to the following Marshall Core Domains had

means of 4.0 or higher (with A50 being
when students rated the items according to knowledge and skills from

their core curriculum courses for either the 2014 or 2016 survey

administrations (or for both):

Survey Items with Means > 4.0 (on a five-point Likert Scale)

Survey ltem Learning Means > 4.0 or Means > 4.0 or
Outcome higher in 2014 higher in 2016
Use knowledge from Integrative Thinking 4.15 (n = 906) 4.11 (n =794)

more than one area
of study to explore
issues or to solve

problems.
Assess my own Ethical/Civic Thinking | 4.12 (n = 911) 4.09 (n =798)
values and examine Inquiry-Based

other viewpoints and Thinking
credible evidence.
Determine how to Metacognitive 4.07 (n =910) 3.99 (n = 798)
improve my own Thinking
learning.
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Examine issues from | Creative Thinking 4.05 (n =907) 4.05 (n=797)
multiple perspectives | Ethical/Civic Thinking
Find scholarly Information Literacy 4.03 (n =912) 4.08 (n = 793)
information, evaluate
it critically and use it
effectively.

Survey Items with Means < 4.0 (on a five-point Likert Scale)
Survey Item Learning Outcome | Means <4.0 or Means < 4.0 or

higher in 2014 higher in 2016

Develop the ability to | Communication 3.96 (n = 914) 3.96 (n = 794)
write effectively. Fluency
Use what | know to Creative Thinking 3.93 (n = 897) 3.84 (n = 789)
solve novel
problems.
Develop the ability to | Communication 3.92 (n =900) 3.83 (n=784)
express myself Fluency
effectively through
speaking.
Analyze and evaluate | Creative Thinking 3.90 (n =902) 3.85 (n =790)
issues and solve Ethical and Civic
real-world problems | Thjnking
in a manner that is Inquiry-Based
ethical and Thinking
supportive of our
civic well-being.
Develop multicultural | Intercultural Thinking 3.81 (n=891) 3.76 (n = 787)
and global
perspectives.
Develop my ability to | Quantitative Thinking 3.53 (n=873) 3.62 (n = 785)
use mathematics in
everyday life.

Please refer to www.marshall.edu/assessment/SurveyReports.aspx for

a complete analysis. There were 343 responses to the survey item,

NPl ease

provi de
(generale ducati on)

exampl es
cour ses

t hat

of
hav

(12%) of the responses mentioned having had a learning experience
within FYS that resulted in deep learning. Core Il courses, especially
English, were often mentioned as well. Of note is that learning
activities described typically required students to engage in active and
reflective learning. Please refer to #Appendix_XXVII for a Wordle
showing most frequently used words in student responses.

Graduation Survey (Curricular): In interpreting these results, we
must keep in mind that only graduating seniors complete this survey
and they do not differentiate between core curriculum courses and
degree program courses when doing so. Also, we have used a
reversed scale for the Likert items on this survey, with 1 = Strongly

pract.i

e

Agree and 5 = Strongly Disagree. So, means of 1 and 2 equal means
of 5 and 4 on the Degree Profile and Core Curriculum surveys from the
previous bullet. Additionally, we initially analyzed survey results based
on calendar years (2010, 2011) and then switched to academic years
(summer, fall, spring) in 2012. So we have results for calendar years

ces
resul
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2010 and 2011, for the spring semester of 2012, and then for

academic years 2012-2013, 2013-2014, and 2014-2015. Response

rates during this period have ranged from a high of 42% for academic

year 2012-2013 to a low of 28% in academic year 2013-2014.

Average response rate across the period was 36% (3,276 responses

out of 9,197 surveys sent). Finally, we significantly revised many of

the Likert-Scale Items beginning with the spring 2012 survey to more

nearly align with Marshall s Degree Pr
more objective. Over the review period, no item that aligns to the

Marshall Degree Profile exceeded a mean score of 2.37, with means

for most items falling between 1.0 and 1.99. The only items whose

means exceeded 2.0 for the entire reporting period were items

concerning the perceived efficacy of writing intensive courses and

studentsé perceptions of their mathemati ca
that exceeded means of 2.0 are in the table below. You can review the

entire report for academic year 2014-2015 in #Appendix XXVIII.

Survey ltem Degree Profile Mean
Alignment

il found writ i n¢Communication 2.37 (2010)
I took wvaluabl e (Fluency 2.37 (2011)
or AWriting int ¢ 2.18 (Spring 2012)
helped me to improve my writing 2.17 (AY 2012-2013)
skill spresegntp 012 2.23 (AY 2013-2014)

2.07 (AY 2014-2015)
fi devel oped t hd Quantitative 2.25 (2010)
mat hemati cs ef f ¢ Thinking 2.26 (2011)
and 2011) or Al 2.39 (Spring 2012)
ability to use mathematics in 2.33 (2012-2013)
everyday Ri0fldd 2.34 (2013-2014)
developed the ability to use 2.05 (2014-2015)

mathematics to explore real-
worl d pr ob lpesas)d

Freshman Survey: In December 2015 the Office of Assessment sent

a short survey to 2,060 freshmen, 928 of whom were enrolled in FYS

during the fall semester 2015. Surveys were at least partially

completed by 572 freshmen, 313 enrolled in FYS (55% of

respondents) and 259 not enrolled in FYS (45% of respondents) during

the fall semester. The survey consisted of 27 items, 25 of which

aligned to one or more of Marshall 6s L
of the items were taken (or adapted) from NSSE and the rest were

developed by Marshall faculty and staff. Independent samples t-tests

showed that freshmen enrolled in FYS during fall 2015 had significantly

higher means than did students not enrolled in FYS on six of the 27

it ems. Two of t hese intesuftgral Bhinkingned t o
outcome, two to Communication Fluency, one to Information Literacy

and one to Integrative Thinking and Ethical and Civic Thinking. Further

analysis using Chi-Square resulted in significance for the two items

that aligned to Communication Fluency and to additional items; one
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aligning to Integrative Thinking, one to Creative Thinking and
Integrative Thinking, and one to Information Literacy and Inquiry-Based
Thinking. Additionally, FYS means were higher than non-FYS means
for all items except two, and for these items the FYS means were
2.93/3.14 as compared to the non-FYS means of 2.96/3.14.

Although results must be interpreted with caution, they suggest that,
during the semester students were enrolled in FYS, they reported that
they had often or very often engaged in activities that aligned to the
following Marshal outcomes: Creative Thinking, Ethical and Civic
Thinking, Intercultural Thinking (specific FYS outcome), Integrative
Thinking (specific FYS outcome), Information Literacy (specific FYS
outcome), Inquiry-Based Thinking (specific FYS outcome), and
Communication Fluency. We suggest that the differences seen with
Communication Fluency are a testament to the emphasis on active
learning in the course (made class presentations) and the use of
multiple written assignments as a method of learning (completed
writing assignments). Please refer to #Appendix_XXIX for an executive
summary of the 2015 Freshman Survey Results as they related to
FYS.

A Assessment Day Focus Groups: Focus Groups were conducted on
Assessment Day in 2011 and 2013 that addressed the question, i Wh a t
makes a good cl| assr oo nvajoréhamesinciided e x per i
the importance of active learning and critical thinking, a caring and
enthusiastic instructor, effective use of feedback regarding student
performance (i.e. assessment), and connections. Please refer to
#Appendix_ XXX for both Focus Group reports. Additional information
regarding past Assessment Day results can be found at
www.marshall.edu/assessment/AssessmentDay/Default.aspx.

0 Summary of Assessment Results:

A Direct evidence from baseline/FYS assessments shows that our
students made significant gains in some aspects of critical thinking and
information literacy during FYS (with notable improvements in some
areas during academic year 2015-2016) and in all aspects of these
outcomes and in written communication between freshman and senior
year. Although interpretation of results for CLA/CLA+ and
baseline/senior assessments is complicated due to the fact that, over
the review period, many seniors received general education through
the Marshall Plan rather than the Core Curriculum, baseline/FYS
comparisons include only students who entered Marshall under the
Core Curriculum. Furthermore, these comparisons are pre-posttest in
nature, using each student as his or her own control.
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Direct evidence from assessing authentic student work completed in
writing intensive courses showed that student writing improved
between 100-200 and 300-400 level courses and between
freshman/sophomore and junior/senior class rank, with final results (on
average) appr oaexpectedhendimarksoh3a Didedd s
evidence from assessing authentic student work from multicultural and
international classes showed that, on average, students approached
level 2 for most traits of Intercultural Thinking, which is below the
expected benchmark of 3. Although most of the artifacts assessed
were from 100-200 level courses, there was no evidence of greater
proficiency from students enrolled in higher-level courses. The same
held true for student work from service learning courses, assessed
using the rubric for Ethical and Civic Thinking.

Assessment results showed that student performance approached the
expected benchmark of A30 (ranging fro
[relevance of information] in some aspects of Information Literacy.

However, overall mean performance was
of Metacognitive Thinking and ranged from 1.44 (relations among

domains of thinking) to 1.96 (connections among disciplines) for

Integrative Thinking. To date, we have not assessed a sufficient

number of artifacts that align to the other two Marshall outcomes

(Quantitative and Creative Thinking) to draw conclusions.

Results from direct assessments of student work from course-based
assignments lead us to conclude that, overall, students are achieving
our expected levels of performance in Communication Fluency and in
some aspects of Information Literacy. However, evidence suggests
that students are not at the level we would like to see in Integrative
Thinking, Ethical and Civic Thinking, Intercultural Thinking, and in
Metacognitive Thinking. At this time, assessment of work products
from course-based assignments do not provide enough information to
evaluate performance on Creative Thinking, Quantitative Thinking, or
Inquiry-Based Thinking. However, evidence from baseline/FYS
specific assessments suggests that, at the freshman level, students
show gains in Inquiry-Based Thinking.

We note, too, that the Department of Communication Studies, which
coordinates the assessment of student achievement in the Core Il Oral
Communications courses, has developed an effective model, not only
of valid direct assessments, but of communicating these results to
faculty and teaching assistants delivering this instruction. This
communication has led to changes in course delivery that significantly
improved student outcomes within a short period of time. We
speculate that the organization of the multiple sections of this course,
which use a common syllabus and report to the CMM 103 coordinator,
is a successful and efficient model for delivery of multiple sections of
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the same Core Il course. We also are excited about the changes the
English Department will soon pilot with written communication
assessment in its gateway composition course, ENG 201. Multiple
readers assessing multiple writing samples and reflections should
provide a robust assessment of early student writing that will help to
inform changes needed to positively impact student outcomes. Finally,
we applaud the work that the faculty in University Libraries completed
to launch a sophisticated Information Literacy assessment through the
Blackboard Learning Management System. Items were carefully
constructed to allow assessment of student mastery of essential
elements of Information Literacy at early and later stages of the college
experience.

Indirect evidence from analysis of CT course syllabi suggests that
work must continue to ensure that CT courses are, in fact, addressing
the outcomes of Marshall Uni versityos
(BDP). Additionally, academic departments must ensure that each
section of a course approved by the General Education Council (GEC)
for CT credit address the outcomes articulated in the proposal that the
GEC approved. According to current guidelines, these outcomes
should include Integrative Thinking and at least four additional BDP
outcomes. Our analysis of CT syllabi from academic year 2015-2016
indicated that only 50% of CT syllabi include Integrative Thinking as an
outcome and only 45% of CT syllabi include an additional four BDP
outcomes! The integrity of course instruction is necessary to ensure
that our students achieve the outcomes of the BDP.

Indirect evidence from NSSE shows that, following implementation of

the Core Curri cul umhaveNagistemaihdicaiesl f r es hn
a greater level of academic challenge than had previous classes.

However, a longitudinal NSSE analysis indicated that first-generation

students engage in fewer co-curricular activities than do non-first-

generation college students. Furthermore, mapping NSSE results to

thoseoftheLumi na Foundati onés Degree Qualif
indicated that Marshall 6s stQGvtents nee
Engagement.

|l ndirect evidence from Marshall és gr ad

overall, students are satisfied with their Marshall educations and,

through their responses to Likert Scal
outcomes, feel that they have received an education that has allowed

them to achieve these outcomes. Interestingly, their relatively lower

scores on the item that aligns to Quantitative Thinking does not

comport with NSSE results, which shows Quantitative Reasoning to be

a strength for our students (at least as compared to students at other

N S S Etépsscoring institutions across the country).
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Finally, indirect evidence from the Freshman Survey, given in fall 2015,
suggests that freshman enrolled in FYS are engaging in more learning
activities aligned with the BDP outcomes introduced during FYS and
with some additional BDP outcomes as well. Of note is that indication
that students enrolled in FYS engage in more active learning (e.qg.
presentations and writing) than do students not enrolled in FYS.

1 Issues (and solutions) identified from analysis of assessment results

o Authentic Student Work: Although we are collecting authentic student
work for assessment purposes, there is evidence that not all instructors
are creating assignments t hat(efarkoi gn t o
reports in #Appendix_XX and #Appendix_XXI for analysis of misaligned
assignments). We recommend further conversations regarding the
universityd s o0 ut c o committeesveonsigting of faculty who teach
courses that align to specific outcomes providing recommendations
regarding any revisions to performance indicators for each outcome.

We further recommend that rubrics be revised to extend essential

elements into outcome statements( aka as fAperformance i nd
five performancelevels( r angi ng from | ewdlh iGdetlo fl3a
being the benchmark for baccalaureate graduating performance) for each

performance indicator and that these performance levels be continuous,

rather than categorical, in nature. We believe that this step will help to

address the issue of students not attaining the benchmarks for some of

the Universityds outcomes. We note tha
on our assessment Arubricsd have been c
been different outcomes graded using lower-level to higher-level verbs

from Bl oombés Taxonomy. Whil e there 1is
approach to instruction, the Summer Assessment Workgroup has found

that many instructors of 100- and 200-level courses have designed

assignments that aligned to the lowest levels of the previous assessment
rubrics (outcome statements wusing verbs
Taxonomy), thus not allowing students to demonstrate higher levels of

performance. We believe that students should be provided with

opportunities to demonstrate work that aligns to the outcomes of the BDP,

even if their early work products are not as sophisticated as work products

they produce near the time of graduation. Regarding the redesign of the

assessment rubrics, the 2016 Summer Assessment Workgroup made

changes to the rubrics for Information Literacy, Metacognitive Thinking,

and Integrative Thinking. We suggest that, with the input of faculty

teaching the courses regarding performance indicators for each outcome,

the task of specifying the performance levels be left to faculty who

comprise the Summer Assessment Workgroup.
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We also recommend that all faculty teaching courses approved by the
General Education Council (CT, MC, and INT) attend a faculty
development session aimed at creating summative assignments to
address the appropriate university outcomes before teaching these
courses.

CT Syllabi: Although significant improvements have been made in CT
syllabi since our initial review in 2013, the fact that only 50% of CT syllabi
reviewed during academic year 2015-2016 indicated that the course
addressed Integrative Thinking and that only 45% of reviewed syllabi
indicated that the course addressed Integrative Thinking plus four
additional BDP outcomes, is unacceptable. We recommend that College
Deans work with Department Chairs to ensure that faculty who teach CT
courses complete faculty development through the Center for Teaching
and Learning before teaching these courses. We also strongly
recommend that efforts be made to ensure that each section of the same
course address the same BDP outcomes.

Outcomes of Core Il Courses: At present, outcomes of Core Il courses
are being assessed in a systematic fashion for only Oral Communication
and Composition. We recommend conversations with academic units
responsible for delivery of Core Il courses in the Fine Arts, Humanities,
Social Sciences, Physical and Natural Sciences, and Mathematics to
develop plans for assessment of student performance in these courses
that will result in actionable results. These assessments could be
accomplished centrally through artifact submission to the Blackboard
Assignment Module (which will replace GEAR in academic year 2016-
2017). If this route is chosen, these artifacts could be added to the work
completed each summer by the Summer Assessment Workgroup.
However, the task also could be accomplished by aligning exam questions
to BDP outcomes using a new tool in Blackboard (as has been already
accomplished by University Libraries) or by a plan developed and
administered by the respective academic units. We recommend
conversations with each Dean and academic unit faculty regarding plans
to accomplish these assessments.

National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE): The NSSE has
provided robust information to help us track the changes in student
perception of their learning and Marshall experiences before and after the
introduction of the Core Curriculum. Perhaps the most important finding
after implementation of the Core Curriculum was improvement in first-year
studentsdé perception of the ALevel of
However, we continued to note that first-year students reported engaging
in learning communities and in service learning at lower levels than did
freshmen at our Carnegie Peer Institutions. Since research by Finley and
McNair (2013) and others suggests that participation in learning
communities and in service learning have significantly positive effects on
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deep learning among students, we developed a pilot project, launched in
academic year 2014-2015, to design learning communities through
courses linked by a common theme. Four pairs of linked courses (with
one course in each pair an FYS section) were launched in fall 2015 and
three course pairs are currently underway.

1 Additional Issues (and solutions) identified

o General Education Council records regarding dates of initial approval of
CT, MC and INT courses are spotty. We recommend that the Office of
Academic Affairs identify an individual responsible for recording and
maintaining dates of final approval of these courses, for notifying the
General Education Council and appropriate academic departments when
five-year re-approvals are due, and for recording the dates of those re-
approvals.

o The Office of Institutional Research provided first year retention (fall to fall)
data for first-time freshmen entering Marshall from 2005-2009 (the five
years preceding implementation of the core curriculum) and those data for
2010-2014 (the first five years following implementation of the core
curriculum). After a drop in 2006, retention remained fairly steady until the
class entering Marshall in fall 2013 (the fourth year of the core curriculum)
when retention began to trend upward and this trend has continued since
that time. Likewise, there has been a slight improvement in 4-year
graduation rates for classes entering Marshall since the implementation of
the core curriculum. However, a number of initiatives including
implementation of four-year plans of study and course rotation plans in fall
2010, launch of Degree Works and the Student Success Collaborative in
fall 2012, launch of Summer Bridge programs for students needing
developmental English and/or Mathematics in summer 2012, launch of
Student Resource Center and Week of Welcome in fall 2010, in addition to
implementation of the core curriculum in fall 2010 could all, in some
combinations, have had an impact on improved retention and four-year
graduation rates.

Likewise, we must continue to be cognizant of the fact that fully admitted
high performing students (those with high school GPA > 3.25) persist and
graduate at a much higher rate than either fully admitted low performing
students (those with high school GPA < 3.25 who have ACT/SAT scores
high enough for full admission) or conditionally admitted students.
Interestingly, overall the persistence and graduation rates of fully admitted
students with low high school GPAs is only slightly higher than those rates
for conditionally admitted students. In fall 2015, the Office of Academic
Affairs initiated an experimental mentoring program for fully admitted low
performing first-time freshmen to determine whether the program would be
able to assist students in improving GPA, general
wellness/satisfaction/integration, and persistence from year to year. The
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program is called MU EDGE (Explore, Design, Graduate, and Empower).
Selected faculty have been trained to serve as EDGE mentors and each
mentor meets with approximately 30-35 EDGE mentees four times per
semester for their first two years of college.

Questions Posed and Recommendations for Improvement (adapted from
General Education Maps and Markers: Designing Meaningful Pathways to
Student Achievement (2015))

. Describe how the Core Curriculum is (or is not) allowing students to

demonstrate proficiency, i.e. to achieve university outcomes at a desired
level and to have significant learning experiences at Marshall. What
improvements, if any, need to be made to achieve this goal?
1 The answer to this question regarding achieving student learning outcomes
was addressed in the sections on assessment of student learning. Based on
the results of direct assessment reported
students demonstrate (on average) achievement approaching level 2 on our
assessment rubrics for four of our nine outcomes (Intercultural Thinking,
Integrative Thinking, Metacognitive Thinking, and Ethical and Civic Thinking).
This is an acceptable level of performance at the end of the sophomore year.
However, in some cases work was sampled from 300/400 level courses
without a significant difference in student performance. For Communication
Fluency and for some traits of Information Literacy, average student
performance approached level 3, which we expect of our graduating students.
Evidence fromthe CLA+s hows t hat Maadtadddecdinfvhéuenc
between freshman and senior performance) is at the expected level and that,

on average, our seniors perfformatafipr of i ci ent oonbveragel , wher
our incoming freshmen per f orm at a Abasico | evel . T
critical thinking (which includes problem solving, analytic reasoning, and

information literacy) and written communication. Mean scoresof Mar s hal | 6s

seniors on our senior assessment (which assesses the same outcomes as
the CLA+) have consistently approached level 3. Additionally, we have
consistently seen significant improvement on these outcomes between
matriculation and the end of FYS.

Indirect evidence from NSSE, from the Core Curriculum Survey, and from

graduation surveys shows that, since the implementation of the core
curriculum, freshmen have rated Marshall 0
higher than they did before implementation of the Core. Finally, results of a

freshman survey given in fall 2015 showed that freshmen enrolled in FYS

rated items aligning to Marshall Uni ver si
not enrolled in FYS.

1 While data show we have made progress in improving student learning since

implementation of the Core Curriculum, there continues to be room for
improvement. Some of these improvements, namely improving alignments
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between signature assignments within Core Curriculum courses to BDP

outcomes, ensuring that courses approved for CT credit address the

appropriate BDP outcomes, and expanding assessment of student learning to

Core Il courses in a systematic way, were addressed in the previous section.

We also need to work with degree programs to align student capstone work to

Mar shall 6s BDP outcomes. Assessment of
potential to provide the strongest evidence of student attainment of the BDP

outcomes at the time of graduation.

2. Describe to what extent the Core Curriculum allows students to
demonstrate agency and self-direction, i.e. to create an educational plan
and to identify high quality work for a portfolio. What improvements, if any,
need to be made to achieve this goal?

1 Students at Marshall University have limited ability to create their own
educational plans, which are dictated by prescribed four-year plans of study.
That said, each plan has room for elective choices, which students choose in
consultation with their academic advisors.

1 Atthe present time, all students enrolled in Core | (FYS and CT) courses, as
well as those enrolled in courses carrying MC, INT, WI, and SL designations
upload authentic classroom work to the General Education Assessment
Repository (GEAR). Please note that these uploads will be accomplished
through the Blackboard Assignment Tool beginning in academic year 2016-
2017. However, these uploads do not create a student portfolio and, most
often, students upload the work designated by their course instructors. New
enhancements t o t kbeardlCourse Managentent SystenB| a ¢
allow the creation of electronic portfolios, making it possible for each student
to create one. Additionally, some degree programs (e.g. Journalism and
Mass Communications) require that each student submit a portfolio of their
work for faculty assessment prior to graduation. We believe that the best way
to accomplish assessment through electronic portfolios is to work with degree
program faculty to implement electronic portfolios within majors.

3. Describe to what extent the Core Curriculum allows students to actively
participate in integrative learning and problem-based curricular, co-
curricular, and community-based work (local, global, and virtual)? What
improvements, if any, need to be made to achieve this goal?

1 Each student is introduced to, and gains experience with, integrative learning
and problem-based curricular work during his or her FYS experience. FYS,
which is overseen by a Coordinator of FYS and requires faculty development
before teaching the course, emphasizes these outcomes for students.
Additionally, the FYS final exam requires students to grapple with a real-world
problem that potentially has more than one solution, to evaluate documents
that contain evidence that may (or may not) help them develop a solution to
the problem, and make a final recommendation justified by evidence, taking
into consideration possible consequences of their decision.
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1 Although not as many students as we would like complete Service Learning
during their freshman year, by senior year the percentage of students who
have participated in these courses is much higher. The Director of Service
Learning and other personnel from the Center for Teaching and Learning
work with course instructors and community and university partners to design
significant learning experiences for students through community-based work.

1 We recommend that improvements to this area involve more collaborative
work between Academic Affairs, Student Affairs, and Housing and Residence
Life. Collaboration with the latter two units is important as we strive to
improve the co-curricular and community-baseda s pect s of our st ud:
learning experiences. In these collaborations, we recommend that care be
taken to align the outcomes of these experiences to BDP outcomes.
Additionally, given that NSSE results indicate that our first-generation
students are less likely than non-first-generation students to participate in co-
curricular activities, we recommend that a strategy be developed to involve
these students.

4. Describe how the University ensures that ALL students are included in the
Core Curriculum (equity). What improvements, if any, need to be made to
achieve this goal?

1 All students who enroll at Marshall as first-time freshmen are required to
complete the Core Curriculum. However, students who transfer to Marshall
with 30 or more college credits must complete only one CT course. Although
they must complete all Core Il and additional requirements, all except WI
credit can be fulfilled through transfer courses.

f Since, by definition, students who compl et
(RBA) program do not have a specific major, they are not required to
complete a capstone experience.

1 We do not believe that improvements are needed with regard to equity.

5. Describe the process (if it exists) for students to produce signature

assignments that are evaluated. Describe how assessment results are

shared with the university and used for improvement of student learning

(transparency and assessment). What improvements, if any, need to be

made to achieve this goal?

1 The primary signature assignment for which students produce artifacts is the
assignment created for the capstone experience in each major. A perusal of
#Appendix_Xll shows that capstone experiences, and hence signature work
from these experiences, vary widely throughout the university. In most
degree programs capstone projects are eva
instructors; however some programs have juried evaluations of capstone
experiences. In other words, these projects and/or performances are
evaluated by multiple faculty within the
outside professionals may participate in the evaluation.

1 Each degree program submits an assessment report annually to the Office of
Assessment. The reports include an assessment of student performance on
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each of the programdbébs | earning outcomes a
in the studentdéds program of stulefinaand one
assessment is conducted often, although n

capstone project. All assessment reports are evaluated by one reader from
the University Assessment Committee and by the Associate VP for
Assessment and Quality Initiatives using a rubric developed for that purpose.
Rubric scores and feedback from both reviewers are shared with degree
programs in an effort to foster continuous improvement in the assessment
process. University assessment reports, including a report of all assessment
activities conducted at Marshall, are shared each year with the University
Assessment Committee. University Assessment Committee members are
asked to share these reports with faculty and staff in their colleges/units. All
university assessment reports, degree program assessment plans, survey
reports, and five-year program reviews are also posted to the Assessment
website.

1 Despite the efforts mentioned in the previous bullet, we know that results of
university assessments are not reaching a large number of faculty and staff
within the university. Suggested improvements include initiation of a semi-
annual assessment newsletter that would include highlights of assessment
results with links to additional information and supporting documentation, and
periodic presentation of assessment resul
Senate.

6. Considering the answers to the questions above and all other information
in the review, make additional recommendations for the Core Curriculum.

1 Returning to the theme of signature assignments, it would be ideal if
Mar shall 6s f r es hGeaenal EdecationdMaps &nd Makers:i n
Designing Meaningful Pathways to Student Achievement (2015), developed
plans with their academic advisors to complete signature assignments during
their first two years at Marshall. We propose that two signature assignment
types be piloted: Service Learning projects with guided reflections, Research
or Creative projects with resulting papers and/or presentations. We
recommend that these projects be initiated in FYS (or other designated
freshman course) and continued through at least one subsequent CT, Core II,
or major courses taken during the first two years. We realize that this plan
will present some challenges; that is the reason we recommend initial
implementation of a pilot project. The pilot would link selected FYS classes
and companion CT, Core Il, or major-specific courses. Additionally, the
Center for Teaching and Learning (CTL), through its Service Learning
Director, could help to arrange linked courses with Service Learning
components, and the FYS coordinator and the CTL could work with faculty in
academic departments interested in partnering with FYS (or other courses) to
embed a two (or more) semester long research or creative project. This plan
has the potenti al to help students see th
outcomes used to accomplish significant work.
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1 We further recommend moving in the direction of asking that students create
electronic portfolios of their signature work (minimally their sophomore and
senior [capstone] work products). Students now have the ability to create
electronic portfolios within Marshall ds E
System at no cost to them and because students would be required to choose
those work products (including signature assignments) that best demonstrate
their mastery of the BDP outcomes, they likely would reflect on linkages
between the work products they produce and the BDP outcomes.

Additionally, students would have the ability to download the electronic
portfolios they create within Blackboard and use these portfolios as evidence
of their skills when seeking employment or admission to graduate or
professional study. Work from portfolios could be randomly drawn for
campus-wide assessment of student mastery of the BDP outcomes.

1 In some degree programs, students are unable to fulfill all requirements of the
Core Curriculum until their senior year at Marshall. This defeats the purpose
and spirit of the Core Curriculum, which is to set the general foundation upon
which more specialized course work will be built. We recommend that efforts
be made to reach accommodations with programs that necessitate delaying
Core Curriculum work wuntil the end of a s

Summary of Final Recommendations (based on Assessment Results and
Questions Posed)

1. Further scrutiny of BDP outcomes using feedback from faculty teaching
core courses and further refinement of assessment rubrics (already
begun). Responsible units are Assessment Office, University Assessment
Committee, and Summer Assessment Workgroup.

2. Further work with faculty to align assignments to BDP outcomes.
Responsible units are Assessment Office and Center for Teaching and
Learning.

3. Further work with deans, chairs, and faculty on CT course alignments.
Responsible units are Assessment Office and Center for Teaching and
Learning

4. Work with appropriate deans and chairs to develop a workable
assessment plan for Core Il courses. Responsible unitis Assessment
Office.

5. Continued analysis of results of High Impact Practice (HIP) Learning
Community and EDGE projects. Responsible units are HIP Project Steering
Committee and HLC Persistence Academy Steering Committee.
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6. Appointment of an individual to be responsible for maintaining dates
CT, MC, and INT courses are approved by the General Education
Council and date for five-year re-approvals. Responsible unit is the Office
of Academic Affairs.

7. Implementation of a semi-annual assessment newsletter and annual
assessment reports to the Faculty Senate. Responsible unit is the
Assessment Office.

8. Align student capstone work to BDP outcomes. Responsible units are the
Assessment Office, deans, chairs, and capstone instructors.

9. Identify core curriculum faculty and/or degree program faculty
interested in participating in a pilot project to plan for students to
develop signature work products that span more than one course.
Possible themes for signature projects will be service learning, research
or creative projects. Responsible units are the Office of Academic Affairs
(Assessment and Teaching and Learning), the Office of Student Affairs, and
Housing and Residence Life.

10.Identify degree programs interested in participating in a pilot project in
which students select sighature work products (that align to BDP
outcomes) to be placed into an electronic portfolio. Responsible unit is
the Office of Assessment.
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Appendices -

Appendix I
Selected Slides from: Kopp, S. J. (2006): Educating for 21st Century Thinking and Learning: Teaching that Transforms the
Intellect, Accountability, Leadership and Organizational Development Challenges. Marshall University.
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“The solutions to complex problems lie in

the quality of thought [and clarity of
purpose], not in the quantity of
information and‘ knowledge.”?

1 Spies, P. (2000). University traditions and the challenge of global transformation. In S. Inayatullah and J. Gidley
(eds.), The University in Transformation, Global Perspectives on the Futures of the University, p. 26. Westport:
Bergin & Garvey
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Rnowing meaningfully distinguish the graduate from -
the student who began her/his program of study?

How do the changes (advances?) in cognition (e.g.,
critical thinking, Rnowledge construction, ways of
Rnowing, etc.) effected in each student through their

educational experiences compare with the institution’s

professed outcomes?
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How do the intellectual capacities and
attributes of students graduating in the 90"
percentile compare with students graduating in
the 10" percentile of the graduating class?

What are the achievement gaps demonstrated
by students in these or other graduating
cohorts and are these margins acceptable?
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® Professed institutional mission — BEW OW@ TR
& “OPPORTUNITY” — Actually advancing the
caliber of thinking and learning

 Evidence of specified/professed learning outcomes/
thinking & performance gains
* Essential foundations, strategies and core

competencies/proficiencies

 Evidence of advanced learning and thinking sKills’
and dispositions
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® Produce greater 'va[ue, 'Vd[ue that is e'wd'en 270 Y 915 blic
served -

 Value manifest in the quality and caliber of
intellectual worK that can be performed by graduates

¢ Creativity

* Adaptability

* Capacity to continue to learn

* Ability to think and problem solve

* MarRetability in an economy increasingly
dominated by innovation el commerce of ideas.
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Creating wmdlmfmmms that foster:

> Amnalysis of Assnmptions & Kvidence-Based Praeiice
— Commitment to evidence-based effectiveness and |
improvement in learning gains based on reliable rubrics

* [Experimentation/Innovation — Risk-taking; well-designed
experiments to increase learning/thinking productivity

* lIdeas, Grassroots Initiatives & Peer Leadership -
Empowering people to make a difference; redirecting time and
effort to activities that make the >>> difference

e Accountability — Institution-wide responsibility for
improving student thinking and learning; professed outcomes
are everyone’s responsibility

2006 Copyrighted © Presentation Al Intellectual Property Rights Reserved, Stephen J. Kopp, Ph.D
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Substantial and sustainable advar‘z\éés“v
thinking and learning result when instructic
strategies are used that are:

® AP PLIED - involving students in thinking through the subject matter;

® ACTIVE = requiring students to perform & practice important,

consequential, and meamingful intellectual work (e.g., peer teaching, inquiry,
problems, projects)

¢ MODELED — demonstrating learning attitudes & dispositions;

connecting to people (e.g., faculty)

¢ INTE GRATED — structuring experiences that help them

internalize thinking within and across disciplines
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INTERDISCIPLINARY,
ARTISTI i INTEGRATIVE THINKING
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HIGH LEVEL

A
: THINKING/LEARNING
e Dammd e

;Achlevement t

PROCESS EFFECTIVENESS

————-—v

Domains/
Outcomes  Indicators
Clarity

wontent

ll'lJ | ﬁ_lgf;

PERFORMANCE, ASSESSMENT
& ACCOUNTABILITY
DOMAINS
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What if we were to view critical thinking
as a cipher, an operating system, for
navigating the labyrinth of learning and
educating students for the future, how
would that perspective change/influence
our thinking about our institutional
practices?
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Executive Summary of Marshal/l Uni versitybés Coll egiate

2006-2007. Please access http://www.marshall.edu/assessment/GenEdReports/0607CLA.pdf for the entire report.

I. Institutional Executive Summary

This 20062007 Collegiate Leaming Assessment (CLAY Institutional Report for Marshall University provides information in sewveral formats
to assist you in conwveying CLA results to a wvariety of campus constituents. As you know, the CLA assesses yowr institution's value added

to your students' key higher order skills: cri

al thinking, analytic reasoning, problemn solving, and written communication. These skills are

intertwined, and the CLA measures them holistically. The CLA also allows you to do further research, measure the impact of changes in your
curricula and teaching, and compare your school with our national sample of ower 115 four-year institutions. Three guestions of interest to
many CLA schools are:

1.

How did owur students score after taking into account their incoming academic abilities?

We used ocur national database of four-year schools to examine whether your students performed (as a group) better or worse than what
would be expected. Their “expected”™ CLA score is based on two factors, namely: {a) their mean SAT score and (b) the typical relationship
between a school's average SAT score and its awverage CLA score. We designate five performance levels for an institution: well below
expecied, befow expected, at expecied, above expected, and well above expecied. We report scores for freshmen and seniors separately
and then combine them to estimate your institution's value added, which we divide into ten groups (decile groups) of roughly equal size
(see pages 8-10). Your 2006-2007 results were as follows:

Performance Lewvel Expected Yalue Actual value
Freshmen At 1071 1056
Seniors A 1198 1154
Difference a% 126 =

* A wvalue of 4 means that you performed better than at least 30 percent of four-year institutions.

How does my institution perform on other outcomes after taking into account institutional and student characteristics?

We also examined if other outcomes at your school—retention and graduation rates—were consistent with what would be expected given
the characteristics of youwr students and instibution. Using a regression modeling approach, we report your school's actual performance,
what would be expected based on the models, and assign a performance level relative to all four-year institutions (see pages 13 and Z1):

Performance Lewvel Expected WValue Actual Value
First-yrear retention rate Ar e T2
A-year graduation rate At 23 air
B-~year graduation rate Ar a7T a3

How should schools use these results?

We encourage schools to (1) communicate results across campus, (2) link student-level CLA results with other data sources, (3) pursue
in-depth sampling andfor longitudinal studies, and {(4) engage faculty in CLA in the Classroom—a new initiative.

A PowerPoint presentation accompanies this report to help you communicate CLA results and the CLA approach to campus
constitvencies. While institutiondevel CLA results operate as a signaling tool of owverall institutional performance, student-level CLA results
(see page 26 for detail) are provided for you to link with other data sources (e.g., course-taking patterns, grades, portfolio assessments,
student satisfaction and engagement, major-specific tests, etc.). These internal analyses can help you identify hypotheses for additional
research, which you can pursue through CLA in-depth sampling andfor longitudinal studies in subsequent years. Finally, CLA in the
Classroom will launch in fall 2007 as a new initiative for participating institutions to connect the CLA results to work done by individwal
faculty. If a faculty member would like to assess the higher order skills of students in herhis class, these new materials will provide a way
to begin that process. CLA in the Classroom resources—oprovided free of charge to institutions participating in the 2007 -2008 CLA—will
include one retired CLA task that can be administered locally, as well as an adapted scoring guide (so faculty can evaluate their students®
work]), and a discussion guide to be used with individual andfor groups of students.

CLA Institutional Report 2006-2007

Lear ni
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Appendix Il
2008 National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) Benchmark Comparison Report

NSSE 2008 NSSE 2008
MMarshall Top S0% Top 10%0 Level of Academic Challenge
Afearr = Adsare = Sig " Efftcrsice = Mean ® Sig ° Efftct size ° 100 (LAC)
o LAac 524 564 i - 30 a0 7 it -5
= ACT 390 47.5 g -.50 51.6 i =70
3 SFI1 368 3.7 = -15 43 .6 Rt -32 75 633
& EEE 254 30.5 == - 36 33.0 === -.53 crq 564 0.7 s=g =99
SCE 500 63_8 =EE - 32 685 TE* - 50 -
LAC 55.8 50 o g -30 633 i - 54 -
ACTL 48.8 55.4 EE - 38 5097 T -63
SFI1 435 4 49 3 R -28 553 - -.35 25
EEE 40 o 473 EE - 36 543 T+ -T77
SCE ST.6 63 5 Bt -31 66 7 it — o o
Fust-Year Serior
Active and Collaborative Learning Student-Faculty Interaction
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[0 Tep 10%%
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This displm’ Fost-Wear Semdor Fir=t-T eax Semdor
CcCompares Vour
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attending schools Enriching Educational Experiences Supportive Campus Environment
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Faculty Senate Resolutions approving the Domains of Thinking and the Core Curriculum

Faculty Senate Recommendation that approved the Core Domains of Critical Thinking: 2008, taken from the Faculty Senate archived
recommendations for academic year 2007 — 2008; http://www.marshall.edu/senate/recommendations/REC0708.htm

Recommendation Committee of Status of

Recommendation Summa
Number Origin Recommendation vy

Recommends that the attached Domain Model as prepared by the Core
Foundations Ad Hoc Committee be endorsed as the possible foundation
for the general education curriculum, the domains are: Critical Thinking;
Scientific Thinking; Mathematical and Abstract Thinking; Ethical, Social
and Historical Thinking; Multicultural and International Thinking;
SR-07-08-(36) 67 CFAHC Approved Aesthetic, Creative, and Artistic Thinking; Oral, Written, and Visual
Communication; and Informational and Technical Literacy. This
recommendation makes critical thinking the central concern of General
Education classes, while developing vital skills in other areas and
integrative ways of thinking. This model will focus on implementation of
Marshall University's strategic vision.

Faculty Senate Recommendation that approved the Core Curriculum: 2009, taken from the Faculty Senate archived recommendations for

academic year 2008 — 2009; http://www.marshall.edu/senate/recommendations/REC0809.htm

Recommendation Committee of Status of

Number Origin Recommendation® Recommendation Summary

Recommends that the Core Foundations Ad Hoc Committee’s outline for a
SR-08-09-36R CFAHC Approved new general education curriculum henceforth called Core Curriculum, be
approved.
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Appendix V

Mar shall 6és I nvitation from the Higher
Pathways Cohort 3

w-——'Jv\VV"v—"

9 Higher Learning COMMISSION ;5. st sueet sute 7-500  chcage 0 sososcsens
I A commissien of fhe North Central kssocialion 312-263-0456 | 800-621-7440 | Fax: 312-263-7462 | ncahle.org

April 1,2011
Dr. Stephen Kopp
President
Marshall University
One John Marshall Drive
Huntington, WV 25755

Dear Dr. Kopp,

In April 2009, the Commission introduced Pathways, a proposed new model for
accreditation with the goals of creating more value for institutions, reducing the burden of
repetitive data reporting, and enhancing rigor in ways that testify to the quality of higher
education. Two cohorts of institutions are assisting the Commission in testing and refining the
model during its development, and a third is now being formed. In participating in these
demonstration projects, the institutions also fulfill the requirements of their next evaluation for
continued accreditation.

I am writing to invite Marshall University to join the third cohort of the Pathways
Demonstration Project.

This third cohort will play a distinctive role. The Open Pathway for reaffirmation of
accreditation separates the Assurance Process from the Improvement Process. For the latter,
institutions are required to undertake a Quality Initiative, either one that the institution designs
independently or one that is undertaken by a group of institutions in concert. For this cohort, the
Lumina Foundation has provided funding for institutions to examine and test Lumina’s proposed
Degree Qualifications Profile. The institutions will work independently, but they will also come
together to share what they learn in the process.

The opening paragraph of the Lumina Foundation's document makes the claim that “A
Degree Profile—or qualifications framework—illustrates clearly what students should be
expected to know and be able to do once they earn their degrees—at any level. This Degree
Profile thus proposes specific learming outcomes that benchmark the associate, bachelor’s and
master's degrees—which constitute the great majority of postsecondary degrees awarded by U.S.
colleges and universities—regardless of a student’s field of specialization.” From June 2011
through summer 2013, institutions in the third cohort will test that claim. They will collaborate
with the Commission and the Lumina Foundation in piloting the Degree Qualifications Profile
with a subset of cach institution’s degree programs. They will evaluate programs using the
Degree Profile as the instrument, figuring out how the Profile applies to each of the programs.
They will compare their current curricula, supporting activity (such as co-curriculum), defined
learing outcomes, and assessment results with the Degree Profile’s outcomes for broad areas of
leaming, performance levels, cumulative integration of learning, and application of learning. In
this way institutions will evaluate and provide commentary on the Profile itself, as well as
evaluate and formulate plans to improve their programs. This work to test the Degree
Qualifications Profile fully replaces the Commission’s Improvement Process for the Open
Pathway.

Lear n
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Beginning in the fall of 2013, institutions in this cohort will pilot and provide
commentary to refine the Assurance Process of the Open Pathway, though by that time the two
earlier cohorts will have done much of the development work. Through the Assurance Process
and the project on the Degree Qualifications Profile, institutions in cohort three will achieve
continued accreditation as part of the Pathways Demonstration Project.

If your institution accepts our invitation, you will have a unique opportunity to evaluate
and comment on a document that may help transform U.S, higher education, with a focus on
what students learn that is rich and complex, well beyond the reductionism of many efforts.

This packet includes the Pathways overview, the Degree Qualifications Profile, an
Interest in Participation form, and an explanation of the benefits, obligations, and timeline for
participating as a pioneer institution in cohort three. An institution's accreditation relationship
will not be put at any risk by participation in the Open Pathway Demonstration Project. The
institution and the Commission will sign a contract and a Special Emphasis Agreement that
clearly define how the pioneer institution will achieve continued accreditation through the
Demonstration Project.

We will be in touch with you within the next few weeks to answer questions and
determine your interest. If you or others at your institution are planning to attend the
Commission’s Annual Conference, you may wish to hear Carol Geary Schneider’s keynote
address on Monday morning or attend the panel that will follow. Carol was one of the four
authors of the proposed Degree Qualifications Profile; Paul Gaston, another of the authors, and
Marcus Kolb of the Lumina Foundation will join the panel, which will be moderated by George
Kuh.

You may also affirm your interest by completing and faxing back the enclosed Interest
in Participation form. If you have any questions, please feel free to call or write to me or
Mary B. Breslin B.V.M., your institutional liaison.

We are much energized by the prospect of joining our project to develop an accreditation
process of greater immediacy for institutions with Lumina’s effort to move U.S. higher education
to a more fully articulated, shared understanding of what our various degrees mean. [ hope you
will be too.

Cordially,
J}dn}» ﬂ‘aou'-y

Sylvia Manning
President



Appendix VI

Faculty Senate Approval of Baccalaureate Degree Profile

Faculty Senate Recommendation that approved the Marshall University Baccalaureate Degree Profile: 2013, taken from the Faculty Senate

archived recommendations for academic year 2012 — 2013; http://www.marshall.edu/senate/recommendations/REC1213 . htm

Recommendation
Number

SR-12-13-17

Committee of
Crigin

BAPC

Status of Recommendation®

Approved

Recommendation Summary

Recommends approval of the Recommendation for Revision of Core
Domains and adoption of the MU Degree Profile.
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COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: Final
5R-12-13-17-BAPC
First, recommends approval of the revision [outlined below) to Marshall University's Core Domains of Critical Thinking.

Second, recommends the adoption of the proposed learning outcomes for each domain.
Third, recommends adoption of this document as Marshall University's Baccalaureate Degree Profile

Proposed Domains of Critical Thinking Proposed Learning Outcomes

Communication Fluency Students will develop cohesive oral, written, and visual communications tailored to specific audiences.

Creative Thinking Students will outline multiple divergent solutions to a problem, develop and explore risky or controversial
ideas, and synthesize ideas/expertise to generate innovations.

Ethical and Civic Thinking Students will determine the origins of core beliefs and ethical principles, evaluate the ethical basis of

professional rules and standards of conduct, evaluate how academic theories and public policy inform one
another to support civic well-being, and analyze complex ethical problems to address competing interests.

Information Literacy Students will revise their search strategies and employ appropriate research tools, integrate relevant
information from reliable sources, question and evaluate the complexity of the information environment,
and use information in an ethical manner.

Integrative Thinking Students will make connections and transfer skills and learning among varied disciplines, domains of
thinking, experiences, and situations.
Intercultural Thinking Students will evaluate generalizations about cultural groups, analyze how cultural beliefs might affect

communication across cultures, evaluate how specific approaches to global issues will affect multiple
cultural communities, and untangle competing economic, religious, social, or geographical interests of
cultural groups in conflict.

Inquiry Based Thinking Students will formulate focused guestions and hypotheses, evaluate existing knowledge, collect and
analyze data, and draw justifiable conclusions.

Metacognitive Thinking Students will evaluate the effectiveness of their project plan or strategy to determine the degree of their
improvement in knowledge and skills.

Quantitative Thinking Students will analyze real-world problems quantitatively, formulate plausible estimates, assess the validity
of visual representations of quantitative information, and differentiate valid from questionable statistical
conclusions.

RATIONALE:

In April 2011 Marshall University received an invitation from the Higher Learning Commission (HLC) of the North Central Association to test the Lumina
Foundation's Degree Qualifications Profile (DAP). In her letter to Dr. Stephen Kopp, dated April 1, 2011, Dr. Sylvia Manning, President of the HLC,
stated, “The opening paragraph of the Lumina Foundation's document makes the claim the ‘A Degree Profile — or qualifications framework — illustrates
clearly what students should be expected to know and be able to do once they earn their degrees —at any level. This Degree Profile thus proposes
specific learning outcomes that benchmark the associate, bachelor’'s and master's degrees — which constitute the great majority of postsecondary
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degrees awarded by U.S. colleges and universities — regardless of the student’s field of specialization.”” She explained that Marshall University, in
concert with other institutions, would be asked to test that claim.

Marshall University began this process with several goals in mind. They were

1. To use the DOF to help us critically examine our expected outcomes for students in each degree program and at each degree level.

2. To examine the extent to which the broad areas of learning and degree appropriate outcomes outlined in the DQP align with outcomes
expected of students who graduate with Associate’s, Bachelor's and Master's degrees (in each degree program) from Marshall University.

3. To examine the reasons for lack of alignment between Marshall’s and the DQP’s degree expectations where lack of alignment exists.

4. To point out where the DQP does not include outcomes faculty at Marshall University think are necessary for the well-educated Marshall
graduate at each degree level.

5. To provide feedback to the HLC and to the Lumina Foundation for the purpose of improving the DQP.

6. To develop a degree profile unique to Marshall University.

Feedback revealed that a number of Marshall’s degree programs did not align to these DQP broad areas of learning.

1. Civic Learning — 31 out of 92 programs — 34% did not align
2. Quantitative Fluency — 25 out of 52 programs — 27% did not align
3. Engaging Diverse Perspectives — 24 out of 32 programs — 26% did not align

When analyzing reasons for this lack of alignment, the following reason seemed especially important.

1. Some of the DQP's Broad Areas of Learning are too narrowly defined and this was especially true for the broad areas of learning to which our
programs most frequently did not align.

In concert with the broader testing of the DQP and, cognizant of the information reported from Degree Programs, a group of 24 faculty has used the
DQP as a diagnostic to examine the university's current core domains of thinking with the intention of more clearly defining the graduation expectations
for all Marshall graduates, regardless of major, at each degree level. We propose that this be considered for adoption as the Marshall University Degree
Profile.
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Proposal Concerning Marshall’s Core Domains of Critical Thinking

DQP Domain

Current
Marshall
Domains of
Critical Thinking

Proposed
Marshall
Domains of
Critical
Thinking

Rationale

Proposed Marshall Learning Qutcomes

Communication
Fluency

Oral/Written,
Wisual
Communication

Communication
Fluency

Marshall's idea of this domain has not changed
—it still should include the three aspects of
communication. Since the outcome will make
this explicit, we argue that the term
“communication” in the domain is sufficient to
encompass all aspects of communication.

Etudents will develop cohesive oral, written, and
bisual communications tailored to specific
budiences.

None

Aesthetic/
Artistic Thinking

Creative
Thinking

This area of learning is not part of DQP, but is
an important part of Marshall's Core
Domains. As currently written, though, the
domain is too discipline-specific. We argue
that the proposed name, “creative thinking”
expands this domain to include all disciplines
3CrOss Campus.

Etudents will outline multiple divergent solutions to
b problem, develop and explore risky or
Fontroversial ideas, and synthesize ideas/expertise
Fo generate innowvations.

Ciwvic Learning

Ethical/Social/

Ethical and Civic

While civic learning is part of the DQP, ethics is

Ftudents will determine the origins of core beliefs

Historical Thinking not — and consensus from the MU community pnd ethical principles, evaluate the ethical basis of
Thinking during the testing of the DQP was that it's professional rules and standards of conduct,
important to explicitly include ethics across all  fpvaluate how academic theories and public policy
degree programs. We argue that the DQP nform one another to support civic well-being, and
language of civic learning is still useful because pnalyzre complex ethical problems to address
it is broader, but inclusive of, social and Fompeting interests.
historical thinking. Finally, in testing the DQP,
we found that a significant number of
programs did not align to Civic Learning.
Therefore, we have written our outcome to be
broader than that of the DQP.
Use of Information,/ Information Consensus from the MU community during the Btudents will revise their search strategies and
Infermaticn Technical Literacy testing of the DQP was that "use of employ appropriate research tools, integrate
Resources Literacy information resources” is an important elevant information from reliable sources,

learning domain. We propose to change MU’s
current name from “information/technical
literacy” to “information literacy”™ because the
latter suggests the level of analysis and
evaluation in which students should engage to

uestion and evaluate the complexity of the
nformation environment, and use information
n an ethical manner.
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critically examine information sources.

Page 4

Broad,
Integrative
Knowledge

None

Integrative
Thinking

Although this is an element we propose be
added to Marshall’'s Domains, we argue that it
was implicitly included before, in both FYS and
CT course designs. The addition of this domain
simply makes its inclusion explicit.

Etudents will make connections and transfer skills
End learning among varied disciplines, domains of
thinking, experiences, and situations.

Engaging Multiculturaly Intercultural Marshall faculty have expressed a Etudents will evaluate generalizations about cultural
Diverse International Thinking commitment to multicultural and international Eroups, analyze how cultural beliefs might affect
Perspectives Thinking learming at least since the inception of the fFommunication across cultures, evaluate how
“Marshall Plan” in the early 1990s. It Epecific approaches to global issues will affect
continues to be a priority, e.g. the INTO multiple cultural communities, and untangle
project. Howewver, we noted that a large Fompeting economic, religious, social, or
number of Marshall’s Degree Programs did not Eeographical interests of cultural groups in conflict.
align to this DAP area of learning. Therefore,
we have defined the Marshall Domain’s
outcome much more broadly than was the
“Engaging Diverse Perspectives” outcome in
the DQP.
Analytic Inquiry | Scientific Inquiry Based In the testing of the DQP, there was consensus Ftudents will formulate focused guestions and
Thinking Thinking from MU’s programs that analytic inquiry, hvpotheses, evaluate existing knowledge, collect
which we argue broadly corresponded to MU's |pnd analyze data, and draw justifiable conclusions._
“scientific thinking” domain, is an important
domain of thinking. Our current proposal
modifies the DQP language because “analytic”
suggests only one element of inguiry.
Likewise, MU’s current domain name,
“scientific,” suggests a narrowly defined
method of inquiry.
Mone MNone Metacognitive We propose adding this domain of thinking Ftudents will evaluate the effectiveness of their
Thinking based on input from Marshall faculty. broject plan or strategy to determine the degree of
their improvement in knowledge and skills.
Quantitative Abstract/ Quantitative A significant number of degree programs did Ltudents will analyze real-world problems
Fluency Mathematical Thinking not map to the Quantitative Fluency outcome Huantitatively, formulate plausible estimates,
Thinking in the DQP. Yet, the domain of hssess the validity of visual representations of

“Abstract/Mathematical” thinking was
included as part of Marshall's original Core
Domains and there is national consensus that
guantitative fluency is an essential skill.
Therefore, we developed the MU outcome to

juantitative information, and differentiate
ialid from questionable statistical conclusions.
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be maore broadly stated than the ones in the
DQP. The recommended domain name
change from the original MU Core Domain
wording to that of the DQP iz recommended to
emphasize the interdizciplinary nature of this
domain.

Page 5

Applied
Learning

None

Mone

Mot explicitly included in our proposed Degree
Profile. However, most assessments,
especially at the capstone level, will require
application.

/A

Specialized
Knowledge

None

Mone

Specialized Knowledege will be part of the
outcomes of each degree program and,
therefore, will differ among degree programs.
However, it is expected that students will use
specialized knowledge to demonstrate the
domains of critical thinking.

/A
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COMMITTEE
RECOMMENDATION

SR-12-13-17 BAPC

Recommends approval of the Recommendation for Revision of Core Domains and adoption of
MU Degree Profile.

RATIONALE: The objective is to accurately and uniquely define Marshall University's Core
Domains and Leaming Outcomes.

The recommendations are to:
1. Revise the University’s Core Domains of Critical Thinking as proposed in the document titled
“Recommendation for Revision of Core Domains and adoption of MU Degree Profile™.
2. Adopt learning outcomes for each Domain of Critical Thinking as proposed in the document
titled “Recommendation for Revision of Core Domains and adoption of MU Degree Profile™.
3. Adopt the document as a component of Marshall University’s Degree Profile at the
Baccalaureate Level.

This recommendation is based on the document developed by a core group of 24 faculty
members representing each undergraduate college in the university and as revised based on
feedback received from members of the University Assessment Commitiee, the General
Education Council, and faculty senators.

FACULTY SENATE CHAIR:

APPROVED BY THE p Z’

AR e Llol Ak — DATR: /-30=13

DISAPPROVED BY THE

FACULTY SENATE: DATE:

UNIVERSITY Pklsé €Y7

APPROVED: N _DATE_=/1573
~ \ ) VW 7

DISAPPROVED: DATE:

COMMENTS: The BAPC members have voted (after their December meeting) and approved
the document entitled: “Recommendation for Revision of Core Domains and adoption of MU
Degree Profile™.




Appendix VI

Faculty Senate Recommendation and the Master Syllabus Template

Faculty Senate Recommendation that approved the amendment to the Marshall University Board of
Governors' Syllabus Policy (AA-14): 2012, taken from the Faculty Senate archived recommendations for
academic year 2011 — 2012; http://www.marshall.edu/senate/recommendations/REC1112.htm

Recommendation Committee Status of

Number - of Origin Recommendation® Recommendation Summary

Recommends that the MU Board of
BAPC Approved Governors Policy No. AA-14
Course Syllabus be revised.

SR-11-12-(22)
60
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Please note: This template includes only items reguired in accordance with MUBOG Policy Mo, AA-14,
You are free (and encouraged) to add additional information you feel is necessary to enhance student

learning in your course.

Marshall University
Syllabus Template

Course Title/Murmber

SemesterYear

Days/ Time

Location

Instructor

Office

Fhone

E-hAail

Office/Hours

University Policies

By enrolling in this course, you agree to the University Policies listed below. Please
read the full text of each policy be going to www.marshall.edu/academic-affairs and

clicking an “Marshall University Policies.” Or, you can access the policies directly by
going to www.marshall.edu/academic-affalrs/policies/. Academic Dishonesty/
Excused Absence Policy for Undergraduates) Computing Services Acceptable Usef
Inclement Weather/ Dead Week/ Students with Disabilitles, Academic Forgiveness,
Academic Probation and Suspension) &cademic Rights and Responsibilities of

students/ Affirmative Action/ Sexual Harassment

Course Description: From Catalog

The table below shows the following relationships: How each student learning outcomes will be

practiced and assessed In the course.
Course Student Learning How students will practice each outcome | How student achievement of
Outcomes im this Course each outcome will be
assessed in this Course
Students will . . . [list relevant lzarning activities here — e.g. [list assessments—exam
group work, discussion, in-class exercises, | questions, papers, projects
chapter reviews, low-stakes writing, presentations—that evaluate
practice presentations, etc.] mastery of this particular
outcome]
Students will
Students will
Students will
Studerts will
Students will
Students will
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Required Texts, Additicnal Reading, and Other Materials

1.
1
3.

Course Requirements [ Due Dates

1.
2,
3

Grading Policy

Attendance Policy

[Mote that for undergraduate courses, the attendance policy may not viclate the University’s excused absence
palicy.]

Course Schedule
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List of Critical Thinking (CT) Courses by College, Showing Date of Initial Approval
and Date of Review as Recorded by the General Education Council

Academic College Critical Thinking Course Initial Approval Review Date
Date (Approval)
Arts and Media MUS 105: Critical Thinking Music (CT) Fall 2010
MUS 210: Introduction to Electronic Music | 04/01/2011
(CT)
Business ACC 215: Accounting Principles (CT) Spring 2014
BUSN 141: Business in the News (CT) Spring 2011
FIN 175: Personal Finance (CT) Spring 2016
FIN 201: Personal Finance (CT) Fall 2015
Education and CI 100: Critical Thinking in Education (CT) | Fall 2011
Professional ECE 102: Early Childhood Programs (CT) | 09/24/2010
Development
Health Professions CLS 105: Medical-Lab Terminology (CT) 01/13/2010
ESS 218: Sports in Society (CT) Summer 2013
HS 200: Comp Medical Terminology (CT) | Fall 2012
PH 270: Global Health (CT) Spring 2014
SWK 210: Social Justice & Human Spring 2011
Behavior (CT)
Liberal Arts ANT 201: Cultural Anthropology (CT) 01/13/2010
ANT 201H: Cultural Anthropology Honors | 01/13/2010
(CT)
CL 210: Love/War in the Ancient World Fall 2010
(CT
CL 232: Greek and Roman Drama (CT) 11/21/2013
CL 233: Greek and Roman Historians 11/21/2013
(CT)
CL 234: Greek and Roman Poetry (CT) Fall 2015
CL 236: Murder in the Ancient World (CT) | 02/04/2011
CL 237: Literature in the Time of Nero 11/21/2013
(CT)
CL 250: Studies in Humanities (CT) Spring 2016
CMM 201: Communication Foundations 09/24/2010
(CT
CMM 205: The Rhetorical World (CT) 09/24/2010
ENG 200: Texting the World (CT) Fall 2010
ENG 200H: Texting the World Honors Fall 2010
(CT)
ENG 205: Popular Literature (CT) 02/04/2011
GEO 100: Introduction to Human 01/13/2010
Geography (CT)
GEO 101: Physical Geography (CT) Fall 2011
GEO 203: Economic Geography (CT) Spring 2014
GEO 222: Global Environment Issues 10/22/2010
(CT
GEO 230: Introduction to Meteorology Fall 2011

(CT)

HST 101: Great Civilizations to 1300 (CT)

Summer 2010

HST 101H: Great Civilizations to 1300
Honors (CT)

Summer 2010
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HST 102: World and West 1300-1850 Fall 2010
(CT)
HST 102H: World and West 1300-1850 Fall 2010
Honors (CT)
HST 103: The World Since 1850 (CT) Summer 2010
HST 103H: The World Since 1850 Honors | 09/24/2010
(CT)
HST 208: The Developing World (CT) Fall 2010
HST 230: American History to 1877 (CT) Summer 2010
HST 231: American History from 1877 Fall 2010
(CT)
JPN 240: Japanese Culture (CT) 11/15/2012
JPN 245: Modern Japanese Literature Spring 2014
(CT)
JPN 250: Japanese Anime and Manga Fall 2013
(CT)
MDL 100: Culture and Language (CT)
PHL 250: Studies in Humanities (CT)
PSC 104: American National Government | 02/12/2012
and Politics (CT)
PSC 105: Fundamentals of Politics (CT) 09/02/2011
PSC 207: Comparative Politics (CT) Spring 2012
PSC 209: Fundamentals of International 02/24/2014
Relations (CT)
PSY 201: General Psychology (CT) 09/02/2011
PSY 201H: General Psychology Honors 09/02/2011
(CT)
RST 250: Studies in Humanities (CT) Spring 2016
SOC 200: Introduction to Sociology (CT) 01/13/2010
SOC 200H: Introduction to Sociology 01/13/2010
Honors (CT)
SPN 240: Spanish Society and Life (CT) 11/15/2012
SPN 245: Chicano/a Identities (CT) Spring 2013
Science IST 120: Connections | (CT) 01/13/2010
IST 220: Connections Il (CT) 01/13/2010
MTH 121: Concepts and Applications Fall 2010
(CT)
MTH 121B: Concepts and Applications Fall 2010
(CT)
MTH 125: Mathematical Thinking (CT) Fall 2010
MTH 160: Applied Mathematical Spring 2014
Reasoning (CT)
MTH 229: Calculus/Analytic Geometry | 03/04/2011
(CT)
MTH 229: Calculus | Honors (CT) 03/04/2011
PHY 190: Overview of Physics (CT) Fall 2015
PS 101: Introductory Astronomy (CT) 10/26/2012
Information CS 105: Exploring the World with Fall 2013
Technology and Computing (CT)
Engineering SFT 235: Introduction to Safety (CT) 11/21/2013
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Gen Ed Area

Hours
Required

Course

Academic College
offering Course

Composition

6

ENG 101: English Composition |

ENG 101A: English Composition for Foreign
Students

ENG 101P: Beginning Composition Plus

ENG 102: English Composition I

ENG 200H: Texting the World Honors (CT)

ENG 201: Advanced Composition

ENG 201H: Advanced Composition Honors

Liberal Arts

Communications

CMM 103: Fundamentals of Speech-
Communication

CMM 104H: Honors in Speech Communication

CMM 207: Business and Professional
Communication

Liberal Arts

Mathematics

MTH 110: Introduction to College Mathematics

MTH 120: Algebra

MTH 121: Concepts and Applications (CT)

MTH 121B: Concepts and Applications (CT)

MTH 122: Plane Trigonometry

MTH 123: Selected Topics in College Algebra

MTH 123E: Selected Topics in College Algebra
Online

MTH 125: Mathematical Thinking (CT)

MTH 127: College Algebra Expanded

MTH 130: College Algebra

MTH 130E: College Algebra Expanded Online

MTH 130H: College Algebra Honors

MTH 131: Calculus/Analytic Geometry |

MTH 132: Pre-Calculus with Scientific Applications

MTH 140: Applied Calculus

MTH 160: Applied Mathematics Reasoning

MTH 190: Introductory Calculus

MTH 203: Calculus for Business

MTH 220: Discrete Structures

MTH 225: Introductory Statistics

MTH 229: Calculus/Analytic Geometry | (CT)

MTH 229H: Calculus | Honors (CT)

MTH 230: Calculus/Analytic Geometry Il

MTH 231: Calculus/Analytic Geometry 11l

MTH 280: Special Topics: Algebra Excel Lab

MTH 281: Special Topics: Excel

MTH 282: Special Topics: Excel

MTH 283: Special Topics: Modern Business
Calculus

Science

Physical and
Natural Science

BSC 104: Introduction to Biology

BSC 105: Introduction to Biology

BSC 120: Principles of Biology

BSC 121: Principles of Biology

BSC 228: Human Physiology

BSC 250: Microbiology and Human Disease

CHM 109: Chemistry in the Home

Science
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CHM 211.: Principles of Chemistry |

CHM 212: Principles of Chemistry I

CHM 217: Principles of Chemistry Lab |

CHM 218: Principles of Chemistry Lab I

GLY 100: Geologic Hazards and Resources

GLY 110: General Geology

GLY 150: Introduction to Oceanography

GLY 150L.: Introduction to Oceanography Lab

GLY 200: Physical Geology

GLY 210L: Earth Materials Lab

ISC 200: Energy: Synthesis to Steam

ISC 201: Biotechnology

ISC 202: Freshwaters of the World

ISC 205: Introduction to Forensic Science

ISC 208: Evolution: Process of Change

ISC 209: Chemistry in the Home

ISC 211: Living on Earth

IST 111: Living Systems

IST 131: Analytic Methods Il Differential Calculus

IST 224: Introduction to Forensic Science

IST 230: Analytic Methods llI-Integral Calculus

PHY 101: Conceptual Physics

PHY 101L: Conceptual Physics Lab

PHY 201: General Physics

PHY 202: General Physics Lab

PHY 203: General Physics

PHY 204: General Physics Lab

PHY 211: Principles of Physics

PHY 213: Principles of Physics

PS 101: Introductory Astronomy (CT)

PS 109: General Physical Science

PS 109L: General Physical Science Lab

PS 110: General Physical Science

PS 110L: General Physical Science Lab

Social Science

ANT 201: Cultural Anthropology (CT)

ANT 201H: Cultural Anthropology Honors (CT)

CMM 213: Fundamentals of Interpersonal
Communication

CMM 255: Introduction to Computer Communication

GEO 100: Introduction to Human Geography (CT)

GEO 203: Economic Geography (CT)

GEO 206: Geography of West Virginia

GEOQO 222: Global Environmental Issues

HST 101: Great Civilizations to 1300 (CT)

HST 102: The World and the West 1300-1850 (CT)

HST 103: The World since 1850 (CT)

HST 103H: The World since 1850 Honors (CT)

HST 125: American Business History

HST 200: History Methods Workshop

HST 205: English History to 1642

HST 206: English History after 1642

HST 208: The Developing World (CT)

HST 219: Ancient History

HST 220: European History Medieval

HST 221: War in Modern Times

HST 223: Rise and Fall of Nazi Germany

HST 230: American History to 1877 (CT)

HST 231: American History from 1877 (CT)

Liberal Arts
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HST 231H: American History from 1877 Honors
(CT)

HST 250: Women in US History

HST 260: Rise of Islam 570-1750

HST 265: Modern East Asia

PSC 104: American National government and
Politics (CT)

PSC 105: Fundamentals of Politics (CT)

PSC 202: American State Government and Politics

PSC 207: Comparative Politics (CT)

PSC 209: Fundamentals of International Relations
(CT)

PSC 211: Scope and Methods in Political Science

PSC 233: Introduction to Public Policy

PSY 201: General Psychology (CT)

PSY 201H: General Psychology Honors (CT)

PSY 223: Elementary Behavioral Statistics

SOC 200: Introductory Sociology (CT)

SOC 200H: Introductory Sociology Honors (CT)

CJ 200: Introduction to Criminal Justice

CJ 211: Introduction to Law Enforcement

CJ 221: Introduction to Criminal Courts

CJ 231: Introduction to Corrections

CJ 241: Victims of Crime

Science

Humanities

CL 210: Love/War in the Ancient World (CT)

CL 230: Greek and Roman Epic

CL 231: Women in Greek and Roman Literature

CL 232: Greek and Roman Drama (CT)

CL 233: Greek and Roman Historians (CT)

CL 234: Greek and Roman Poetry (CT)

CL 235: The Ancient Novel

CL 236: Murder in the Ancient World (CT)

CL 237: Literature in the Time of Nero (CT)

CL 250: Studies in Humanities (CT)

CMM 205: The Rhetorical World (CT)

CMM 239: Development and Appreciation of Film to
1930

CMM 240: Voice and Diction

ENG 200: Texting the World (CT)

ENG 200H: Texting the World Honors (CT)

ENG 202: Writing about Literature

ENG 203: Appalachian Literature

ENG 205: Popular Literature (CT)

ENG 206: Good Plays

ENG 209: Literature of Fantasy

ENG 210: Autobiography

ENG 211: Science Fiction

ENG 212: Sports Literature

ENG 213: Good Poems

ENG 214: Introduction to Comics

ENG 215: Good Novels

ENG 220: The Political Novel

ENG 221: Postcolonial Literature

ENG 225: Southern Literature

ENG 231: Good Stories

ENG 232: Good Films

ENG 235: Crime and Sensational Literature

ENG 240: African American Literatures

Liberal Arts
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ENG 241: Ethnic Literatures

ENG 242: Women Writers

FRN 240: French Society and Life

GER 240: German Society and Life

JPN 240: Japanese Culture

JPN 245: Modern Japanese Literature (CT)

JPN 250: Japanese Anime and Manga (CT)

PHL 200: Introduction to the Philosophy of the
Ancient Period

PHL 200H: Introduction to the Philosophy of the
Ancient Period Honors

PHL 201: Introduction to Philosophy of the Modern
Period

PHL 250: Studies in Humanities (CT)

RST 205: Religious Traditions of the West

RST 206: Religious Traditions of Asia

RST 220: Literature of the Old Testament

RST 225: Literature of the New Testament

RST 250: Studies in Humanities (CT)

SPN 240: Spanish Society and Life

SPN 245: Chicano/a Identities (CT)

HON 200: Second Year Seminar

Honors

JMC 101: Media Literacy

Arts and Media

Fine Arts

ART 112: Art Appreciation

ART 112E: Introduction to Visual Arts

FA 101: Introduction to the Arts

MUS 142: Music in Society

MUS 200: Introduction to World Music

MUS 210: Introduction to Electronic Music (CT)

THE 112: Theatre Appreciation

Arts and Media
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Appendix X

List of Current Multicultural (MC) and International (INT) Courses, Showing Date
of Initial Approval and Date of Review as Recorded by the General Education

Council
Multicultural
Academic College Multicultural Course Initial Approval Review Date (Approval)
Date
Arts and Media MUS 142: Music in Society 04/01/2011
MUS 200: Introduction to World Music 12/12/2012
Business N/A
Education and ClI 459: Multicultural Influence in 10/22/2010
Professional Education
Development
Health Professions | ESS 118: Development of Physical

Education and Sport in the United
States
ESS 218: Sports in Society Summer 2009
ESS 418: Ancient and Medieval Sport Fall 2010
History
MI 411: Transcultural Healthcare Spring 2013
NUR 400: Transcultural Health Care 12/12/2012
SWK 203: Introduction to Social Work 12/12/2012
SWK 210: Social Justice and Human Spring 2011
Behavior
SWK 312: Human Behavior and the
Social Environment
SWK 320: Social Work Practice | 11/15/2012
SWK 322: Social Work Practice Il
SWK 332: Social Welfare Policy and 12/12/2012
Legislation
SWK 473: Social Work Practicum Il 11/15/2012

Liberal Arts ANT 362: Health Culture and Society Spring 2013
ANT 464: Design, Planning and Health Fall 2016
ANT 472: Language, Gender, and the 04/05/2013
Body
ANT 491: Theory in Ethnology 10/26/2012
CL 230: Greek and Roman Epic 02/17/2012
CL 231: Women in Greek and Roman
Literature
CL 232: Greek and Roman Drama (CT) | 02/17/2012
CL 233: Greek and Roman Historians Fall 2012
(CT
CL 234: Greek and Roman Poetry (CT) | Spring 2011
CL 236: Murder in the Ancient World Summer 2010
(CT)
CL 237: Literature in the time of Nero 02/17/2012
(CT
CL 250: Studies in Humanities (CT) Spring 2016
CL 319: Classical Mythology
CMM 322: Intercultural Communication 12/12/2012
CMM 330: Performance Theory 10/26/2012
ENG 203: Appalachian Literature Spring 2011




84

ENG 221: Postcolonial Literature 10/03/2013
ENG 240: African American Literatures Fall 2010
ENG 241: Ethnic Literatures Fall 2010
ENG 430: Young Adult Literature 11/15/2012
ENG 466: Literacy Studies Spring 2015
GER 405: German Civilization and 10/26/2012
Culture

GER 406: German Civilization and 10/26/2012
Culture

HST 101: Great Civilizations to 1300

(€M)

HST 102: World and West 1300-1850

(€M)

HST 219: Ancient History Summer 2010
HST 230: American History to 1877

(€M)

HST 231: American History from 1877

(1))

HST 312: African-American History

HST 360: Race and Sport in US History | Fall 2010
HST 362: The Crusades Fall 2015

HST 365: Modern Civil Rights
Movement

Summer 2011

PHL 250: Studies in Humanities (CT) Spring 2016

PSC 376: Black Politics Fall 2012

PSY 426: Cross Cultural Psychology 05/03/2013

RST 250: Studies in Humanities (CT) Spring 2016

RST 300: The Nature of Religion 02/01/2013
SOC 200: Introductory Sociology (CT)

SOC 200E: Introductory Sociology

Online (CT)

SOC 200H: Introductory Sociology

Honors (CT)

SOC 362: Health Culture and Society Spring 2015

SOC 445: Social Statistics Il 10/26/2012
SPN 335: Latin American Culture and 02/24/2014

Civilization

SPN 336: Spain: Culture and 02/24/2014

Civilization

SPN 436: Culture and Society in 02/24/2014

Contemporary Spain

Science CJ 406: Race, Ethnicity, Gender, and
Crime
Information N/A
Technology and
Engineering
International
Academic College Multicultural Course Initial Approval Review Date (Approval)
Date
Arts and Media JMC 436: International Communications 12/12/2012
Business ECN 150: US in a Global Economy
ECN 202: Introduction to African
Economics
ECN 340: Global Macro Issues 09//22/2012
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ECN 408: Comparative Economic
Systems

09//22/2012

ECN 420: International Trade

09//22/2012

ECN 421: Global Macroeconomic
Analysis

ECN 460: Economics of Developing
Countries

09//22/2012

FIN 440: International Finance

09//22/2012

FIN 475: International Business
Strategies

12/12/2012

MGT 445: International Management

10/26/2012

MKT 371: International Marketing

10/26/2012

MKT 371E: International Marketing
Online

Education and
Professional
Development

N/A

Health Professions

HP 400: Global Health

04/05/2013

PH 270: Global Health (CT)

Spring 2014

Liberal Arts

ANT 201: Cultural Anthropology (CT)

ANT 201H: Cultural Anthropology
Honors (CT)

ANT 371.: Linguistic Anthropology

11/15/2012

ANT 426: African Cultures

ANT 427: Ethnic Relations

ANT 437: World Cultures

ANT 440: African Cultures

Fall 2012

ANT 445: American Ethnicities

Fall 2016

ANT 465: Anthropology of Global
Problems

ENG 428: International Literature

12/12/2012

FRN 240: French Society and Life

FRN 404: 20" Century French Novel

FRN 405: French Civilization and
Culture

FRN 406: French Civilization and
Culture

GEO 100: Introduction to Human
Geography (CT)

12/12/2012

Geo 100E: Introduction to Human
Geography Online (CT)

12/12/2012

GEO 203: Economic Geography (CT)

12/12/2012

GEO 222: Global Environment Issues
(CT)

10/22/2010

GEO 302: Geography of Europe

GEO 305: Geography of North America

12/12/2012

GEO 309: Geography of South America

GEO 314: Geography of the Middle
East

GEO 315: Geography of Africa and
Australia

GEO 317: World Geography Problems

12/12/2012

GEO 317E: World Geography Problems
Online

12/12/2012

GEO 403: Geography of Asia

12/12/2012

GEO 404: Geography of Europe

12/12/2012

GEO 405: Political Geography

12/12/2012
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GEO 406: Population Geography

12/12/2012

GEO 408: Geography of Mexico

12/12/2012

GEO 409: North Africa and Southwest
Asia

12/12/2012

GEO 412: Geography of Russia and
CIS

12/12/2012

GEO 422: Environmental Geography

Spring 2011

GER 240: German Society and Life

HST 103: The World Since 1850 (CT)

12/12/2012

HST 103E: The World Since 1850
Online (CT)

12/12/2012

HST 103H: The World Since 1850
Honors (CT)

12/12/2012

HST 208: The Developing World (CT)

HST 221: War in Modern Times

HST 223: Rise and Fall of Nazi
Germany

12/12/2012

HST 261: The Modern Middle East

HST 301: Latin America: Discovery to
Independence

12/12/2012

HST 302: Latin America: Independence
to Present

12/12/2012

HST 304: Spanish History since 1475

12/12/2012

HST 307: The Global Cold War

02/17/2012

HST 361: The Modern Middle East

12/12/2012

HST 377: China in the 20" Century

HST 378: Modern Asia

HST 423: US-Latin American Relations

HST 426: European History 1914-
Present

HST 428: Intellectual and Cultural
History of Modern Europe

HST 430: Soviet Russia

HST 434: American Experience in
Vietnam

HST 435: Modern Japan

JPN 240: Japanese Culture

11/15/2012

JPN 245: Modern Japanese Literature
(CT)

03/01/2013

JPN 250: Japanese Anime and Manga
(CT)

03/01/2013

JPN 335: Japanese Society and Culture

11/15/2012

JPN 401: Readings in Advanced
Japanese |

11/15/2012

JPN 402: Readings in Advanced
Japanese ||

11/15/2012

JPN 408: Literature of Asians in the
Americas

Fall 2016

JPN 409: Japanese Capstone

11/15/2012

PHL 320: Comparative Philosophy

12/12/2012

PSC 207: Comparative Palitics (CT)

PSC 209: Fundamentals of International
Relations (CT)

02/01/2013

PSC 309: Fundamentals of International
Relations

PSC 405: International Organizations

02/01/2013

PSC 406: International Politics

02/01/2013

PSC 407: Asian Politics

PSC 408: Middle Eastern Politics

02/01/2013

PSC 409: West Democratic Politics

02/01/2013
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PSC 410: European Communist Politics

02/01/2013

PSC 411: Latin American Politics

02/01/2013

PSC 415: International Law

02/01/2013

PSC 416: Politics of Development

02/01/2013

PSC 420: Current World/Regional
Issues

PSC 422: African Political Systems

PSC 423: American Foreign Policy

02/01/2013

PSC 424: Comparative Foreign Policy

PSC 428: Islamic Political Ideas and
Institutions

PSC 429: Politics of Conflict and
Revolution

02/01/2013

RST 205: Religious Traditions of the
West

RST 206: Religious Traditions of Asia

RST 303: World of Islam

12/12/2012

RST 361: Buddhism

12/12/2012

SOC 401: Population and Human
Ecology

SPN 240: Spanish Society and Life

11/15/2012

SPN 402: Contemporary Latin
American Prose Fiction

SPN 403: 20" Century Spanish Drama

SPN 405: Latin American Civilization |

SPN 406: Hispanic Civilization

SPN 411: Pre-Modern Latin American
Literature

11/15/2012

SPN 420: Afro-Latin America

10/26/2012

SPN 435: Contemporary Latin
American Culture

Fall 2014

Science

N/A

Information
Technology and
Engineering

SFT 235: Introduction to Safety (CT)

SFT 453: International Safety and
Health

12/12/2012
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List of Writing across the Curriculum (WAC) Certified Instructors for the Period of
the Review by Academic College and Certification Option

College Faculty Member Year Certified/Recertified Option
coB Kent (William) Willis Fall 2012, Fall 2015 B
Elizabeth Reusch Spring 2012, Spring 2013 B
Marc Sollosy Fall 2013 B
Uyi Lawani Fall 2015
COEPD | Laura Boswell 11/06, 2009, Fall 13 A
Thomas Klein 11/03, 2006, Spring010, Spring | A
2013
Mindy Allenger Spring 2014 B
Tina Cartwright Fall 2009, Spring 2013 B
Janet Dozier Spring 2011, Spring 2014 B
CAM Mary Grassell 08/95, 2001, 2003, Spring 2008, | A
Spring 2015
Heather Stark Fall 2012, Spring 2014, Fall 2014 | A
Maribea Barnes 12/09, Spring 2013 A
Ann Marie Bingham 10/97, 2002, 2004, 2008, Spring | A
2010, Spring 2013
Henning Vauth Fall 2013 B
Nicole Perrone Spring 2014 A
Allyson Goodman 09/05, 2010, Spring 2011, Spring | A
2014
Christine Ingersoll Fall2011, Spring 2014 B
Chuck Bailey Spring 2013 B
CITE Clair Roudebush 09/05, 2009, 2012, Fall 2014 A
Venkat Gudivada Fall 2013 B
COLA Charles Lloyd 08/22/95, 2000, 2003, 2014, A

recertified permanently through
conference facilitation, Spring 201

Caroline Perkins

08/22/95, 2001, 2003, 2006, 2009
Spring 2013

E. Del Chrol 11/07, 2010, Spring 2012, Spring | A
2015

Susan Gilpin 11/12/99, 2007, Spring 2015 A

Barbara Tarter 11/07, 2012, Spring 2015 A

Stephen Underhill Spring 2015 B

Shirley Lumpkin 08/22/95, 2001, 2003, 2007, 2008| A
recertified permanently through
conference facilitation

Mary Moore 10/10/97, 2002, 2006, Spring 201( A

Spring 2013

Kateryna Schray

11/06/98, 2000, 2003, 2006, 2008

2011, Spring 2015
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John Young

11/09/01, 2003, Spring 2013

Tim Burbery

11/08/02, 2004, 2007, Spring 201(
Spring 2013

Gwyneth Hood

11/12/99, 2002, 2004, 2008, Sprin
2011, Fall 2013

Dani el O6 Mal |

Spring 2013, Spring 2014

>

James Riemer

11/04, 2008, Spring 2011, Spring
2014

>

Walter Squire

Spring 2011, Spring 2014

Mary Welch

Spring 2011, Spring 2014

Robert Ellison

Spring 2014

Rachel Peckham

Fall 2014

Roxanne Aftanas

Spring 2012, Spring 2015

Allison Carey

Fall 2010, Spring 2014

Mallory Carpenter

Fall 2012, Spring 2015

Jeanne Hubbard

Fall 2012, Spring 2013

Kristen Lillvis

Fall 2012, Spring 2015

Joni Magnusson Spring 2013

Carrie Oeding Fall 2013

Kelli Prejean Spring 2012

David Robinson Spring 2013

Anna Rollins Spring 2013

Cat Staley Spring 2013

Jill Treftz Spring 2012, Spring 2015
John Van Kirk Fall 2010, Spring 2014
Sabrina Jones Spring 2015

Anthony Viola Spring 2012, Spring 2015
Britton Lumpkin Spring 2015

Montserrat Miller

04/23/98, 20022004, Spring 2008
Spring 2013

>0 WO W00 WOWO0mmWmowm o> > >

Greta Rensenbrink 04/09, Spring 2013 A

William Palmer 11/09/01, 2003, 2008, Spring 201] A
Spring 2013, Fall 2015

Laura Michelle Diener 12/06/10, Spring 2014 A

Michael Woods Fall 2013, Fall 2014 A

David Trowbridge Spring 2015 B

James Leonard

12/06/10, Spring 2012, Spring 201

A and B (Spring
2012 and 2013)

Josh Hagen

Spring 2014

B

Anita Walz

Fall 2012, Spring 2013

Zelideth Rivas

Fall 2012, Spring 2014

Cheryl Brown

11/12/99, 2002, 2004, Spring 200{
Fall 13

B
A
A

Marybeth Beller

11/09/01, 2004, 2009, 2011, Sprin
2015

>

Jamie Warner

11/04, 2009, Spring 2013, Spring

2014
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Damien Arthur Spring 2015 B
Bob Behrman 09/05, 2009, Spring 2014 A
Shawn Schulenberg Spring 2015 B
April Fugett 12/09, recertified permanently A
through conference facilitation
Dawn Howerton Fall 2012, Spring 2014 A
Penny Koontz Fall 2012, Spring 2014, Fall 2014 | A
Paige Muellerleile 12/09, Spring 2013 A
Melissa Atkins Fall2013, Spring 2015 B
Keith Beard Spring 2014, Spring 2015 B
Chris LeGrow Spring 2014 B
Britani Black Spring 2014 B
Josh Carter Spring 2014 B
Donna Sullivan 11/08, Fall 2012, Spring 2015 A
Kristi Fondren Fall 2012, Spring 2014, Fall 2014 | A
Jeremiah Wade Williamson | Fall 2013 B
Brian Hoey Fall 2013 B
Abby Daniel Fall 2014 B
Joel Peckham Fall 2014 B
lan Nolte Fall 2014 B
Sarah Chavez Fall 2014 B
Kristin Steele Fall 2014 B
COHP Susan Frank 11/04, 2008, Spring 2011, Spring | A
2014
Leanne Fortner Fall 2010, Spring 2012 B
Mary Kathryn Gould Spring 2013, Spring 2015 B
Jana Hovland Spring 2013, Spring 2014, Spring | B
2015
Gary Mcllvain 11/07/03, 2006, Spring 2011, A
Spring 2014
Sandra Prunty 2008, Spring 2011, Spring 2014 | A
Joy Cline Spring 2012, Spring 2013, Spring | B
2014, Fall 2015
Jo Dee Gottlieb 04/23/98, 2002, 2004, 2008, Sprin A
2011, Spring 2013
Shawn King Spring 2012 B
Rebecca Dondanville Spring 2013 B
Liz Casey Spring 2014 B
Susan Welch B
Deanna Pope B
St . Ma| Chris Trotter Spring 2013 B
Keith Terry Spring 2013 B
Rita Fischer Spring 2011, Spring 2013 B
COS Marcia Harrison 08/22/95, 2002, 2004, 2007, A
Spring 2014, Fall 2015
Andrew Gooding 04/06/01, 2003, 2006, 2008, Sprin A

2013
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John Sammons 12/06/10, Spring 2011, Fall 2012, | A
Fall 2014
Bill Gardner Spring 2013, Spring 2014 B
Elizabeth Murray Fall 2011, Spring 2014, Spring 20| B
Menashi Cohenford Fall 2013 B
David Graefe Spring 2013 B
Brian Day Fall 2013 B
Karen Mitchell 10/20/95, 2001, 2003, Fall 2013 | A
Carl Mummert Spring 2011, Spring 2014 A
Anna Mummert Spring 2012, Spring 2013, Spring| B

2014

Laura McCunn-Jordan

2012, Spring 2015

Muhammad Amjad

Fall 2012, Spring 2013

Howard Richards

Fall2009, Spring 2013, Spring 201

Margaret Brown

10/17/96, 2000, 2003, 2008, Sprin
2010, Spring 2013

>| W o >

Sam Dameron

11/08/02, 2004, 2009, Spring 201

>

Kimberly DeTardo-Bora 05/06, 2009, Spring 2013, Spring | A

2014
Unknown | Angela Lawrence Fall 2014 B
Christopher Trotter B




92

Appendix XII
Capstone Experiences

College of Arts and Media

BFA T Bachelor of Fine Arts

Major: Music

The BFA with an emphasis in Composition or Theory both feature these course

goals:

1. To present either a public recital of creative work, or a public presentation of
theoretical research.

2. To research and write intelligently about creative work or research topic.

3. To compose a recital press release and a one-page professional resume.

4. To pass an oral examination on the genesis of recital works or research.

The BFA with an emphasis in Performance or Jazz Studies feature these course
goals:

1. To perform an artistic and technically proficient public recital.

2. Toresearch and write intelligently about the recital repertoire.

3. To compose a recital press release and a one-page professional resume.

4. To pass an oral examination on recital repertoire and research.

Major: Theatre

Each student develops a project that is appropriate to his/her emphasis area in
consultation with the capstone committee. Projects may vary from directed plays
to set designs, etc. The project must be thoroughly researched and the capstone
course is completed a research paper and presentation of that research.

Major: Visual Art

Students in the Visual Art major of the BFA degree satisfy the capstone
requirement with three components that utilize and showcase the creative and
analytic skills that students have developed through their coursework. The
components include 1) creative visual productions (the capstone project)
produced in full or in part during the senior year; 2) a public presentation of the
capstone project, typically in a gallery setting, and 3) a capstone statement.

BA - Journalism

Major: Advertising and Public Relations

Advertising and PR majorsd capstone cour se
project, one for a branded product the other for a local non-profit and generally

with a fund raising emphasis. The students must generate original product and

audience research, produce a media placement plan, create persuasive

messages and samples of how the messages will be delivered in mediad print
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ads, news releases, blogs, corporate videos, etc., assemble the entire plan and
samples into a plans book and present the campaign to the client.

Major: Journalism

Students in Print, Online, and Sports emphases must research a current ethical
issue in the field, discuss pros and cons in a formal debate situation and write a
10-15 page paper on the subject.

Students in the Broadcast emphasis produce a 15-minute weekly news program
that is broadcast statewide on public television stations, distributed on You Tube
and webcast. Class members write shoot and edit news packages that are
inserted into the program, serve as anchors, run floor cameras and staff the
control room.

BAT The Arts

Major: Art History track
The Capstone project for students in the Art History track of the BA in the Arts,
Art major described as a research project.

Major: Media Studies/Production

Students in the Radio/Television Production and Management emphasis must
research a current ethical issue in the field, discuss pros and cons in a formal
debate situation and write a 10-15 page paper on the subject.

Major: Music and Allied Arts

The capstone is a summative project tail
Determined through consultation with the
members; the project may include a written research project, an internship with a
summative written evaluation completed by the student, etc. Students may also

be asked to submit a resume, press release, and other materials appropriate to

their future needs. The course is completed with a presentation and oral exam.

or
S

Major: Video Production
Students in the Video Production major of the BA in the Arts degree conceive,
plan and produce a culminating video project.

Major: Visual Art and Design track and Allied Arts
Students in the Visual Art and Design, and Allied Arts tracks of the BA Arts (Art)
meet similar requirements as described above.

Major: Theatre and Allied Arts

Each student develops a project that is appropriate to his/her emphasis area in
consultation with the capstone committee. Projects may vary from directed plays
to set designs, etc. The project must be thoroughly researched and the capstone
course is completed a research paper and presentation of that research.
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Lewis College of Business

BBA T Accounting

ACC 499 Professional and Ethics Seminar: Students are expected to learn about the

business and ethical context within which accountants operate, and in a culminating

case demonstrate an understanding of accounting principles and how to apply them to
business data, producing Afairly presentedo f
a mock board of directors. Students learn to address difficult situations and present

compelling solutions in both oral and written form.

BBA T Economics

ECN 466 Economics Workshop: Students are expected to demonstrate understanding
of fundamental principles of micro and macroeconomic analysis through applied
research using economic data. Students will analyze, interpret and present findings of
the research in a technically written paper and make an oral presentation.

BBA i1 Finance

FIN 470 Financial Policies and Strategies: Students are expected to demonstrate
mastery of financial analytical techniques through case studies. The case studies
involve teamwork and students are expected to learn how to work with others as a team
in the preparation and presentation of professionally written quality reports.

BBA T International Business

FIN 475 International Business Strategies: Students are expected to have knowledge of
financial, economic and business conditions outside the USA and demonstrate mastery
of this knowledge through professionally written quality reports and presentations.

BBA 1 Management

MGT 460 Strategic Management: Strategic Management challenges the student to
synthesize the entirety of their undergraduate business education experience. It does
so by incorporating a variety of pedagogical techniques, including, but not limited

to; case studies, simulations, oral and written presentations designed to highlight the
students' critical thinking and analytical skills, and communication skills.

BBA T Management Information Systems

MIS 475 Strategic Management Information Systems: Students will engage in a
semester-long project aimed at integrating the knowledge obtained through the MIS
core coursework. The focus of the project will be the strategic management of
enterprise and organization architecture and infrastructure and will culminate in the
presentation of a strategic IS/IT plan.
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BBA T Marketing

MKT 465 Marketing Management: In groups of three or four, students will create the
framework for a marketable product, produce a website for it, utilize search engine
optimization (SEO) techniques to promote the website, use content marketing to bring
consumers to the website, and pen a publishable white paper (15-20 pages) designed
to engage potential customers. At the end of the semester each group will present a
comprehensive report of how their project evolved throughout the semester.

College of Education and Professional Development

BAi Elementary, BAT Secondary, and BA i Early Childhood Education

All students in the College of Education and Professional Development must complete a
student teaching experience as their capstone project. The Level Il Clinical
Experience (student teaching) is a full day, full-semester experience in one or more
public schools. Undergraduates receive 12 hours (CR/NC) for student teaching. The
number of public schools in which teacher candidates are placed during this clinical is
determined by the c a n d i dcantbieasioh of teaching fields and grade levels.
Teacher candidates who are assigned three five-week placements or one sixteen-
week placement should consult the university supervisor for sequencing. Most teacher
candidates will have two eight-week placements.

The purpose of this experience is to act as the final clinical experience and allows

teacher candidates to:

1 apply theories, research, and philosophies of education to the practice of teaching in
a public school.

1 refine planning, teaching, management, assessment, and reflection skills to
achieve a level of professional competence consistent with the COEPD, CAEP,
and state competency standards.

1 critically examine teaching and learning processes and student learning as well
as assume the full role of a teacher.

1 use current technologies and strategies as well as enhance critical thinking and
maximize learning.

1 develop reflective and self-assessment skills as they continually analyze and
evaluate their own progress.

1 respond to issues of diversity, considering the needs of students individually as well
as collectively.

College of Health Professions

BS i Athletic Training

Seniors majoring in Athletic Training must complete HS 490 (Internship) to fulfill their
capstone requirement. The course description indicates that, during this course,
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students will develop evaluation and treatment skills under the direction of a BOC-
certified Athletic Trainer. To successfully complete this course, students must complete
225 clinical hours and score 70% or higher on a competency examination.

BS 1 Biomechanics

The capstone experience in Biomechanics is HS 475 (Trends in Biomechanics). During
this course, students conduct a final investigation into normal and abnormal human
movement patterns in sport, the workplace, and in activities of daily living. This course
exposes students to the research process in the field of biomechanics.

Clinical Laboratory Science: BS 1T Medical Laboratory Science and BS i
Cytotechnology

Students majoring in disciplines within the Department of Clinical Laboratory Science
complete CLS 468 (Senior Research: Clinical Laboratory Independent Research
Capstone). This course, for which students receive two hours credit, requires that each
student design a clinical research project, develop a written research proposal, conduct
the student and prepare a written report.

BS 1 Communication Disorders

The capstone experience in Communication Disorders is CD 415 (Professional
Liter aci e)sThi§ course &quife8 Students to write a capstone paper to go with
a presentation. Both the paper and presentation are peer-reviewed at some point in the
process. Research can be a literature review or a study they conduct. Students select
their topic.

BS i Dietetics

For the Dietetics capstone, students do a community cooking class/nutrition
presentation. They are responsible for all aspects and recruit participants from the
community.

BS i1 Exercise Science

Students majoring in Exercise Science complete ESS 491 (Internship for Exercise
Science) to complete their capstone requirements. Students are required to complete a
minimum of 360 hours working at a health care or fitness related facility to receive six
hours credit for this internship; some students complete 720 working hours and receive
twelve hours of credit. During the internship, students must complete a cover letter,
resume, and internship report. Additionally, students complete weekly reports and each
student is evaluated by his or her internship supervisor.
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BS i1 Health Science

Heath Science majors have a variety of options to complete their capstone experience.
These options include (but are not limited to) job shadowing, internships, nonprofit work,
specific projects, volunteer work, volunteer coaching, and health related jobs.

BS i Medical Imaging

The capstone course for Medical Imaging is Ml 410 (Research in Medical Imaging).
This course is a core requirement for all students regardless of the Advanced Practice
Track. In this course, students use information literacy skills to engage in intellectual
inquiry through the use of scholarly research methods. Research methods and
information literacy are important because the health care profession is continually
changing, which requires the radiologic technologist to possess new knowledge to
function competently. The radiologic technologist should contribute to the body of
knowledge and be able to effectively analyze resources to promote growth in the
profession. The attitude of lifelong learning enables the radiologic technologist to stay in
step with the current health care environment and be prepared to help foster the future
and increase awareness of the profession in the global community.

BSN i Nursing

The BSN program has two tracks. The first is the pre-licensure BSN Program. Students
enrolled in this program complete NUR 422, a practicum course. During this capstone
experience, students complete 150 hours of clinical work, including 6 hours of
interdisciplinary simulation. They also do a poster presentation of evidence-based
research at either the Cabell Huntington Hospital Evidence-Based Practice Conference
or at the College of Health Professions Research Day.

The second track is the RN to BSN program. Students enrolled in this program
complete an Evidence-Based Practice proposal, a power point presentation of the
proposal, a Mass media campaign for health promotion, a teaching module for chronic
illness, a reflection paper on a current or previous nursing leader, a paper exploring
current legal issues in nursing, and a presentation exploring ethical issues in

nursing. Students also participate in discussion board threads throughout the semester.

BA i1 Physical Education

The capstone experience for students majoring in Physical Education (aka Sport
Management) consists of completing ESS 475 (Seminar in Sport). According to its
catalog description, the course is designed to provide students with an overview to all
aspects involved in the Sport Management and Marketing field through classroom
lectures, guest speakers, and field trips.
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BPH i1 Public Health

For their capstone experience, students enrolled in BPH program are required to
complete PH 490 - Public Health internship course, which requires 250 hours that can
be completed in any agency/organization that provides on-the-job practical experience/s
for BPH students. Students submit a measurable output (such as a mini-thesis, report
flyer, documentation of fundraising, report of data analysis, etc.) as a part of their
internship assignment. In addition to the final output, students also submit bi-weekly
reports documenting their experiences and learning as a part of their participation in PH
490.

BS 1 Respiratory Care

Seniors majoring in Respiratory Care engage in a capstone experience that requires
role synthesis and practicum during which they explore the roles of provider of care,
coordinator of care, member of the Respiratory Care profession, and leadership roles
within the profession.

BSW i Social Work

The research project for social work majors has been a thesis. Students conduct
agency or community based research that could include survey research, interviews,
focus groups, and/or analysis of existing data. Students go through the IRB process
with the instructor serving as principal investigator. The capstone has, at times, been
done in groups.

College of Liberal Arts

BA T Anthropology

Each senior majoring in Anthropology must complete an IRB approved research project
under the direction of an Anthropology faculty member. Following completion of this
project, each student must present the project and its findings at the College of Liberal
Arts Research and Creativity Conference.

BA 1T Communication Studies

Seniors majoring in Communication Studies conduct original research in their area of
emphasis (Interpersonal Organizational, Public, or Health Communication), write a
research paper and present their findings to the Communication Studies faculty and
students. They also present their findings at the College of Liberal Arts Research and
Creativity Conference.
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BA T Economics

The capstone project for the BA in Economics is the same as that for the BBA in
Economics, which is explained in the section for the Lewis College of Business.

BAT English

Students enrolled in ENG 499, Senior Capstone, spend the semester working on two
major projects: a 15-20 page research-based paper, and a 15-minute conference-style
public presentation during final-exam week. According to guidelines adopted by the
department in May 2015, the paper can be a work of "literary/critical analysis,
pedagogy, or creative/critical hybrid" (in which students combine scholarly study and
their own poetry, prose, video essay, and so on). Sample project titles from the 2015-16
academic year include

* "Fading into the Green: An Ecofeminist Reading of Lars von Trier's Antichrist"
(literary/critical analysis)

* "Piecing it Together: Using Graphic Novels to Promote Literacy in the Classroom”
(pedagogy)

*ADystopian Fiction: An Analysis of Adult Lit
(creative/critical hybrid)

BA'i Foreign Languages (French, German, Japanese, and Spanish [modern] and
Latin)

Each senior majoring in one of the modern languages (French, German, Japanese, or
Spanish) must complete an independent research project that culminates in a written
paper and an oral presentation in the target language. Japanese students also present
their research in English at the College of Liberal Arts Research and Creativity
Conference. Japanese and Spanish majors have designated capstone courses. French
and German majors complete their capstone research as an extra project in a 400-level
class.

Each senior majoring in Latin reworks a paper that s/he wrote in an upper division Latin
class with two specific aims. First, the paper is expanded to approximately 25 to 30
pages in length, incorporates scholarship, and wrestles with some of the large ideas in
the field. This experience gives students a pre-professionalization experience, helps
prepare them for the rigors of graduate work, and produces a writing sample for
graduate application. Second, the paper is revised again to make a conference length
paper and students are required to deliver the paper in a public forum. The purpose of
this is to inculcate the importance of participating within a scholarly community as well
as communicating the ideas on the cutting edge of classical research.
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BA/BS T Geography

Each senior majoring in Geography completes a capstone experience over the course
of two semesters. During the first semester, the student completes a pilot research
study and during the second the student expands this study into a more comprehensive
research study that culminates in a presentation at a public conference, or, in the case
of students completing the degree online, a presentation via the internet.

BA T History

The History capstone, HST 400, Senior Seminar, has as its major requirement a

research paper the topic of which originates with the student (with consultation from the

instructor and other relevant faculty members) and for which the student has to identify

the relevant and useful literature and primary sources. The paper must contain sections

outlining the hypothesis, the relevant literature, analysis of the primary sources, and a
conclusion that includes historical significa
literature, not why it may or may not be an important topic).

BA 1T Humanities

The Humanities degree program integrates three humanities disciplines, Classics,
Philosophy, and Religious Studies, and its capstone courses are interdisciplinary, team-
taught senior seminars, numbered from 490-494. The degree programs have a variety
of these seminars because, in addition to being capstone courses, they are also options
for the three required interdisciplinary courses that form the core of the Humanities
degree program. For those majors taking them as capstone courses, we take up the
interdisciplinary character of the course so that the senior student reflects, first, on the
kinds of insights that can be achieved by combining the resources of the separate
disciplines s/he has acquired in the single-discipline courses s/he has taken in the
previous years of the major, and that s/he has had practice combining in the previous
two interdisciplinary courses. Second, the reflection on the interaction among the
disciplines also allows reflection on and appreciation of the kind of insight that each
discipline uniquely offers, and with this a more developed sense of the nature of each
discipline. These reflections are undertaken and assessed through a variety of possible
media, depending on the content and focus of the specific course: for example, papers,
journals, in-class discussions, and creative projects.

BA T International Affairs

Seniors majoring in International Affairs complete a term paper based on original
research.
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BA T Political Science

Each senior majoring in Political Science must complete a research paper and present
this paper at the College of Liberal Arts Research and Creativity Conference. Students
pick a research question of their choice (as long as it can be related back to the
"political”), do an extensive scholarly literature review, and write a twenty page "original”
argument using the theory, language and methods of Political Science.

BAT Psychology
Students earning a BA in Psychology have several options to complete their capstone

projects. These options include:
1 Complete PSY 456 (Research in Psychology) 1 Students who choose this option

work with an individual faculty member on th
Students actively participate in the design of a specific research project, in the
collectionandanal ysi s of data, and the students wri

Students typically present t heStadetCanteseice r e s ul
or at the College of Liberal Arts Research and Creativity Conference.

1 Complete PSY 499 (Capstone Seminar) i Students who choose this option must
complete a group project, write a paper, and do an oral presentation as part of the
course.

1 Complete PSY 460 (History and Systems) i This course presents the history and
theories of psychology. Students must complete a paper and an oral presentation
as part of the course.

1 Complete a clinical or industrial/organizational practicum 1 Students who choose this
option are placed within a community agency and allowed to shadow individuals who
work in the mental health or industrial/organizational field. They share their
experiences in a group format, journal about their experiences in a written product,
and do a final presentation related to their experience.

BA'i Sociology
Each senior majoring in Sociology must complete an IRB approved research project
under the direction of a Sociology faculty member. Following completion of this project,

each student must present the project and its findings at the College of Liberal Arts
Research and Creativity Conference.

College of Science

BSi Biology

The Biology Capstone (BSC 491) has a couple of options. (1) The most common route
taken by our students is fAprofessional 06 shado
arrange a shadowing experience with a mentor. These shadowing experiences have
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been with physicians, dentists, veterinarians, physical therapists, and even with

scientists from the Corps of Engineers. The experi ence must i ncl

as determined by the mentor and student. We are very particular that the student derive
some academic and career benefit from the experience. We do not want the student to
merely be free labor for the professional. With each proposal submitted by the student

ude

through our online system, the mentor must
he

agreement form. This form becomes part of t

only). Following the shadowing experience, the mentor must complete sign and submit

the Mentorés Evalwuation form on which they

areas, provide a comment of the number of hours actually worked and submit a score
(out of 50 possible points) for that student. Some mentors will require a paper and/or
presentation by the student at the conclusion of the experience. We allow these 2 extra
steps as optional events. Students are required to submit to the BSC office summary
papers describing their experiences with reflections of how these experiences have

affected their opinionsof t he fAj obd as a potential-5career.

pages in length. The final grade for the shadowing experience is determined by the

BSC faculty member in charge of the fAcourseo,

of the mentor. (2) The next option for the BSC student is a research experience. These
research projects can be carried out with BSC faculty or other non-BSC researchers
providing the researcher is approved by the BSC faculty member in charge of the
course. As with the shadowing path, the research students must submit their proposals
through the online system for approval. Once the project is approved, the responsibility
for mentoring and final grading of the project is turned over to the mentor. Most of the
projects require at least 90 hours of work and often result in some final paper and/or
oral presentation. Itis my opinion that this is the most valuable option for the BSC
students who wish to proceed into research as a career. (3) Lastly, we have, on
occasion, had a Capstone class where a group of students meet regularly with a faculty
member who directs their study of a particular subtopic. These classes have included
lectures, student group projects and student presentations. The students who opted for
this path were not required to submit a proposal and the faculty member in charge of
that section had sole responsibility for

BS 1 Chemistry

In Chemistry, nearly all students complete either a research experience or industry
based internship. Occasionally, one will do a pharmacy internship. Step one is that
students take CHM 305 Research Methods in Chemistry. This course requires students
to select their Capstone advisor, then write and present an original research

proposal. We also spend a significant amount of time on ethics. A few other topics,
such as laboratory notebooks and searching the literature are covered. The next
course CHM 491 is the actual Capstone course. Those students doing research will
work on the proposal with their selected advisor. Those doing an internship will work on
a project that was approved by the department chair. It must be chemistry based and
almost always requires hands-on experience. Finally, students take CHM 432 1
Seminar. Each student attends a number of seminars presented by outside chemists
(usually by faculty at programs recruiting graduate students) and their peers. All

t

he
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students write a minimum 10 page senior thesis based on their research or
internship. Most students will do a 10-15 minute presentation on the results of their
projects, but a handful will present at a national or regional professional meeting (e.g.
American Chemical Society) to fulfill the presentation requirement.

BAT Criminal Justice and Criminology

Prior to the Open Pathways initiative, the criminal justice and criminology program
housed the capstone experience in the course, CJ 404: Theoretical Criminology. Over
the academic years 2010-2014, a total of 299 criminal justice majors completed the
course. For the capstone paper that was embedded into the course, students wrote
about a famous criminal and described and applied theoretical foundations to the
criminal 6s behavior. Alternatively, students
instead (i.e., arson, larceny, homicide, mass murder, child neglect, drug abuse, etc.)
and how it could be explained with a criminological theory. With the introduction of the
Lumina Project and Open Pathways initiative, criminal justice faculty revised the
curriculum and CJ 492: Senior Seminar was offered for the first time to our majors as a
standalone capstone course during the 2014-2015 academic year. Over that same time
period, 56 majors have completed the course (CJ 404 no longer houses the capstone
project). Students are responsible for producing their own original work and are
informed that the capstone paper serves as the epitome of what they have learned as a
criminal justice and criminology major that combines a demonstration of technological
skills, data interpretation skills, and research skills, as well as their ability to develop and
critically evaluate policy decisions. Students are expected to adhere to the APA
Publication Manual for all citations and referencing. The product also serves as a writing
sample that can be used for a job application or graduate/law school. The capstone
experience is coupled with a formal classroom presentation.

Over the past five years, twenty-five students have gone beyond the classroom and

presented theirwork at WestVi r gi ni a Cri minal Justice Educatc
state conference. In addition, five students have placed either first, second, or third, in

the undergraduate paper competition, which is also held at the conference (winning

papers are published in the state journal). A sample of paper presentation topics are

provided, which demonstrate the rigor and critical thinking that is employed in the major.

Some examples are: "Juvenile Offenses: Stigmas Facing Urban Youth;" "Art Crime: A

Rational Choice Theory Analysis;" "The Mind of Ted Bundy: An Evaluation Using

Eysenck and Gudjonssond6s Theory of Crime and
Osama bin Ladendéds Acts of Terrorism Using Coh
Activities Theory;" and "Examining Aggressive Driving Through Displaced Aggression

Theory."

BS i Digital Forensics
Seniors in the Digital Forensics Degree program complete a series of realistic practical

exercises through which they demonstrate their ability to apply core digital forensic and
information assurance knowledge and skills.
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BS 1 Environmental Science

Seniors in the Environmental Science degree program demonstrate their synthesis of
coursework and academic experience by designing and implementing capstone
research projects or they actively engage in their fields through internships.

BS/BA T Geology

The purpose of the geology capstone (GLY 491/492, 2-4 credit hours) at Marshall is to
give students experience doing research or project-related work, or gain additional
experience in Field mapping/ work. Geology majors may fulfill the capstone requirement
in one of three ways: (i) senior research based thesis, (ii) internship, and (iii) summer
field camp. In the case of a research based thesis, the student is required to submit a
proposal detailing the aspects of his/her research to be approved by the department in
the semester preceding the one in which research is to be carried out. At the conclusion
of his/her research project, the student submits a paper (12 to 15 pages of double
spaced text + figures + tables + referencesé
presentation with visual aids that is open to the public, summarizing the methods,
results, and interpretations of his/her research. In the case of an internship, the student
submits a report (8 pages of double spaced te
that should include general description of duties during internship and rigorous
presentation, analysis, and interpretation of data from at least one example project in
which he/she was involved. Guidelines for writing the paper/ report, and presenting to
the public are provided at http://www.marshall.edu/geology/capstone/glyreq2015.pdf. In
the case of a summer field camp, the student registers for a class offered by another
accredited University (and lasting a minimum of 8 weeks) after obtaining the approval of
Geology faculty at Marshall. Upon his/her return from field camp, the student then
delivers an oral presentation open to the public outlining his/her experience, and
showcasing maps that he/she prepared. Grading of the capstone class is based on
criteria and rubrics detailed at
http://www.marshall.edu/geology/capstone/glyreq2015.pdf.

In the past 5 years, 29 students have registered for GLY 491/492. 68% of all students
have chosen the internship option, where their employer input accounts for 50% of the
grade. 18% have opted for a research based senior thesis under the supervision of one
of the Geology faculty at Marshall, and 14% have chosen a Field camp, where the letter
grade is assigned by their instructor. Feedback from employers or field camp instructors
has shown our students to be among the best in the field/ companies.

BS 1 Integrated Science and Technology

Since its inception, IST has required a 2-course sequence for its capstone

requirement. Although this has slightly changed by adding options over time, IST
currently requires all students to take IST 490, Senior Project I, and then they take IST
491 (Senior Project Il) or IST 470 (Internship). All IST 470 and IST 491 students
present their work, whether be a project, or what they do while an intern, on the
Wednesday of Finals Week. If students choose IST 491, they must come up with either


http://www.marshall.edu/geology/capstone/glyreq2015.pdf
http://www.marshall.edu/geology/capstone/glyreq2015.pdf
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an individual or team-based project to complete and find a faculty member who will
Asponsoro or wor k wildtdmnshipsreguire a minimumef 9@ hroarg e c t .
of work to be completed in a position either on campus or off-campus, but one that must

be in their field of study.

BS i1 Mathematics

Students pursuing a Math, Applied Math, or Statistics major have several options to

meet their capstone requirement. The most common choice is by taking MTH 491 i

Senior Seminar. While taking Senior Seminar students choose a research mentor and

work with them on an independent research project over the course of a semester. The

project culminates in a paper and a public poster session. While topics vary widely

based on student interest and mentor expertise, all capstone projects must contain at

|l east one mathematical theorem and a proof ba
not expected that students create new mathematics at this level, so most projects are

expository, though some do include original research.

Students who prefer to intern in industry or at a government lab can get capstone credit

by taking MTH 490 7 Internship and writing a paper based on the mathematics/statistics

used in their internship. Students in MTH 490 also participate in the poster session.

This option requires the employerds agreement
eligible.

The final option for students to acquire capstone credit in the mathematics department

is to participate in the PIC Math project. These are projects that are done in small

groups (3-5 students) and an industry partner. Students write technical reports for their

industry partner and produce a poster to present in the poster session.

Learning Outcomes for MTH 491/490:

1 Students will improve written and oral communication skills with respect to

mathematics.

Students will improve ability to reason rigorously in mathematical arguments.

Students will develop ability to undertake independent work.

Students will advance their level of critical sophistication.

Students will gain perspective on interplay of applications, problem-solving, and

theory.

1 Students will conduct research and make oral and written presentations on various
topics.

= =4 -4 A

BS i Natural Resources and Recreation Management

The Natural Resources and Recreation Management (NRRM) Program at the College
of Science offers PLS (NRRM) 490: Natural Resources and Recreation Internship.
Since the academic year 2010 7 2011, a total of 49 NRRM majors completed this
capstone requirement. The internship generally consists of a supervised, 40-hour per
week position with an established agency focused on the management of natural
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resources and outdoor recreation. All students in this course must complete a minimum
of 240 hours of work with such an agency (i.e., a six-week full-time commitment). The
internship is designed to provide students with an exceptional learning experience
which is also a simulated work experience. By experiencing a wide variety of agency
programs and responsibilities, the course serves as an excellent opportunity to assess
students6é strengths and weaknesecfieldofmaturala pr of e
resources and recreation management. Additionally, the course provides students with
an opportunity to work with other resource management professionals and to be
evaluated by these professionals. As well as regularly scheduled work hours designed
by the agencies, the internship requires weekly reports, a comprehensive manual, an
individualized special project, an agency evaluation, and a formal presentation.
Particularly, students are expected to prepare and present their special project results to
the agency supervisor and other interested agency personnel. Examples of the special
projects include mapping recreational facilities/infrastructure or inventorying natural
resources using modern technologies (GPS/GIS), development of recreational or
interpretive programming, research activities focused on natural resource and
recreation management (e.g., visitor surveys, natural resource assessment and
monitoring, etc.), web development or computer programming, literature review and
synthesis to further understand specific management problems, etc. This requirement
of the internship is also well aligned with the learning objectives/outcomes of the NRRM
program, which focus on the human dimensions of natural resource management,
geospatial technology, and experiential learning to promote a more in-depth and real-
world understanding. In addition, upon completion of the internship, students are
required to deliver a formal seminar presentation related to his/her internship
experience and the agency. NRRM faculty members, internship students, other NRRM
majors, and agency personnel typically attend these seminar presentations. A few
examples of internship hosting agencies/locations include Beech Fort State Park (WV),
Carter Caves State Resort Park (KY), Coal River Group (WV), North Bend State Park
(WV), The Blue Ridge Mountains Council (BSA), WV Division of Natural Resources, etc.

BS 1 Physics

With the approval of the chair and in consultation with a supervising faculty member,
students conduct an original research/engineering project of their own design.
Research may be a continuation of a project begun earlier in the student's career.
Students present the results of their project in an open forum, usually consisting of
faculty members and other students, and prepare a formal paper reporting on their
work.

College of Information Technology and Engineering

BS 1 Computer Science

The capstone course for Computer Science is CS 490 (Senior Project). This project
can be an individual or team research project with a presentation.
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BSE i Engineering

The capstone course for Engineering is ENGR 453 (Senior Capstone Design Il). This is
a team research project with a presentation and is completed by students completing all
of the possible majors within Engineering.

BS 1 Safety Technology

The capstone course for Safety Technology is SFT 490 (Safety Internship). Students
complete an internship to fulfill the capstone requirement for the BS in Safety
Technology degree.
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Persistence from Freshman to Sophomore Year for Students Entering Marshall from Fall 2005 through Fall 2014.

Entering Semester Returning Semester Retention 4-Year Graduation | 6-Year Graduation

Percentage Rate Rate

Fall 2005 Fall 2006 72.6% 19.9% 42.7%

Fall 2006 Fall 2007 70.7% 21.6% 42.1%

Fall 2007 Fall 2008 70.1% 22.2% 43.1%

Fall 2008 Fall 2009 70.4% 23.8% 43.4%

Fall 2009 Fall 2010 70.2% 23.6% 44.2%

Fall 2010 Fall 2011 69.9% 25.5%

Fall 2011 Fall 2012 71.1% 28.7%

Fall 2012 Fall 2013 68.3% 25.4%

Fall 2013 Fall 2014 72.3%

Fall 2014 Fall 2015 73.1%

Note: Table Excludes Transition Program Students
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Persistence of Each Class by Student Classification

FAHP = fully admitted high performing (freshmen with high school GPA > 3.25)
FALP = fully admitted low performing (freshmen with high school GPA < 3.25)
CA = students admitted to Marshall conditionally

100
90
80
7
6

B G
o O O o

3
2
1

o O O

81.2

6162.6

2005

80.2

% of Freshman to Sophomore Persistence by Student Classification

1.6 2.6 80.9

1.8 814

82.6 8
785 K 8 78.6
62.9
60.6 60.2
56.5 °8. 569, - 58.9 57.1 55.57.8 - 58.3
' 49.1 49.6 49.6 L7
| | I 45.5 I | I I

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

u FAHP m FALP m CA



110

% of Freshman to Sophomore Persistence for Fully Admitted High Performing Students (FAHP)
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% of Freshman to Sophomore Persistence by Student Classification: Fully Admitted Low Performing
(FALP) Students Compared to Conditionally Admitted (CA) Students
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Four-Year Graduation Rate of Each Class by Student Classification

% Four Year Graduation Rate by Student Classification
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Six-Year Graduation Rate of Each Class by Student Classification

% Six Year Graduation Rate by Student Classification
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Appendix XIV
Entrance Abilities of Freshmen Seeking Four-Year Degrees Admitted to Marshall University during the Review
Period, with four-year graduation rates and College GPA at time of Graduation

Students Admitted Under Marshall Plan

Term Admission | Graduated | Count High Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean

Enrolled | Type in4Years | (n) School College Composite | English Math Reading | Science
GPA GPA at ACT ACT ACT ACT ACT
Graduation

Fall 2005 | CA No 175 2.79 N/A 17.55 17.37 17.11 17.85 18.82

Yes 19 3.17 2.96 16.82 16.76 17.47 16.47 18.18

FAHP No 682 3.70 N/A 23.20 24.15 21.95 24.65 23.25

Yes 288 3.90 3.53 24.73 25.79 23.76 26.37 24.35

FALP No 488 2.80 N/A 20.79 21.04 19.09 22.28 21.23

Yes 32 2.92 3.08 20.96 20.16 20.84 22.24 21.48

Unknown No 31 Unknown | N/A 21.54 22.08 17.46 24.79 21.71

Yes 3 Unknown | 3.9 20.50 21.50 14.00 25.50 20.00

Fall 2006 | CA No 149 2.76 N/A 17.65 17.74 16.93 17.89 18.69

Yes 5 3.24 3.08 15.75 16.75 15.50 16.00 16.25

FAHP No 560 3.69 N/A 23.23 24.23 21.87 24.84 23.17

Yes 282 3.90 3.55 25.13 26.51 24.17 26.45 24.68

FALP No 470 2.76 N/A 20.65 20.97 19.14 21.90 21.11

Yes 46 2.86 3.13 21.34 21.34 20.66 22.38 21.69

Unknown No 34 Unknown | N/A 21.78 21.83 19.17 24.28 22.33

Yes 3 Unknown | 3.36 23.50 25.50 23.00 27.50 23.50

Fall 2007 | CA No 160 2.85 N/A 17.61 17.80 17.09 17.71 18.49

Yes 14 2.86 2.90 16.67 17.58 15.58 17.83 17.42

FAHP No 616 3.67 N/A 23.28 24.24 21.92 24.60 23.27

Yes 318 3.87 3.51 24.93 26.11 23.77 26.67 24.52

FALP No 499 2.75 N/A 21.12 21.37 19.36 22.98 21.27

Yes 42 2.86 3.07 20.86 21.31 19.08 22.06 21.28

Unknown No 36 Unknown | N/A 19.82 19.45 17.59 21.91 20.00

Yes 3 Unknown | 3.30 14.33 14.33 14.00 13.67 14.67
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Fall 2008 | CA No 111 2.48 N/A 17.83 17.94 17.07 18.52 18.54
Yes 6 2.80 2.76 14.33 10.67 14.33 16.33 16.67

FAHP No 591 3.67 N/A 22.82 2341 21.73 24.25 23.04

Yes 345 3.89 3.52 24.96 26.03 23.91 26.56 24.77

FALP No 542 2.80 N/A 20.94 21.14 19.47 22.59 21.15

Yes 51 2.94 3.10 21.30 21.19 20.53 22.79 21.56

Unknown No 39 Unknown | N/A 19.65 19.61 17.87 21.52 50.13

Yes 2 Unknown | 3.43 19.00 19.50 20.00 19.00 18.00

Fall 2009 | CA No 141 2.45 N/A 17.58 17.06 16.98 18.21 18.49
Yes 11 2.88 2.78 16.63 16.13 17.38 18.00 16.63

FAHP No 647 3.70 N/A 23.13 23.90 21.93 24.68 23.16

Yes 373 3.88 3.49 24.52 25.71 23.30 26.03 24.30

FALP No 602 2.78 N/A 20.70 20.87 19.11 22.23 21.13

Yes 55 2.94 2.99 21.05 20.70 20.98 22.07 21.34

Unknown No 49 Unknown | N/A 21.93 21.68 19.36 24.07 22.50

Yes 5 Unknown | 3.02 22.00 21.33 20.33 20.67 22.00




Students Admitted Under the Core Curriculum
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Term Admission | Graduated | Count High Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean

Enrolled | Type in4Years | (n) School College Composite | English Math Reading | Science
GPA GPA at ACT ACT ACT ACT ACT
Graduation

Fall 2010 | CA No 157 2.56 N/A 16.98 16.65 16.27 17.78 17.87

Yes 13 2.53 2.85 16.00 15.13 16.75 16.50 16.63

FAHP No 656 3.68 N/A 22.77 23.57 21.57 24.05 22.92

Yes 403 3.90 3.48 24.83 25.70 23.80 26.50 24.72

FALP No 581 2.80 N/A 20.86 21.10 19.22 22.53 21.17

Yes 70 2.95 3.11 21.03 21.64 19.59 22.12 21.17

Unknown No 60 Unknown | N/A 21.85 22.56 19.79 23.87 21.72

Yes 11 Unknown | 3.38 21.11 21.33 20.22 21.89 21.22

Fall 2011 | CA No 133 2.54 N/A 17.65 17.31 16.78 18.52 18.58

Yes 14 2.62 2.63 16.64 15.45 16.73 17.18 18.45

FAHP No 697 3.69 N/A 22.71 23.46 21.47 24.16 22.93

Yes 480 3.87 3.48 24.29 25.27 23.11 26.03 24.16

FALP No 559 2.83 N/A 20.68 20.86 19.36 21.99 21.08

Yes 74 2.92 3.07 20.71 21.30 19.80 21.75 21.13

Unknown No 39 Unknown | N/A 21.15 20.70 19.05 22.95 22.10

Yes 7 Unknown | 3.36 20.33 20.67 18.33 21.33 21.33

Fall 2012 | CA No 130 2.53 N/A 17.22 16.68 16.49 18.27 18.07

Yes 11 2.50 3.21 16.75 16.25 15.75 16.75 18.75

FAHP No 690 3.69 N/A 22.78 23.44 21.72 24.04 23.01

Yes 421 3.88 3.53 24.19 25.37 23.05 25.67 23.96

FALP No 534 2.79 N/A 20.87 21.04 19.45 22.25 21.22

Yes 62 3.00 3.18 20.53 21.22 18.92 21.76 20.64

Unknown No 54 Unknown | N/A 20.40 20.72 18.56 21.68 21.12

Yes 6 Unknown | 3.51 25.00 26.20 23.80 25.80 24.80




Comparison of High School GPA between Students Who Graduate in Four Years and Students Who Do Not

Graduate in Four Years Collapsed Across Student Classifications

Mean High School GPA for feggar graduates analyzed by term of admission
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Comparison of High School GPA between Students Who Graduated in Four Years and Students Who Do Not

Graduate in Four Years for High Performing Fully Admitted Students

Mean High School GPA for feggar graduates analyzed by term of admission
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Comparison of High School GPA between Students Who Graduated in Four Years and Students Who Do Not

Graduate in Four Years for Low Performing Fully Admitted Students

Mean High School GPA for feggar graduates analyzed by term of admission

2.94 2.94 2.95 . 3
2.92 54 2.86 5 zq 286 5o 2.8 2.78 I 2.8 2.92 583 I 2.79

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
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Comparison of High School GPA between Students Who Graduated in Four Years and Students Who Do Not

Graduate in Four Years for Conditionally Admitted Students

Mean High School GPA for feggar graduates analyzed by term of admission

3.17 3.24
2.79 276 2.86 2.85 28 2.88
I I II I 2-48 I 2.45 | | |

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
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Comparison of Mean Composite ACT between Students Who Graduate in Four Years and Students Who Do Not

33

28

23

18

13

23.72

21.1

2005

Graduate in Four Years Collapsed Across Student Classifications

Mean Composite ACT for foyear graduates analyzed by term of admission

24.25 23.97 24.22

23.62 23.51 23.35

20.89

20.82

20.44

| I ! I | I

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

m Graduated mDid Not Graduate

23.28

20.67

2012
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Comparison of Mean Composite ACT between Students Who Graduate in Four Years and Students Who Do Not

33

28

23

18

13

24.73
23.2

2005

Graduate in Four Years for FAHP Students

Mean Composite ACT for foyear graduates analyzed by term of admission

25.13 24.93 24.96 2452 24.83

24.29

I 23.23 23.28 22 82 I 23.13 I 2277

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

22.71

m Graduated mDid Not Graduate

24.19
22.78
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Comparison of Mean Composite ACT between Students Who Graduate in Four Years and Students Who Do Not
Graduate in Four Years for FALP Students

Mean Composite ACT for foyear graduates analyzed by term of admission

33
28
23 20.9620.79 21.34,) e 20.8621.12 21.3 20.94 21.05 50 7 21.0320.86 20.7120.68 20.5320.87
13

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

m Graduated mDid Not Graduate
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Comparison of Mean Composite ACT between Students Who Graduate in Four Years and Students Who Do Not
Graduate in Four Years for Conditionally Admitted Students
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28

23

18

13

16.8217'55

2005

Mean Composite ACT for foyear graduates analyzed by term of admission
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15.75.
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Appendix XV

2014 Degree Program Survey (which included Core Curriculum)
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Default Question Block

Please indicate the number of credit hours you will have completed at Marshall University by the end of this semester.

1-15
D16 - 30
) 31 - 45
)45 - 80
C181-75

Please indicate your level of agreement with these statements regarding courses your have taken in the University"s Core Curriculum,

3 76 - 90
)91 - W05
106 - 120

3120 +

i.e. general education courses. If you have not taken any Core Curriculum (general education) courses at Marshall, choose "not

applicable.”
Marshall's core curriculum courses have helped me to

Strongly Agree
Dewvelop the ability to write
effeatively.
Develop the ability to uss
mathematics in everyday life.
Find scholarly information, to evaluate
it oritinally and to use it effectively.

Dewelop the ability to express myself
effectively through speaking.

Strongly Agree

Develop multiowltural and global
perspeotives.

Analyze and evaluate issues and solve
real-world problems in a manner that
iz ethical and supportive of our civio
well-being.

Erocaden my appreciation of the arts.

Examine izswes from maltiple
perspectives.

Strongly Agree

Use what | know to solve novel
problems. -

Aszess my own values and examine
other viewpoints and oredible
evidenoe.

Determine how to improve my own
learning.
Use knowledge from more than one

area of study to explore Eswes or
solve problems.

Meither Agree mor

Agree Dizagres= Dizagree Strongly Disagre=
Heither Agree nor

Agree Dizagres= Dizagree Strongly Disagre=
MHeither Agres nor

Agree Dizagres= Dizagree Strongly Disagre=

Mot Applicable

Mot Applicable

Mot Applicable

Please indicate your level of agreement with these statements regarding courses you have taken in your degree program/major. If
you have not taken any courses in your degree program/major at Marshall, choose "not applicable.”

Courses in my degree program/major have helped me to

Strongly Agree

Develop the ability to write
effeatively.

Dewelop the ability to use
mathematics in everyday life.

Meither Agree mor

Agree Dizagres= Dizagree Strongly Disagre=

Mot Applicable



Find soholarly information, Lne_r\dume

it critioally and to use it affectively.

Develop the ability to express myself
effeatmvely through speaking.

Develop multiowltural and global
parspeotives.

Analyze and evaluate ismues and solve
real-world problams in a manner that

iz ethioal and swpportive of our civio
well-being.

Broaden my appregiation of the arts.
Examine isswes from multiple
perspeotives_

Use what | know to solve novel
problems.

Aszess my owmn values and examine
other viewpoints and oredible
evidenoe.

Determine how to improve my own
learning and to engage in lifelong
learning.

Gain experience in the use of
t=chnology important in my major
field.

Use kniowledge from mors than one

area of study to explore Esues or
solve problems.

Strongly Agree

i

L=

Swrongly Agree

Agres

2

Agres

(5]

o Q
o o
o o
Heither Agree nor
Cicagre= Dizagras
] Q
L8]
5] Q
Qo o
o Q
Meither Agres nor
Dizagres DiEzagres
@ Q
Q o
o 0

Please indicate your level of satisfaction with the quality of the following aspects of your Degree

Teacking

sviing
Academic Suppors Services
Claszroom /Lab Fasilities

Very Satisfied

Sathed

ot

Heutral

L

Please provide examples of practices in your Degree Program that have resulted in deep learning.

o
Strongly Disagres=
o
O
Q
O
0
)
0
Strongly Disagres
)
o
O
Program/Major.
Dissatisfied
Q
8]
[ &
L

Please provide suggestions you think might improve leaming in your Degree Programd/Major.

Thank you for completing this survey. Clicking on the armow to the right will register your responses.
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2016 Core Curriculum Survey
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Default Question Block

Please indicate the number of credit hours you will have completed gt Marshall University by the end of this semester.

Please indicate your level of agreement with these statements regarding courses your have taken in the University"s Core Curriculum,

) T6-90
09 - 105

() 106 - 120

o120 -

i.e. general education courses. I you have not taken any Core Curriculum (general education) courses at Marshall, choose "not

applicable.”

Marshall's core curriculum courses have helped me to

Develop the ability to write
effeatively.

Use mumerical information to explore
real world problems.

Find soholarly information, to evaluate
i eritioally and to use it effectively.
Develop the ability to express myself
effeotively through speaking.

Develop multioultural and global
perspeotives.

Analyze and evaluate issues and solve
real-waorld problems in a manner that
iz ethioal and supportive of our civio
well-being.

Broaden my appreciation of the arts.

Examine izsuss from multiple
perspectives.

Use what | know to solve nowel
problems.

Aszess my own values and examine
other viewpoints and oredible
evidenoe.

Determine how to improve my own
learning.

Use knowledge from more than one

area of study to explore Eswes or
solve problems.

Strongly Agree

Strongly Agree

!

Strongly Agree

Agres

Agres

Agres

Neither Agree mor

Dizagres

)

Neither Agree mor

[eagres

Heither Agree mor

Dizagres

\J

Dizagree

Strongly Disagres

Strongly Dizagres

W

Mat Applisable

Mat Aoplissble

L¥

ot

Mat Applisable

Pleass provide examples of practices in your Core Curriculum (general education) courses that have resulted in deep learming.

Please provide suggestions you think might improve learning in Marshall's Core Curriculum.



Thank you for completing this survey. Chicking on the armow to the r@twﬂregfsbwymrreq:mses_
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Appendix XVI
Sample Graduation Survey (College of Arts and Media)
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IRB Invitation

Dear Marshall University Semior:

You are invited to participate in a survey entitled, “Marshall University Graduation Survey” designed to assess your satisfaction with
your educational experience while at Marshall University and to determine how effectively Marshall has prepared you for further
education or the workplace. The study is being conducted by Marshall University®s Office of Assessment. Information from this survey
will be used to help us improve campus services that are important to student success. The Office of Assessment will keep all personal
identifying information confidential. It will provide only aggregate or de-identified results to the College of Arts and Media.

This online survey is comprised of multiple choice, short answer, and Likert scale questions and will take approximately 10 minutes to
complete. There are no known risks involved with this survey. Participation is completely voluntary and there will be no penalty or
loss of benefits if you choose not to complete the survey. You also may choose not to answer any question by simply leaving it Blank.
Completing the survey indicates your consent for us to use the answers you supply.

If you have any questions about the study, you may contact Dr. Mary Reynolds, Associate Vice President for Assessment and Quality
Initiatives at (304) 696-2987 If you have any questions concerning your rights as a research participant, you may contact the
Marshall University Office of Research Integrity at (304) 626-4303.

By completing this survey, you confirm that you are 18 years of age or older. If you have read this form and agree to take part in
the survey, please click the arrow below.

» Please print or copy this page for your records.
Further Directions

The survey consists of more than one page. When finished with each page, click the right arrow to proceed to the next. You may also
return to a previous page to change answers by clicking on the left arrow. You will know how close you are to being finished by
tracking the progress bar at the bottom of the page. A “thank-you™ page will appear when you have finished the survey.

COFA Questions

Please indicate your level of satisfaction with these elements of your experience in the College of Arts and Media (Previously College of
Fine Arts or School of Journalism and Mass Communications):
Wery Satisfied Satisfed Heutral Dhssatisfied Wery Dizsatisfied

The owrriculsm (D5 it prepare you to
meet the demands of your chosen
career?)

The owrriculwm (D5 it follow a logioal . .
learning sequence’) ol o o ) L

Faculty [Were they available to you y ) 1 )
for advising or other counseling?) = wd o t ]

Faculty [Were they helpful to you in Y . ) 1 )
your pursuit of your educationT) L L ! o o

Faculty and 5Staff [Were they helpful . . ) . .
o you in career planning?) e i . . -

Wery Satisfied Satizfied Heautral Dissatisfied Very Dissatisfiad
Student partigipation (Was it
encouraged for departmental and
collagiate activities?)
The program (D4d it assist in improving
wour skills and techniques in your
chosen field?)
Eduwcational facilities
Educational eguipment

General Studies reguirements (Were )
they appropriate to the BFA degree?) - b o ~_- L

The Dean’s Office [Was & helpful?)
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The College and Department wers
equally supportive of women and o o o ol L]
men.

The College and Department were
equally supportive of 2l ragial fethnic O o
groups

The degres to which department and . " . 9 1
college mided in your sdusation ind wd w wh o

Orwerall value of your college . . y " 3
experisnoe - = o ot [%)

Personal and Educational Information

Family Status
) Married, no children i) Single, no children

) Married, with ohildren () Single, with children

Residence at time of admission
) Im-State
) Matra

) Dwi-of-State

Number of semesters enrolled to complete your degree (Note: One semester is equal to fall, spring, or summer, resulting in the
potential for three semesters in one year)

() Fawer than § semesters ) 15 camesters
) & semesters 1 16 semesters
(19 camestars (17 samesters
3 10 camestars () 18 camesters
111 s=mesters (117 c=mimsters
() 12 semesters () 20 samesters
313 semesters i) Mare than 10 semesters

) 14 semesters

While pursuing your degree, did you
) Originally enroll and stay at Marshall
)} Transfer from a 2-year institution or community college

) Transfer from another 4-year institution

During the last year of your studies, how many hours a week did you work while attending classes?
Il Mone

o 1-10

O M-

o 211-30

) Mers than 30

Whiich of the following best describes your educational objective while attending Marshall University?
) Begin my first career

() Adwanos in current career

) Change oareer

()} Mon-pareer objeotive
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Upon graduation, what was the dellar amount of your educational loan indebtedness?

) Ho indebtedmess
) Up o 54,559
() 55,000 - 53,999

(0 510,000 - $14,999
() 515,000 - 519,959
() Orwer 530,000

Did you take part in an internship, practicum or other structured work experience related to your major and anticipated career?

D Wes

) Mo

If you answered “yes” to the previous question, did that experience increase your ability to secure employment or employment offers?

O Ves
) Mo

) Insufficient information to answer this question

When | graduate from Marshall University | plan to (check all that apphy)

_ Attend graduate sohool
.| Complete additional undergraduate coursework

_J Continue to work at the same job | have at present

_ | Enter the military

‘Work for @ private sector company or oorporation in & position related to my
= fimld of study.

‘Waork for a private s=ctor company or corporation in & position HOT related to
" mry field of study.

‘Work for a local, state, or federal agency in a position related to my field of
 study.

‘Work for a local, state, or federal agency in a position HOT related to my
© fimld of study.

‘Work for a non-profit organization, e.g. hospital, university, public school, eto.
in & position related to my field of study.

[ Work for a non-profit arganization, e.g. hospital, university, public school, et
" in a position NOT related to my field of study.

‘Work for a volunteer or service organization, e.g. Peacs Corps, AmeriCorps,

o City Year, etc.

|| Begin my own businsss
|| Start or rase a family
[l Take time off (to travel, etc.)

|| Undegided or no plans

S —

If you plan to continue your education and have applied to institutions of higher education, please check all that apply: | have applied

to institutions of higher education
‘Within 50 miles of my college town
| Within 50 miles of my home town
Ower 50 miles, but within 500 miles of my college town
| Ower 50 miles, but within 500 miles of my home toen

In WY

Have you been accepted by a higher-level educational program?
| Yes

| Mo

| In ot least one of Wiz neighboring states (OH, KY, V&, MD, PA)
| Within the US, but outside the above boundaries

| Internationally

othr o ot ]

If you have been accepted by a higher level institution, what institution do you plan to attend?

Evaluation of Educational Experience

While pursuing my degree at Marshall University



Strongly Agree
| developed the ability to write
effeatively. -
| wsed numerical information to
explore real world problems. -

I l=arned to find soholarly information,
to evaluate it critically and o use it
effeatively.

| gained expertize in the use of
technology impartant in my field of
stusdy.

| aoguired sufficient skills and
knowledge to prepare for career- o
related positions.

| developed the ability to express
myself effectively throwsgh speaiing. -

Strongly Agree

| developed multiowltural and global

perspectives. i
‘Writing intensive courses helped me

to improve my writing shalls. -
My olaszes challenged me to analyze=

and evaluate Eswes and to solve real-

world problems in a manner that &

ethical and supportive of our civic

wiell be=imig.

| broadened my appreciation for the

arts. -

My capstone ocourse challenged me to
do my best work. -

| l=amn=d to =xamine izswes from
mudtiple perspeatives.

I l=amed to use what | know to solve
novel problems.

| l=arned to assess my own values and
to examine other viswpoints and
credible evidenos.

| determined how to improve my own

learning and to engage in lifelong B
learning.

| used knowledge from maore than one
area of study to explore Eswes or to
solve problems.

Mow that | have completed my degree,

Strongly Agree

| feel adeguately prepared for a

career and/or graduate or )
professional study in my major field.

| beliewe that Marshall University's

program in my major field iz of high

quality.

| would recommend to others that

they study the same program at o
Marshall.

| would recommend Marshall to
procpeotive students. -

Heither Agree nor
Disagree

Heither Agree nor
Disagree

Heither Agree nor
Disagres

Heither Agree nor
Disagree

Pleaze rate your level of satisfaction with the quality of the following at Marshall:

Very Satisfied
Teaching
Adwising

Anademio Support Servioes

Meutral

Disagree

Disagree

Disagres

Dizagree

Drizsatisfied

Strongly Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Strongly Disagres

Strongly Disagree

Very Dissatisfied

132
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Classroom/Lab Fagilities
Post-Graduation Employment and Educational Plans

When | graduate, | plan to

e ampls S —

| Further my education

If you plan to be employed after graduation, will your job be in the career path you have chosen?
O Yes
) Mo

.} Don't kmow yet

If you plan to be employed after graduation, will your job be in your major field?
O Tes
) Mo

) Don't know yet

If you plan to be employed after graduation, will your job be
O Im T

O In EY, OH, P& WA, or MD?

) In @ stagte other than one mentioned abowe?

) In @ country other than the US?

If you plan to be employed after graduation, will your job be (choose all that apply):

__ within 30 miles of your college town? | over 50 miles, but within 500 miles of your home town?
| within 30 miles of your home town? .| over 500 miles from your college town
) ower 50 miles, but within 500 miles of your college town? | over 500 miles from your home town

If you have accepted employment, what will be your starting salary?

() 510,000 or less (7 535,001 - £40,000

£ 510,001 - $15,000 () $40,001 - $45,000

£ 515,001 - $30,000 () 545,001 - $50,000

£ 520,001 - $I5,000 () #hore: than $50,000

() 525,001 - 530,000 ) | have not et accepted employment
(2 530,001 - 535,000

For the position indicated above, who is your employer?
|

Did you wse Career Services to help you with your career path?
0 Tes

) Mo

If you answered "yes™ to the previous question, please indicate all services used.
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| Marshall JobTrax | ] On-campus recruitment ewent
L Resume assistanos || Career Fair

e i S —

| Mook Interviewing

Thank Tor compsting the College of Arts and Media’s Graduation Survey. Pleass De advisad that, once you have clicked on tha BITOW, YOUr BUTVe
ummmlnsmwr?mumlmfmmmnm FESpONaas. you gnt o v



Appendix XVII
Freshman Survey: 2015
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IRE Consent Form

Dear Marshall University Freshman:

You are invited to participate in a survey entitled, “Marshall University Freshman Survey” designed to assess your perceptions of learning during the
fall 2015 semester. The study is being conducted by Marshall Universitys Office of Assessment. Information from this survey will be usad to help us
identify the outcomes students feel they have achieved during the fall semester of their freshman year at Marshall. The Office of Assessment will

keep all personal identifying information confidential.

This online survey is comprised of 28 statements regarding educational experiences. You will be asked to indicate the extent to which you have
engaged in these experiences. It should take no more than five minutes to complete, There are no known risks involved by participating in this
survey. Participation is completely voluntary and there will be no penalty or loss of benefits if you choose not to complete the survey. You also may
choose not to answer any question by simply leaving it blank. Completing the survey indicates your consent for us to use the answers you supgply.

If you have any questions about the study, you may contact Dr. Mary Reynolds, Associate Vice President for Assessment and Quality Inftiatives at
[F0a) 696-2987. If you hawve any questions concerning your rights as a research participant, you may contact the Marshall University Office of

Research Integrity at [304) 696-4303. By completing this survey, you confirm that you are 18 years of age or older. If you have read this form and
agres to take part in the survey, please click the armow below.

Please print or copy this page for your records and click on the arrow on the bottom right side of the page to begin the survey.

Survey

During the fall semester of 2015, about how often have you done the following?
Often

Used ideas from different courses
when completing assignments.
Conneoted your learning to societal
problems or Eswes.

Inoluded diverse perspectives
|politioal, religious, racial /ethnio,
gender, eto.} in course discussions or
assignments.

Examined the strengths and
weaknesses of your own views ona
topic or isswe.

Tried to better understand someone
else’s views by imagining how an issue
looks from his or her perspective.
Learned something that changed the
way you understand an issue or
conoept.

Conneoted ideas from your courses to
your prior experience and knowledge.

Discuszed ocowrse topios, ideas, or
conoepts with a faoulty member
outzide of class.

Applied facts, theaories, or methods to
practioal problems or o new
sitwations.

Analyzed an idea, experienoes, or line
of reasoning in depth by examining its
parts.

Evaluated a point of view, decision, or
information souroe.

Formed a new idea or understanding
from warious pieces of information.
Found scholarly information,
evaluated it oritically and used it

Wery Often

Wery Often

L=

L=

Sometimes Hever
=
o
- (5]
L5 ]
Sometimes Hever
- (]
L
L (]



effeatiely.
Assessed your own values and

examined other viewpoints and (8] 2
credible evidenos.

Identified ways to improve your own = ;
learning. - -
Analyzed and avaluated Esue=s to

solve real-world problems in 2 manner . y
that was ethical and supportive of our - o
civic well-being.

Examinad issues from multiple ;

perspeotives. - -
Used knowl=dge from more than ane

areq of study to explore Esues or to [ =
solve problems.

Used what you know to solve new -
problems. -

Discussad multiculteral and global
Esues.

Used numerical information to
examine a real-world problem or o )
Esue.

Synthesized and organiced ideas,

information, or experiences into new, - .
more complex interpretations and - -
relationships.

Made judgments about how others

gathered, interpreted, and assessed ) |5
data.

Worked on a paper or project that

required integrating ideas or ) )
infirmation from various sources.

Discuszed ideas from readings or

classes with others outside of class F

{students, family members, ! o
coworkars, =to.]

Completed writing assignments.
Made class pressntations.

Classroom learning communities are defined as two or more courses that have similar themes and a commen core of students. Please

indicate your level of agreement with the statement below.
Strongly Agres Agree

Dwering this past semester, | was a
member of a olassroom learning ) ()
community as defined above.

Thank you for completing this survey. Once you have clicked on the arrow pointing right (on the right side of the page) your answers

will be recorded and you will be unable to make changes.

Dizagree

L

Strongly Disagree

L

136
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Appendix XVIII

Parti al Mar shall s CLA+ I nstitut i-2016:a | Repor

Appendices and previous yearsod reports
www.marshall.edu/assessment/GenEdAssessment.aspx.

Spring 2016 CLA+ Results | Institutional Report

Marshall University

g

cla+
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Sﬁrinﬁ 2016 CLA+ Results Marshall Universii

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
|

CLA+ has two primary uses. The first use—helping institutions estimate their contributions to the development of
students’ higher-order thinking skills—is achisved through prowth estimates, as well as oversll evidence of
students’ competency in critical-thinking and written communication. The second use highlights these skills for
individual students; CLA+ results provide a valuable tool for potential employers and graduate schools to ascertain
the depth of & student's critical-thinking and written-communication skills. With CLA+ Career Connect, those
results become accessible and actionable. CLA+ Career Connect gives students a leg up in todey’s compsetitive job
market, enabling them to: post electronic badges verifying their performance to Linkedin or other social networking
profiles; attend exclusive career faira with prominent employers; and feature their results on digital credential
profiles.

CLA+ results are 8 powerful tool for assessing students’ critical-thinking and written communication skills,
measuring growth on these skills, and determining how your institution compares to other colleges and universities
using CLA+.

Marshall University has a freshman Total CLA+ score of 977, thie score is greater than or egual to the average
freshman score at 26% of CLA+ schools. A score of 877 demonstrates Bssic mastery of the critical-thinking and
wirtten-communication skills measured by CLA+.

Marshall University's senior Total CLA+ score is 1100, which is better than or equsal to the average senior score at
31% of CLA+ schools. A score of 1100 signifies Proficient mastery of the skills measwred by CLA+.

Given the mean CLA+ performance of Marshall University's freshmen and the entering academic ability of s
geniors Marshall University’s value added is Mear what would be expected relative to schools testing similar
populations of students.
1500+
1400+
13004
1200+ =

110004 -

1000+

Observed CLA+ Score
I"._

300+

200

7004 ; . ; . ; . ; .
00 a0 =0 1000 00 1200 40 1400 4500

Expected CLA* Score

& Y gur School - Dhserved perfarmance gqualto expected pedormance
All 4 year CLA+ Colleges and Institutions

Institutional Report i
. __________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 00000 |
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Sﬁrini 2016 CLA+ Results Marshall Llniversiﬁ

In eddition to the information provided here, key mefrics contained in this report include Mastery Levels,
subscores, growth estimates, and percentile rankings:

Mastery Levels

CLA+ Mastery Levels allow distinctions in student performance relative to students” proficiency in critical
thinking and written communication. These levels contextualize CLA+ scores by interpreting test results in
relation to the qualities axhibited by examiness. Each Mastery Level—Below Basic, Basic, Proficient,
Accomplished, and Advanced—corresponds to specific evidence of critical-thinking and written-
communication skills.

CLA+ Subscores

In addition to total scores, thera are s subscores reported across CLA+. The Performance Task—an
essay-besed section of the exam—is scored in three skill areas: Anslysis and Problem Solving, Writing
Effectivenssa, and Writing Mechanice. Students receive criterion-referenced subscores for each skill
catepory based on key characteristice of their written responses. Selected-Reaponse Questions are also
scored in three areas: Scientific and Quantitative Reasoning, Critical Reading and Evaluation, and Critique
an Argument These subscores are scored based on the number of correct responses that students
provide.

Growth Estimates
The institutional repart contains two types of growth estimates: effect sizes and value-added scores.

Effect sizas charecterize the amount of growth shown ecross classes, and ere reported in standard
dewiation units. (Standard deviation is 8 measure of the distance betwsen the mean, or average, and all
other values in & score ==t Effect sizes are calculated by subtracting the mean scores of the frashman
from the mean scores of each subsequent class and dividing these amounts by the standard deviation of
the freshman scores.

k¥alve-aoded soores provide estimates of growth relative to other CLA+ schools. Specifically, value-added
scores—also reportad in standard deviation units—indicate the degres to which observed senior maean
CLA+ scores mest, exceed, or fall below expectations as established by two factors: the seniors’ entering
scademic ability (EAL) and the mean CLA+ performance of freshmen at the school, which serves as a
control for any selection effects not addressed by EAA.

Percantile Rankings

Parcantile rankings allow for normative interpretations of your students’ performance. These rankings are
provided for your students’ CLA+ scores, a5 well as for your institutional value-added scores, and indicate
how well your institution performed relative to other CLA+ colleges and universities. Percentile rankings
indicate the percentage of CLA+ institutions whose scores are equal to or less than your own.

Please s=& Sections 1-6 for a full st of institutional results.

In addition to your institutional results, your CLA+ institutional report includes a wide variety of information related
to the measurement of higher-order thinking skills. Each section and appendix builds on the next to provide you
with a full appreciation of how the CLA+ can support the educational mission at your school. The CLA+ institutional
report’s appendices include information to help you learn about CLA+ measurement, understand relevant
statistical concepts, interpret your school's dats, examine your performance in relation to performance at other
CL&+ schools, and use CLA+ data to enhance student learning atyour schoal.

Institutional Report ii
I
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SECTION 1: SUMMARY RESULTS, BY CLASS

MNumber of Students Tested, by Class
Sophomores:  NAA

Freshrmen:

89

Summary CLA+ Results, by Class

TOTALCLA+
SCORE

PERFORMANCE
TASK

SELECTED-
RESPOMSE
QUESTIONS

ENTERING
ACADEMIC
ABILITY

Frashmen
Sophomores
Juniocrs
Saniors
Freshmen
Sophomares
Juniors
Sanicrs
Frashmen
Sophomores
Juniocrs
Saniors
Freshimen
Sophomares
Juniors
Saniors

MEAN
SC0RE

ar7
MFA
MNFA
1100
927
MrA
MrA
110
1027
MrA
MNFA
1098
1031
MrA
MrA
1040

STANDARD
CEVIATION

m
MAA
MAA
124
138
MAA
MAA
144
146
MAA
MAA
170
130
MAA
MAA
144

Juniors: NAA
2™ FEM
PERCEMTILE PERCENTILE
SCORE SCORE
ao7 1067
MIA WA
MIA WA
1021 1182
828 1042
MAA M8
MAA M/A
1014 1230
925 1134
MAA WA
MIA WA
a7 4 1235
450 1150
MAA M8
MAA M/A
450 1110

Seniors: 106
MEAN SCORE ~ EFFECT
PERCENTILE ~ SEFEV.
RAMK FRESHMEM
ZE _—
MJ/A M/A
M/A M/A
31 1.22
15 -
M/A M/A
MN/A M/
37 1.26
47 -
M/A M/A
M/A M/A
25 0.49
&3 -
M/A -
MN/A -
40 —

Marshall University has a senior Total CLA+ scora of 1100 and percentila rank of 31. The
corresponding Mastery Level for this score is Proficiant

Institutional Report
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SECTION 2: DISTRIBUTION OF MASTERY LEVELS

Distribution of CLA+ Scores, by Mastery Level

o
e
0™ e g e

FRESHMEN
SOPHOMORES
1|ZIIIZ|IZ|
JUNIORS
1|ZIIIZ|IZ|
Eil
SENIORS El

a

400

Mastery Levels, by Class

MEAN MEBM PERCENT

TOTAL CLA+  MASTERY BELOW PERCEMNT PERCENT PERCEMNT PERCEMNT

SCORE LEVEL BASIC BASIC PROFICIENT ACCOMPLISHED ADWAMCED
Freshmen a7y Basic 4z 44 14 0 0
Sophomoras | MAA MFA NFA MA A M MiA
Juniors WA MFA MFA M WA, M M
Seniors 1100 Proficient 16 33 37 12 2

Imstitutional Report 3




143

Sﬁrinﬁ 2016 CLA+ Results Marshall Universiﬁ

SECTION 3: VALUE-ADDED ESTIMATES

EXPECTED ACTUAL
SENIDR MEAN SEMIOR MEAN
CLA+ SCORE CLA+ SCORE
Total CLA+ Score 1103 1100
Performanca Task 1076 11
Salected-Response Quastions 1118 10408

VALUE-ADDED PERFORMANCE PERCENTILE ~ CONFIDENCE INTERVAL BOUNDS

SCORE LEVEL RANK LOWER UPPER
Total CLA+ Score -0.07 Naar &4 -0&8 0.44
Parformance Task 0.48 Naar 75 -0.a7 1.03
Salacted-Response Questions -0.46 Naar 20 -1.07 015

Expected vs. Observed CLA+ Scores

15004

1400 -

13004

b

(=

(=]
1

1100+ -

Qbgernved CLA+ Score
=
]

a00-

400

?UD - : T T T T T T T 1
o0 an 00 1000 o 1200 00 1400 1800

Expected CLAr Score

& Your School - Dbserved performance equal to expecied pedormance
Al 4 year CLA+ Colleges and Institutions

Institutional Report &
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SECTION &: CLA+ SUBSCORES

Parformance Task: Distribution of Subscores (in percentages)

AMNALYSIS &
PROBLEM SOLVING

0

0 -
FRESHMEMN
I

100

SOPHOMORES

JUNIORS

SEMIORS

1

i

1
1

458

1]

1]

T34 5 08

46
3z

13

-]

e e e e N
23 4 58

— T T T
3 4 58

1]

T34 5 08

WRITING
EFFECTIVEMESS
Al
s3] #Baz
2 B
I
1 2 3 4
R
5]_
a-
1 29 4
i
57
u_
179 4
100
4 4 3
13
1]
-
1 2 3 4

oo
5 8

5B

4
5 8

WRITING
MECHANICS

100 4

1

i

NOTE: The Parformance Task subsconocatagorias are scored an 8 scale of T through 6.

Selected- Response Questions: Mean Subscores

SCIENTIFIC &
QUANTITATVE REASONING
75
Mean Parcantile
Score Score
FRESHMEN 487 426
SOPHOMORES  N#A A
JUNIORS MNFA A
SENIORS 515 464

FEH
Fercantile
Scora
538

M/A
MAA

5B5

CRITICAL

READIMG & EVALUATIOMN
ZEH

Miagn Percentile

Scare Scare

491 405

MA N#A

WA N#A

522 449

7E™
Parcantile
Score
bi?

A,

A,

£Q4

a0 s
oo

2 3 4 5 8

—TTT T
2 3 4 5 B

— T T T T T
23 4 5B

10
53
5 4 2}
o 9 5
]
1 2 3 4 5 8
CRITIGUE AN ARGUMENT
TEh TE
Mean Fercantile  Percentila
Scora Scora Scare
514 446 5E1
MAA MiA NAA
MA MiA NAA
551 506 604

NOTE: Tha salactad-rasionss saction subscorss ane raportad an 8 scalaranging anpromataly from 200 to

S0

Institutional Report
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SECTION 5: STUDENT EFFORT AMD ENGAGEMENT

Student Effort and Engagement Survey Responses

How much effort aiid you put into the written-response i3 sk’ selected-response questions?

A MODERATE
NO EFFORTAT ALITTLE AMOUNT OF A LOTOF MY BEST
ALL EFFORT EFFORT EFFORT EFFORT
PERFORMAMCE
TASK Freshman 29 10% £2%, J4% 129
Sophomores  W/A MA M A M
Junicrs A MiA M A M
Saniors 2% 1% £8% 0% 199
SELECTED-
RESPONSE Freshman 8% 20% A7 12% 8%
QUESTIONS
Sophomaores  NFA MAA MNSA MFA MIA
Juniors WA MiA MiA WA M
Soniors 3% 25% E7% 11% Bl

How engaging aid yous find the written-response task’ selected-response queastions?

NOT ATALL SLIGHTLY MODERATELY VERY EXTREMELY
ENGAGING ENGAGIMNG ENGAGING ENGAGING ENGAGING

PERFORMAMCE

TASK Freshman 17% 17% AA%, 15% 7T
Sophomaores WA MAA MSA MAA MAA
Juniors A MiA MAA A MFA
Soniors 10% 26% 38% 22% 4%

SELECTED-

RESPONSE Freshman 3% 7% 25%, B% 3%

QUESTIONS
Sophomores  NAA M/A MAA MNAA MFA
Juniors A MiA WA A MA
Sanicrs 40% 37% 24% 4% 1%

Imstitutional Raport [
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SECTION 6: STUDENT SAMPLE SUMMARY

Student Sample Summary
FRESHMEN SOPHOMORES JUNIORS SENIORS

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTIC N k) M % M % N W
TRAMSFER  Transfer Students -- - A Mih  MAA NAA i 0%

Mon-Transfer Studants -- - ML MAA MAA WAA 108 100%:
GEMDER Male 3z BaA%  MAA MSA MNAA WA 27 25%

Female 25 42%  |N/A MNSA M/ NAA 73 B&%

Decline to State 2 3% MFA MNSA MR NAA g B%
PRIMARY Englizh 57 a7% (WA MSA MAA WA 106 309
LANGUAGE  yiper 2 3% NA NA O NA NA T 1%
FIELD Sciences & Enginesring 13 7% |MNAA MSA MSA WA Z 7%
gTFI..II]'r Social Sciencas [t} 18%  |[NAA MNSA MR NAA 4 4%

Humanities & Languages 7 12% | W/A Wi |MAA NAA 16 15%

Business 2] 14% |NFA NSA MNAA MWAA 1 1%

Helping / Sarvices 15 8% MAA Wil MAA NAA Ga GA%

Undecided / Other £ W& 7 12%  |MN/A MNSA M/ NAA 15 14%
FIELDY American Indian £ Alaska NativeS |0 0% LA WA MSA WA i] 0%
ETHHICITY Indigenous

Asian (including Indian 1 2% WA NS MNAA WA 1 1%

subcontinent and Philippines)
Mative Hawaiian or other Pacific |0 0% A MNAA MAA MR 0 0%
lslander
African-American f Black 5 2% LA MSA MNAA MWAA 4 A0

(including African and
Caribbean), nan-Hispanic
Hizpanic or Lating 1 2% MFA MAA |MNSA NAA 2 2%

White (including Middls Eastern), | 43 B3% MNAA Mih  MAA NAA 92 87%

non-Hispanic

Other 2 % MM MAA MWAA NAA 2 2%
Dacline to State 1 % M WA NAA WA 5 5%
PARENT Less than High School 3 % M Mih MAA NAA 2 2%
EDUCATION High School 12 Z0% (MM NAA |NAA L NYA 17 16%
Some College 11 19%  (MA WA WA NYA 3 9%
Bachelor's Degrae 23 0% (MNAA MNSA M/ NAA 28 26%
Graduwate or Post-Graduats 10 17% M M MAA WA 28 Z6%
Dunl:‘ltEE::ﬂ MA i 0% M MWAA MWAA NAA 0 0%
Imstitutional Raport 7
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Appendix XIX
Executive Summary of Freshman Baseline/FYS/Senior Assessment Results for Academic Year 2015-2016:
Previous year so r epwwi.sarsbal.pdubssesfnentiCenEd@AEsessment.aspx.

Comparison of Freshman Baseline with First Year Seminar and Senior EXxiting

Assessment Results
Academic Year 20162016

Summer Assesaent Workgroup MembersMarie Archambault, Cam Brammer, Kim DeTéBdoa, Robert Ellison, Victor Fet, Marty Laubach,
Joan St. Germain, Anita Walz, Mary Welch, Mary Beth Reynolds (Office of Assessment), and Tim Melvin (Office of Assessment)

Executive Sumnry

Background
Recommendations from 2015 Assessment Workgroup (with current statusdh

The 2015 Summer Workgroup noted that the revision of the FYS final assessment, which allows all students to complessitinenassdine,

was a positive stepHowever, members of the group expressed concern about the length of some of the documents the students must read and

evaluate before making their recommendations for the problem they must solve. We noted that the FYS Advisory Boardodeegirdising

real documents in the faculty developed scenarios rather than documents created by faculty. The rationale for this thadakktwould be

more authentic because, in the real world, professionals are called upon to identify and evaluate such doctioemtger, members of the

assessment workgroup pointed out that, in the real world, people typically have longer than two hours to do this. Theyeogasthat the

a0dzRSyida KIFIR (2 aLISyR a2 f2y3 NBI RA yn@ tofukySvaluderenzns yidughtfully eveiop therS &

NEO2YYSYRIGAZ2YAD 2SS y2GS GKIG (g2 alddzRSydaQ FAyYyLFE | aa@atéenySyda

presumably running out of time before getting to that part of th&sessment. The assessment workgroup recommended several options to try

to remedy these issues:

1 Release the documentseforethe final exam. Instructors would tell students they should have read the documents before arriving for the
exam. Since the erais administered in Blackboard, one member suggested that it could be set up in two modules; first the documents,
which would have to be read and evaluated for accuracy, relevance, and bias ashanak@art of the exam. Then, on the day of the
exam iself, the second module allowing students to make a recommendation and indicate information still needed, would opemn.
knowledge, no changes have been made in the administration of the FYS final exams.

R

A
02«
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9 If the first option is not possible, the wonaup recommended that FYS faculty return to the previous method of using faculty created
documents of a reasonable lengthio our knowledge, no changes have been made in the administration of the FYS final exams.

9 If students are instructed to give theecommendations in the form of a memorandum, the group recommendeddhabf the
documents they read should be written in that format (or in whatever format they are asked to use to prepare their respbassenario
dza SR T2 NJ (KA & sénirlagsdsmerdslingl&lédia genplé rigeRorandum. The Assessment Workgroup noted that this was not
consistently the case for the FYS exams.

Procedures for 2016 Assessment
General Procedures

In August 2015, 1,588coming freshmen at Marshall Universggmpleted baseline assessmel@n additional 59 students completed the

Collegiate Learning AssessmfDLA}). Both assessments required studentsatwlyze and evaluate information, solve problems, and write

effectively. These skills are alignedtdNtBS 2 F al NEKI f f Infgrkadidh Nikrady dy@riBagedAhiokdndsl& dinmunication

Fluency In the spring semester of 2016, 1&&duating seniors completed the same assessm@&the Marshall assessmeand 106the

CLAY}. The 198seniors who completed either theLA2 NJ a I N&nKr-assésshéent did not differ significantly from the senior population in

termsof entering academic ability based on ACT or SAT performance. However, the sampsegmaficantly higher mean cotie GPA (3.37

than the senior population (31) and the sample included a higher proportion of female students than did the populdii@shmen

O2YLJX SGAYy3a al NEKFffQa YIYRFG2NE CANRBG . SI NI { $insheddy MEodmiay, fréshme®ahd LI S G SF
graduating seniors.

In May 2016 group of nine faculty representirsgveral academicolleges from across the university evaluated a sampée bfNA KI £ t Qa
assessments using a rubric that allowed themdore each assessmeatross eightriteria (traits). These includeédformation needecnd
source acknowledgmeifinformation Literacy)evidenceviewpoints andrecommendation/positiorfinquiry-Based Thinking), ardkvelopment
convention/format andcommunication styléCanmunication Fluency)This project was coordinated by the Office of Assessment.

A random sample of 238 arshall Feshman baseline assessmemtas drawn from the pool of 1,585 (4% of the total number of assessments
available Since onl®2seniors comfeted theMarshall senior exitingssessment, we included all in our analysis, giving us a ta3al7of
assessments in our sample.

One hundred eightgight (188) of the 235 freshmen from our baseline sample (80%) completed FYS asses$hergasonsve had no FYS
assessments from 47 of the students in theddase sample were as follows: ¥ &re enrollal in, and received credit fd¥YS, but dinot
complete the final exam; 6 were enrolled byt did not receive credit for FY%were not enrolled ifFY 3luring academic year 2012D15;2
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O2YLX SGSR C,{ RddzZNAY3a adzYYSN) HanmpZ &2 GKSANI a02NBa O2damMarshalli 06S dza ¢

without completing FYS.
All assessments were ddentified and for thefreshman baseline/senior comparisomaters did not know which were completed by freshmen
and which by seniorsEach assessment had two independent ratelPdease see the supporting information that follows this summary for a
detailed explanation of seing procedures.

Results and Analysis

Comparison of Freshman Baseline to Senior Exiting Results and to Results at the End of FYS

Mean scores (on a scale o€ 1) for senios were significantly ljher than freshman baseline measures on all critéreits). However, mean
performance for seniors ranged from a low of 2.2®&j(iry-Based Thinking/iewpointg to a high of 2.77Gommunication Fluency

developmeny, indicating, as has been the case for the past four years, that there is room foritvpfoyeli | Y2y 3 al NAKIF f £ Qa 3 NJ

Mean differences between freshman baseline performance and senior exiting performance ranged from a low ofl@fidrigBased

Thinking viewpoints to a high of 0.78 f@ommunication Fluencgonvention/format We note that, for the past four years, the difference
between the mean scores of freshmen and seniors has averaged abotiatinaf a point (ranging from 0.27 to 0.96). Mean scores for seniors
have never exceeded 3.0lh@uiry-Based Thinkingecommenmations) in 2013, with the average being about 2.6.

[Fald @SIFNDRa 6HnmpL épRoNgeddaNRodnhlthd WMarsDalzasasSarconip&rSstudeat performantdanmation Literacy
Inquiry-Based Thinkin¢akaCritical Thinking andCommunicabn Fluencypetween freshman baseline and senior exiting assessments, namely

that some students take the nationally standardizeallegiate Learning Assessment (CLWlkile the rest take a similar assessment developed

by Marshall University faculty. Thisocess works well for freshmen and, although having representative senior samples that are large enough

G2 RNI g YSIFyAyaTdAd 02y Ofdzarazya NBYFAYA LINRPOESYFGAOI tidénstoO2 2 LISNI
participate ha helped in this regard. We also note that for the past several yeaiGlthgand Marshall Assessment results have mirrored each

other. Results of th€LA+or the past three years (and of ti@_Aor several years prior to that) have shown Marshal@8iNA A (i-added @I t dz
Ay a0dzRSYyG 3INRPGgGK Ay GKSAS 2dzi02YSa 0S06SSy TFNBaKYL ¥orthepRst thréey A 2 NJ
years, the average baseli®LAiscore of our freshman has been at thasiclevel, whilethe average score of our seniors has been at the
proficientlevel. Likewise, for the past four years our seniors have scored significantly higher than our freshmen on all outcthodsiteai

Marshall developed assessment. As noted in the precediragpaph, despite these results there continues to be room for our seniors to

improve in all outcomes addressed in these assessments.

A
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For the 188tudents who completed both baseline and FYS assessnpamtsgdsamples #estsusing adjusted alpha levels to control for Type |

error (.025 for information literacy), (.017 for laigy-Based Thinking), and (.0iat Communication Fluency) showsijnificant mean

differences betweenfreshmanbaseline and FY8sults for all outcomédsraits exceptCommunication Fluencgommunication style (which is not

'y 2dzi02YS 2F C,{uod 2SS y20S (GKFdz Ay fFad &SINRa NBLdgthdaz ¢S NBEO2 Y
emphasis on helping students to determine infotina needed and to critically examine various viewpoints surroundinggealINX R LINR2 o f SY &
¢tKA&a @SFNRA NBadzZ 6a aK2gSR aA3IAYATFTAOFIYd AYLINE BSY Siinationrdieadyd £ | &G &S| 1
information needed andnquiry-Based Thinkingviewpoints).

Recommendations from the 2016 Assessment Workgroup
Recommendations regarding baseline and senior assessments

1. The Assessment Workgroup recommended that baseline and senior exams include a preliminary check shetideskiago rate each
document foraccuracybias andrelevance We felt that this task, although not identical to the one asked of students during the FYS final
exam due to the differing lengths of time allotted to the two assessments (90 minuteadetibe and senior assessments as compared to
120 minutes for FYS final exams) would provide greater equivalence between these baseline/senior assessments and &¥S final ex

Recommendations regarding FYS Exams

1. The Assessment Workgroup continues tacbacerned about the length of some of the documents accompanying the FYS final exams and,
perhaps more pointedly, the variation in the length of these documanisngthe exams given. These documents range in length from 75
pages for theConcealed Weaps Scenarido 16 for thelnfluenza ScenarioThat said, the page count is not a perfect predictor of difficulty
because the density of print per page varies from document to document. Further, statistical analysis of the mean differstuckent
performance among the eight scenarios used during 28056 on the eight traits of the rubric revealed only one scenario on which
students scored significantly lower than on the others; that wasSbeial Media Scenariwhich had a moderate number of docunten
pages (20) for students to readTheAssessment Workgroup recommends that the FYS Director and faculty review 2015 recommendations
regarding the issue of page length and take the scenario comparison results from the Assessment Workgroup into comsitherat
deploying final exams.

2. The Assessment Workgroup recommended that FYS exams be reconfigured to ask students to discuss additional informatibi they mi
need to make a final recommendatitneforethey make the recommendation. This would brihg £xam format more into line with what
students are asked to do at baseline.

3. The Assessment Workgroup recommended that students in F¥gpbeitlyasked touseinformation they provided regardingias
relevance andaccuracyin items 1¢ 7 of the finalexam when composing their final recommendation. The Workgroup further noted that
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students should be told that the main part of the exam is the final recommendation and that this should be carefully edresdier

composed.
4. Workgroup members reiterated Ht all scenarios should include a sample of the format in which the final recommendation should be

written.
Recommendations regarding Baseline/FYS/Senior Rubric

1. The Assessment Workgroup recommendegtxaminingCommunication Stylgait of the rubric again next year before beginning
assessments.
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Appendix XX
Executive Summary of GEAR Assessment Results for Academic Year 2014-2 0 1 5 : Previous yearso6 re
found at www.marshall.edu/assessment/GenEdAssessment.aspx.

Vd

lylrfeara 2F ! NUAFFOOAa FTNRY al NAKI €
Repository
Spring Semester 2015

Summer Assessment Workgroup MemlseMarie Archambault, Harold Blanco, Kim DeTaBdoa, Robert Ellison, Marty Laubach, Joan St.
Germain, Gregg Twietmeyer, Anita Walz, Mary Welch, and Mary Beth Reynolds (Office of Assessment)

Executive Summary

Background
Recommendations from 2014 Assessment (with current statesiin
GEAR Upload Process

1. Design GEAR so that instructangst upload assignment instructions before students can upload artifacts. Although not statistically
significant in most cases, we nat@ trend for a greater number of scores of 100 (assignments misaligned to outcomes) when the instructor
had failed to upload the assignment instructioridzginning with the spring 2015 GEAR assignments, instructors could not create
assignmentsvithout uploading an assignment instruction file.

2. wSRSaA3dy D9!'w a2 GKIFIG AyadNHzOG2NE 62 NJ ZnibddeRdbigoind/téait pédaiméancdilévas tail KS | & a
which the assignment is written. The Workgroup felt that this step wouldecanssructors and students to think more carefully about
exactly what knowledge/skills are demonstrated in the artifact, as there are different outcome statements for each tal at e
performance level Beginning with the spring 2015 GEAR assignmergsuctors were asked to indicate the performarieegel
(introductory, milestone, capstone, advanced) of each trait to which the assignment was aligned.

3. Redesign GEAR so that, if instructors or students align an assignment/artifact to more than omeeootd¢o more than two outcome
traits, they will be required to indicate a raigkder for the outcomes/traits tagged. In other words, reviewers would like to know if the
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outcomef/traits they are assessing were themaryfocus of the assignment, or a sewary focus.Beginning in spring 2015, instructors
were required to indicate th@rimaryoutcome to which their assignment aligned.

4. Concern was expressed about the small percentage of outcomes assessed this year. To increase the number of anifadtsoavieach
outcome, the workgroup recommended that we rotate outcomes on a-tinee year basis. For example, we might review artifacts tagged
to only threefour outcomes in year 1, the next thrdeur in year 2, etc.For the summer 2015 assessmeng assessed artifacts that
aligned with the following outcomesntercultural ThinkingEthical and Civic ThinkingndCommunication Fluency.

5. The workgroup strongly recommended that uploaded artifacts be summative in nafilwenature of the artifacts ¢enmative or
formative) continues to vary by course.

6. The workgroup recommended that we continue to assess artifacts for one outcome (can have multiple traits tagged for aittadime.
We continued this process. Reviewers assessed artifacts aligeedhoof these outcomes, spending two days on artifacts from each:
Intercultural ThinkingEthical and Civic ThinkingndCommunication Fluency

7. The workgroup recommended that uploaded artifacts include process papers when tagged to an outcome/trait/performancedtevel th
addresses process rather than produdtiis recommendation has not yet been accomplished.

8. The workgroup recommended that instriors be provided with clearer definitions of rubric traits, especially for those of Ingaisgd
Thinking. This recommendation has not yet been accomplished.

9. The workgroup did not find the GEAR free text box asking students why they (or their in&yuzdraligned artifacts with specific
outcome(s)/trait(s). They recommended that we rely instead on formal process papers for the grasedgsoutcome(s)/trait(s) his
recommendation has not yet been accomplished.

General Procedures for 20ASsessment

Recommended changes outlined abdweedwere made to GEAR before the spring semester of 2015. All students enrolled in FYS as well as in
courses carrying multicultural, international, writing intensive, service learning, and critical thif@ki) designations were asked to upload

artifacts to GEAR. Instructors were asked to create assignments alig@esnimunication Fluengwriting intensive courseskgthical and Civic
Thinking(service learning courses), ahdercultural Thinkingmulticultural and international courses). Instructors were told that it was not

necessary to align the assignmentsatttraits for the specified learning outcome; that they should align them only to those traits the

assignment specifically addressed. Ilastors also were asked to indicate therformance levahey expected students to achieve. Since FYS

I RRNBaasSa FTAGS 27 intordatipnylitedaSaNGnkLingBaskd InfedriticsAnteSulturad andMetacognitive Thinkingand

CT courss addressntegrative Thinkingnd four additional university outcomes of their choice, it was left to instructors and/or students to

RSOARS (2 6KAOK 2F GKS O2dNBSQA 2dzi02YS640 G KSANDangiruh@yr Sy 4 Ft A3
outcomes and traits. However, as noted above, instructors were required to specibyitharyoutcome to which the assignment aligned.

In May 2015 group of nine faculty representirsgveral academicolleges from across the universdyaluated a sample of thesatifacts using
outcome specific rubrics. These rubrics, which can be accessed by clicking on the hyperlink for each Domain of @iitigcal Thin
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www.marshall.edu/assessment/LearningOutcomes.gspare developed as a series of outcome statements for each trait, specifying what
students should be able to do at four levels of increasing challenge (introductory, milestone, capstone, and advanpedpodesr of

al NAKFffQa . OOt dNBFIGS 583aINBS t NEFAE ST 68 SELISOG  &BRRRWI & | (3
NEO2YYSYRIGA2YyAaT ¢S F20dzaSR 2dzNJ | & & S a & Tdnyhunicaioiruenbdidthicalzanyd Civik ThiBkgg 2 T
andIntercultural Thinking This also allowed us to assess five course types (Writing Inte@sinerjunication FluengyMulticultural

[Intercultural Thinkinfy International [ntercultural Thinkinfy Service Learnindthical and Civic Thinkipgnd CT courses [potentially all three
outcomes]. In an effort to obtain a sample that would be as free as possible from assignments that were misaligne@ljgeedado the

correct outcomes), we decided to restrict owamsple for each of the outcomes to those that specified these outcomes gxritinaryfocus of

the course assignment. However, due to an initial error in sampling (which was quickly corrected), five artifacts in¢hedsdmple for
Intercultural Thinkig were aligned to that outcome as a secondary outcome. Our final sample consisted of 324 artifacts, 108 per outcome.
Each artifact was read by two independent reviewers. This project was coordinated by the Office of Assessment andt@tiaét In

Scoring Procedures

Evaluators assessed each artifact using the following scale:
Special Scoring Codes

Score Explanation

100 In the opinion of the evaluator, the artifact was misaligned with the outcome/trait to which the instructor or studeriabged
it.

99 The student did not upload the correct assignment or there was a technical problem with the upload that prevented thie ai
from being assessed.

Regular Scoring Codes
These codes were given to artifacts that, in the opinion of the etatuarere aligned with appropriate outcomes/traits and contained
enough information to allow assessment.
The artifact did not demonstrate the minimum level of performance expected at the introductory level.
The artifact demonstrated introductory levperformance.
The artifact demonstrated milestone level performance.
The artifact demonstrated capstone level performance.
The artifact demonstrated advanced level performance. We should note that this is the performance level expgrddatt
students, so we would expect it to be rarely achieved at the undergraduate level.

AWIN|IRLO

Please see the supporting information that follows this summary for a detailed explanation of scoring procedures.
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General Information about the Sample

Approxmately 42% (137) of the artifacts in our sample were drawn from courses at the 100/200 level, with the remaining 58%\(@8i#par

courses at the 300/400 level. The reason why a greater proportion of artifacts were pulled from upper level courssawses Wwe wished to

FaasSaa GKS | yAGSNRERAGE QA { SHbcal @ CilicSThinkiignd/arshak ofes®i ServisekLbainig dolRIBNEB a &

the 300/400 level than at the 100/200 level. This differentiates our sample from thatinsemnmer 2014, which contained twice as many

artifacts from 100/200 as from 300/400 level courses. Approximately 40% of the students in the sample were seniortsadhiftérad from

flrad @SINDa al YLX ST 6KAOK ¢laal @SN NKBS R |2 & ISNER (TKNSS &K W gt S G KyAtaAr 185 N
aligned to each of the three outcomes assessed.

Results and Analysis

One challenge in reporting results of GEAR assesssdmt] although we assessed 3@difacts, resultsvere analyzed by each outcome trait.

As previously noted, instructors or students were free to align assignments/artifacts to as many (or as few) outcomets asctiiey deemed
appropriate. Although we assessed each artifact for only one outcom&,imo 2 ¥ (G KS&aS Tt A3y SR (G2 Y2NB GKIy 2y
purposes of this assessment, we also added a trait (global contexts) toténeultural Thinkingputcome and deleted a trait (context/audience)

to the Communication Fluen@mutcome, bringng the total number of traits across the three outcomes to 13 (dommunication Fluengcy for
Ethical and Civic Thinkingnd 6 forintercultural Thinkingy A perusal of our supporting documentation shows that the artifacts evaluated by the
AssessmenwWorkgroup tagged to a total of 799 traits. However, scores for only 661 (83%) of those traits were usable for caloedating

One hundred thirtyeight were discarded either because they were judged not to align with the traits (91; 11%) or weltdenti be assessed
because of student upload error (47; 6%). The chart below shows the number of artifacts aligned to each trait, the ncionbest &om the
analysis due to receiving scores of 100 (misalignment) or 99 (student upload error), anduhiegenumber of scores able to be used for the
analysis of means. Focusing on assessing three outcomes this year helped us to significantly increase the numbeibté sudiesised over

last year and assessing only artifacts that had been taggpdrt@ry outcomes reduced the number of misalignments.

Outcome Trait Total Artifacts # Misaligned # Not Able to be Total# Excluded Total Usable
Aligned (Scores of 100) | Assessed (Scored  from Analysis of Artifacts
99) Means
Communication Design/Organization 88 0 8 8 80
Fluency Diction 58 0 5 5 53
Communication Style 77 0 7 7 70
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Ethical and Civic | Ethical SelAwareness 87 7 1 8 79
Thinking Professional Rules and 59 9 1 10 49
Standards of Conduct
Civic WelBeing 80 2 1 3 77
Complex Ethical Issues 44 8 1 9 35
Intercultural Own Culture 68 6 6 12 56
Thinking Other Cultures 81 5 5 10 71
Communication with 15 4 2 6 9
Others from Different
Cultures
Global Awareness 58 21 3 24 34
Cultural Conflict 50 7 4 11 39
Global Contexts 34 22 3 25 9

Results folCommunication Fluenggliction and communication style) showed that mean scores of students in 300/400 level courses were
significantly higher than those for students in 100/200 level courses. Results did not differ by course level for ainyteadultural Thinking
andthe small number of artifacts from 100/200 level coursesHtrical and Civic Thinkimgade course level comparison difficult. Juniors and
seniors outperformed freshmen and sophomores@ommunication Fluenggiction and communication style), but medifferences based on
class rank were not significant for the other two outcomes.

Overall results showed mean performance for traits to range from E€@didal and Civic Thinkingopmplex ethical issues) to 2.43
(Communication Fluencglesign/organizatiohn Mean performance for artifacts uploaded from 100/200 level courses ranged from 1.17
(Intercultural Thinkingcommunication with other cultures) to 2.1Cémmunicatior-luency design/organization) and fro00/400 level
courses from 1.01Hthical and @ic Thinkingcomplex ethical issues) to 2.53ddmmunication Fluencgiesign/organization). Consistent with last
& S| NI & ComBunidatiain &lGen@ppears to be a relative strength for our students.

Results for Course Type
Writing IntensiveCourses
The primary outcome to which artifacts from writing intensive courses aligneddeasnunication FluencyJsable scores were obtained by
trait as follows:

Trait Course Level Number Mean Score
Design/Organization 100/200 25 2.09
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300/400 54 2.58

Diction 100/200 18 1.78
300/400 34 2.53

Communication Style 100/200 24 1.53
300/400 45 2.17

Mean scores for diction and communication style were significantly higher for 300/400 level courses than for 100/20@itegsl co

Multicultural Courses

The primary outcome to which artifacts from multicultural courses alignedimtascultural ThinkingMulticultural courses were most likely to
align to the first two traits of théntercultural outcomgown culture and other cultures). Usable scoresen@btained by trait as follows:

Trait Course Level Number Mean Score

Own Culture 100/200 35 1.22
300/400 10 1.55

Other Cultures 100/200 41 1.7
300/400 13 1.73

Communication with Others 100/200 2 1.0
from Different Cultures 300/400 4 1.25
GlobalAwareness 100/200 5 1.4
300/400 9 1.28
Cultural Conflict 100/200 7 1.43
300/400 7 1.57

Global Contexts 100/200 0
300/400 4 1.06

Although there were no significant differences between these means based on course level, we note the small number oftsligreaeh cell
for the last four traits.

International Courses

The primary outcome to which artifacts from international courses alignedmtascultural Thinking Although the overall number of

International courses in the sample was smaller than the number of Multicultural courses, we see that these coursesravéikelnto align
assignments to the fourth and fifth outcomes of thgercultural outcoméglobal awareness and cultural conflict). Usable scores were obtained
by trait as follows:

Trait Course Level Number Mean Score
Own Culture 100/200 9 1.56
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300/400 0
Other Cultures 100/200 10 2.08
300/400 6 1.88

Communication with Others 100/200 0
from Different Cultures 300/400 2 2.0
Global Awareness 100/200 15 1.87
300/400 5 1.6
Cultural Conflict 100/200 18 1.88
300/400 2 1.13

GlobalContexts 100/200 0
300/400 5 1.6

There were no significant differences between these means based on course level; however we note that only titbdraitdtures, global
awareness, and cultural confliesad /n/s larger than 100 and these were in 100/200 level courses.

Service Learning Courses

The primary outcome to which artifacts from service learning courses aligneBtviagal and Civic Thinkinglsable scores were obtained by
trait as follows:

Trait Course Level Number Mean Score
Ethical SeHAwareness 100/200 18 1.99
300/400 61 1.4
Professional Rules and Standarg 100/200 4 1.88
of Conduct 300/400 45 1.27
Civic WelBeing 100/200 0
300/400 77 1.56
Complex Ethical Issues 100/200 0
300/400 35 1.01

The only statistically significant difference based on course level showed that students in 100/200 level courses sifmanutlgidpgher than
students in 300/400 level courseseéthical sefawareness We note, however, that the 300/400 course level sample for this trait has almost 3.5
times more students than the sample for 100/200 level courses.

Critical Thinking (CTQourses

CT courses included in the assessment sample aligned to &tmemuntation Fluency or to Intercultural Thinkingll CT courses are at the
100/200 level.Results are below:
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Communication Fluency Intercultural Thinking
Trait Number Mean Score Trait Number Mean Score
Design/Organization 25 2.09 Own Culture 19 1.71
Diction 18 1.78 Other Cultures 20 1.88
Communication Style 24 1.53 Communication with Others from 2 1.0
Different Cultures
Global Awareness 18 1.83
Cultural Conflict 26 1.78
Global contexts o |-

Recommendations from the 2015 Assessm#firkgroup
Recommendations Specific to the Outcomes and Assessment Rubrics
1. Redesign all university rubrics so that they are continuous in nature. This should be done by stating the BaccalaueeaRrddiégr

outcome statements foeachtrait and then describing four levels of increasingly sophisticated levels of performance. A revised rubric for
Intercultural Thinkingnight look like this:

Trait Outcome Statements Performance Levels
Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4

Evaluateggeneralizations
Fo2dzi 2ySQa 2
group(s).
Critiquesgeneralizations and
expressions of bias about a
specific cultural group.
Analyzeshow specific
cultural beliefs, values and
sensibilities might affect the
way people in different
cultural groups communicate
with each other.
Evaluateshow specific
approaches to global issues
will affect multiple cultural
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communities or political
institutions.
Analyzesanduntangles
competing economic,
religious, social, political,
institutional, or geographical
interests of cultural groups ir
conflict.

Evaluatespractical solutions
to global challenges that are
appropriate to their
contexts.

Reasons for this recommendatiamclude:

1 We believe that all assignments should be written to the outcome specified in the Baccalaureate Degree Profile. Tdusieill pr
students with the maximum amount of practice in achieving the goals Marshall University has set for them byetbegmraduation. It
will have the added advantage of students seeing these outcomes occurring across courses within the Core Curriculummatiug pro
integration of outcomes across courses.

9 This will reduce confusion among instructors as to what thesignments need to address. At present, most rubrics consist of outcome
statements for each performance level, allowing assignments that vary across courses in terms of what students are expected t

1 Interrater reliability continues to be problematich&n using these rubrics, with the greatest problem occurring with misalignments.
And, a quick perusal of the interrater reliability data show that often one rater feels that the assignment has been exlisailigithe
rubric, but the other does not. Thigas especially true for several trait of tha&ercultural Thinkingubric.

2. Form committees consisting of key stakeholders for each university outcome to revise the university outcomes (if neettedviswlthe
rubrics. For example, the committee that reviews thtercultural Thinkingputcome and rubric should consist of fdiy who teach
Internationaland Multicultural courses, a representative from the Office of Intercultural Affairs, a representative fromNdiféhall, and
other key stakeholders as deemed appropriate. The committee that reviews the rubEthioal andCivic Thinkinghould consist of the
Director of Service Learning, faculty who teach Service Learning courses, and additional faculty from across the Baimgtgishould
critically examine course assignments to help inform rubric development.

3. BeforeMulticultural and Internationalcourses are recertified by the General Education Council, faculty teaching these courses should attend
a minimum of a onénour workshop to develop assignments that align to one or more of the traits dhtleecultural rubric.

General Recommendations

1. The Assessment Office should provide a list of students who did not complete GEAR uploads to course instructors aindteuliso s
who did not create assignments in GEAR to department chairs.
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2. The Assessment Offichould provide the GEAR shell to instructors several weeks before the beginning of the semestetadathe
student roster for each course the second week of the semester.

3. The Assessment Office should communicate with instructors that student wiokadgxd to GEAR should have enough substance to permit
evaluation, i.e. should be summative, rather than formative, in nature. This recommendation was repeated from last year.

4. Instructors should be reminded of the importance up uploading assignment itisingdo GEAR. This recommendation was made again
because, despite the fact that an assignmentrfilestbe uploaded for an assignment to be created, a few instructors uploaded other types
of file, e.g. entire course syllabus, GEAR upload instructions.

Longitudinal Analysis

For the initial assessment of artifacts uploaded to GEAR (summer 2013), all artifacts assessed were drawn from theQuaive@ity N& G, ST NJ
Seminar (FYS) course and we used these artifacts to assess all nine university outcomg=eridenance across students ranged from a low

of 0 forIntercultural Thinkindcommunication with other cultures) to a high of 1.24 @emmunication Fluenggesign/organization and

diction). However, since artifacts were spread among so many outconaey, traits had very small numbers (9 for communication with other
cultures as compared to 24 for design/organization and 23 for diction). Other than the fact that all students include20h3sample were

freshmen, low means can be attributed to tfect that we had not yet settled on a score for misaligned artifacts, defaulting many of the scores

to O.

The second assessment of artifacts uploaded to GEAR (summer 2014) also included all nine outcomes, but we includ&drartifacts
Multicultural, Irternational, Service Learningnd Writing Intensivecourses, in addition to those from FYS. The sample, however, continued to
be skewed toward artifacts from lower level courses with freshman being the modal class rank for student artifacts inpteur Y&grdecided

to assign special codes to artifacts we felt to be misaligned to the outcomes or in cases of student upload or othel isshedctnat

prevented assessment. This allowed us to see which outcomes/traits resulted in the greatest ammnftisfon during the outcome/trait
alignment process and resulted in recommendations to make sure instructors uploaded assignment instructions, spepifi@atheutcome

to which their assignment aligned, and identified the performance level to whiglassignment was written. Due to assessing all nine
university outcomes again in 2014, we continued to have small numbers of artifacts aligned to each outcome, which lexttmtheendation
that we choose only three outcomes to assess in 2015, three1imo2016, and the last three in 2017 and continue to assess on ayeae

cycle.

The third assessment of artifacts uploaded to GEAR (summer 2015) consisted-deathiassessment of artifacts that instructors aligned to
the following outcomes agrimary. Intercultural Thinkingdue to sampling error, five of the alignments fotercultural Thinkingvere
secondary)Ethical and Civic Thinkingind Communication FluencyOne hundred eight artifacts were included for each outcome, resulting in a
total of 324 artifacts. This sample resulted in higher numbers for each outcome trait. Results this year suggested desidnaubrics to

be continuous, rather than categorical, in nature. We recommended that all assignments address the outcant@szrtl § SR Ay al NAKI f
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Baccalaureate Degree Profile, rather than lower levels as articulated in present rubrics. To that end, workgroupsrmiéicbdifing academic

year 2015 2016 to revise the rubrics and we will communicate with course instructmarding writing assignments to the University outcome
aldlaSySyidao 2S FSSt GKIG AG A&a SAaLISOALfE & AYLR NI byesdto eanvovgti@h2 t @S T
revising the rubrics and outcomes (if necessary).

CAylLftftes GKS LI ad G662 &SFNBR 2F aasSaavySyid RIGF KI @Shraughzhgy GKIF G al !
curriculum and, specifically, as they pass from 100/200 level writing intensive courses to 300/400 level writsigerdearses.
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Appendix XXI
Executive Summary of GEAR Assessment Results for Academic Year 2015-2 0 1 6 : Previous yearso6 re
found at www.marshall.edu/assessment/GenEdAssessment.aspx.

vl
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Repository
Academic Year 20162016

Summer Assessment Workgroup Membeidarie Archambault, Cam Brammer, Kim DeT&Bdoa, Robert Eion, Victor Fet, Marty Laubach,
Joan St. Germain, Anita Walz, Mary Welch, Mary Beth Reynolds (Office of Assessment), and Tim Melvin (Office of Assessment)

Executive Summary

Background
Recommendations from the 2015 Assessment Workgroup (with current statusdn
Recommendations Specific to the Outcomes and Assessment Rubrics

4. Redesign all university rubrics so that they are continuous in nature. This should be done by stating the BaccalaueeaRrddidayr
outcome statements foeachtrait and then describing four levels of increasingly sophisticated performance. Reasthis fo
recommendation include:

1 We believe that all assignments should be written to the outcome specified in the Baccalaureate Degree Profile. Tdusieill pr
students with the maximum amount of practice in achieving the goals Marshall Universitythiastbem by the time of graduation. It
will have the added advantage of students seeing these outcomes occurring across courses within the Core Curriculummatinug pro
integration of outcomes across courses.

9 This will reduce confusion among instruct@s to what their assignments need to address. At present, most rubrics consist of outcome
statements for each performance level, allowing assignments that vary across courses in terms of what students are expected t

1 Interrater reliability continue to be problematic when using these rubrics, with the greatest problem occurring with misalignments.
And, a quick perusal of the interrater reliability data show that often one rater feels that the assignment has been exlisailigithe
rubric, but theother does not. This was especially true for several traits ofrttegcultural Thinkingubric.
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Integrative Thinkingand Metacognitive Thinkingjsing the format described above. Additionally, the Summer Workgroup suggested
changing thdnformation Literac dzi O2 YS FTNRBY da{ GdzRSyda oAttt NBGOAAS GKSANI aSINOK ai
relevant infamation from reliable sources, question and evaluate the complexity of the information environment, and use information in an
SGKAOFE YIFIYyYySNE G2 a{(0dzRSyGa Attt SYLI 2& | LILINE LINRA | { &tioNdd ST NOK {2
SOlLfdzZ G§GS AYyTF2NXYIFGA2Y YR AGa az2dz2NOSasz | yR dza 2016, yWerrécoend salicingA y | Y
feedback from the University Assessment Committee, the General Education Council and, through them, fromMglish&S NR A (1 &8 Q& T I
Our goal is to shepherd these changes to the Information Literacy outcome through the appropriate committee structurehatl M@rerk
will continue on revisions of rubrics for the other six outcomes.

5. Form committees consistingf key stakeholders for each university outcome to revise the university outcomes (if needed) and to revise the
rubrics. For example, the committee that reviews theercultural Thinkingputcome and rubric should consist of faculty who teach
Internationd and Multicultural courses, a representative from the Office of Intercultural Affairs, a representative fromMdiféhall, and
other key stakeholders as deemed appropriate. The committee that reviews the rubEthioal and Civic Thinkistould const of the
Director of Service Learning, faculty who teach Service Learning courses, and additional faculty from across the Baingtgighould
critically examine course assignments to help inform rubric developm@ntommittee has been formed twork on thelntercultural
Thinking rubrichut the revisions are not complete).

6. BeforeMulticultural andInternationalcourses are recertified by the General Education Council, faculty teaching these courses should attend
a minimum of a onéhour workshg to develop assignments that align to one or more of the traits ofiierculturalrubric. (This
recommendation has not been implemented).

General Recommendations

5. The Assessment Office should provide a list of students who did not complete GEAR tiploaarse instructors and a list of instructors
who did not create assignments in GEAR to department cli@inss has not been done).

6. The Assessment Office should provide the GEAR shell to instructors several weeks before the beginning of the edmpdtethe
student roster for each course the second week of the semeétéis recommendation was implemented at the beginning of fall 2015).

7. The Assessment Office should communicate with instructors that student work uploaded to GEAR should hglives@pstance to permit
evaluation, i.e. should be summative, rather than formative, in nature. This recommendation was repeated from lg$tyehnas not
been done).

8. Instructors should be reminded of the importance up uploading assignment instru¢ti@ddBAR. This recommendation was made again
because, despite the fact that an assignmentrfilgstbe uploaded for an assignment to be created, a few instructors uploaded other types
of file, e.g. an entire course syllabus, GEAR upload instruction§] bte.continues to be a part of GEAR trair@ndit is not possible to
create an assignment without uploading something in the assignment instruction section).
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Longitudinal Analysis

For the initial assessment of artifacts uploaded to GEAR (summer 2013), all artifacts assessed were drawn from theQua@ive@ity NE G, ST NJ
Seminar (FYS) course and we used these artifacts to assess all nine university outcomes. Mean performancel@ct®sarggad from a low

of O forIntercultural Thinkingcommunication with other cultures) to a high of 1.24 @wmmunication Fluenggesign/organization and

diction). However, since artifacts were spread among so many outcomes, many traits had very small numbers (9 for coamwithicather

cultures as compared to 24 for design/organization and 23 for diction). Other thandhéhéd all students included in the 2013 sample were
freshmen, low means can be attributed to the fact that we had not yet settled on a score for misaligned artifacts, defaartngf the scores

to O.

The second assessment of artifacts uploadedEAR (summer 2014) also included all nine outcomes, but we included artifacts from
Multicultural, International, Service Learniragd Writing Intensivecourses, in addition to those from FYS. The sample, however, continued to
be skewed toward artifactsdm lower level courses with freshman being the modal class rank for student artifacts in our sample. We decided
to assign special codes to artifacts we felt to be misaligned to the outcomes or in cases of student upload or othet teshesctat

prevented assessment. This allowed us to see which outcomes/traits resulted in the greatest amount of confusion during the/aico
alignment process and resulted in recommendations to make sure instructors uploaded assignment instructions, spepifi@atheutcome

to which their assignment aligned, and identified the performance level to which the assignment was written. Due togaafiessam

university outcomes again in 2014, we continued to have small numbers of artifacts aligned to eacheywidich led to the recommendation

that we choose only three outcomes to assess in 2015, three more in 2016, and the last three in 2017 and continue to askessyear

cycle.

The third assessment of artifacts uploaded to GEAR (summer 2015)tedrgian indepth assessment of artifacts that instructors aligned to
the following outcomes agrimary: Intercultural Thinkindgdue to sampling error, five of the alignments fotercultural Thinkingvere
secondary)Ethical and Civic Thinkingnd Comnunication Fluency One hundred eight artifacts were included for each outcome, resulting in a
total of 324 artifacts. This sample resulted in higher numbers for each outcome trait. Results from summer 2015 saggested redesign
rubrics to be cotinuous, rather than categorical, in nature.

Finally, assessment data from 262814 and 2014 nmp aK2gSR GKIF G al NEKFff Qa addzRSyida AYLINROSF
the curriculum and, specifically, as they passed from 100/200 leviehgvintensive courses to 300/400 level writing intensive courses.
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Procedures for 2016 Assessment
General Procedures

In summer 2016 we evaluated student artifacts produced in response to course assignments aligifi@citation Literacylntegraive

Thinking andMetacognitive Thinkinghat were uploaded to GEAR during academic year 2% Students enrolled in First Year Seminar

(FYS), and courses with Critical Thinking (CT) and Writing Intensive (WI) designations uploaded artifadis thiggeedutcomes. It was

possible for a single assignment to align to any number of outcomes and traits. However, we asked instructors to speicifgrifmitcome

to which the assignment aligned and all artifacts chosen randomly for assessmentiwaded that the outcome in question was tpemary

outcome for the assignment/artifact. Although we have asked instructors teaching courses thatrtanilticultural (MC) or international

(INT) designations to upload artifacts whose primary learnirtgome isintercultural Thinkinga small number of MC courses specified one of

GKAa OeoOfSQa 2dzid2YSa Fa LINAYIFINE YR 6SNB RNIgy F2N GKAa &l YL So

In May 2016 group of nine faculty representirsgveral academicolleges from across the university evdkeha sample of thesartifacts using
outcome specific rubrics. These rubrics which, as noted above, were revised prior to scoring, are included in the sdpponti@gtation.

Our sample initially consisted of 324 artifacts, 108 per outcome. Howegwegng scoring we discovered that one artifaalignedto Integrative
Thinkinghad been uploaded twice (once in PDF and once in Word format). The second was eliminated, leaving 107 artifacts aligned to
Integrative Thinking This resulted in a total @3 unique artifacts in this sampl&ach artifact was read by two independent reviewers. This
project was coordinated by the Office of Assessment.

Scoring Procedures

Evaluators assessed each artifact using the following scale:
Special Scoring Codes

Score Explanation

100 In the opinion of the evaluator, the artifact was misaligned with the outcome/trait to which the instructor or student hgelda
it.

99 The student did not upload the correct assignment or there was a technical problem with tredutplt prevented the artifact
from being assessed.

Regular Scoring Codes
These codes were given to artifacts that, in the opinion of the evaluator, were aligned with appropriate outcomes/traits teided
enough information to allow assessment.
0 The artifact did not demonstrate the minimum level of performance expected at the introductory level.
1 The artifact demonstrated introductory level performance.
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2 The artifact demonstrated milestone level performance.
3 The artifact demonstrated capstonevel performance.
4 The artifact demonstrated advanced level performance.

Please see the supporting information that follows this summary for a detailed explanation of scoring procedures.
General Information about the Sample

One hundred seventgne (171; 53%) of the artifacts in our sample were drawn from courses at the 100/200 level, with the remaining 152 (47%)
drawn from courses at the 300/400 level. Thisgven (37%) percent of the students in the sample were freshmen, 15% were sophomores, 14%
were juniors, and 33% were seniors.

Results and Analysis

One challenge in reporting results of GEAR assesssdmdt] although we assessed 3@3ifacts, results were analyzed by each outcome trait.

As previously noted, instructors or students were free to align assignments/artifacts to as many (or as few) outcomets asctiiey deemed

appropriate. Although we assessed each artifact for only one outcome (which the instructor or student hadteeség itprimaryoutcome),

Y240 2F (KSaS IFINIAFFIOGA FEfAIYySR (2 Y2NB (KIFy 2yS 2 Teswiak® (42dei O2YSQa
for Information Literacyand Integrative Thinkingand 2 forMetacognitive Thinkig). A perusal of our supporting documentation shows that the

artifacts evaluated by the Assessment Workgroup tagged to a total of 606 traits. However, scores for only 442 (73%yaitshosee usable

for calculating means. One hundred sikbyir (164) were discarded either because they were judged not to align with the traits (128; 21%) or

were not able to be assessed because of student upload or other type of error (36; 6%). The chart below shows the rautifidetscdligned

to each trait, thenumber excluded from the analysis due to receiving scores of 100 (misalignment) or 99 (student upload or other errog), and th
resulting number of scores able to be used for the analysis of means.

Outcome Trait Total Traits # Misaligned # Not Able to be | Total# Excluded from| Total UsableTraits
Aligned (Scoresof 100) Assessed (Score ¢ Analysis of Means
99)
Information Sources 59 11 9 20 39
Literacy Relevance of 97 19 8 27 70
Information
Assumptions and Biase 33 12 2 14 19
Citation 40 4 5 9 31
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Integrative Connections among 91 24 2 26 65

Thinking Disciplines
Relations among 32 8 2 10 22

Domains of Thinking

Transfer 32 7 0 7 25
Connections to 82 16 3 19 63

Experience
Metacognitive Project Management 40 13 2 15 25
Thinking SelfEvaluation 100 14 3 17 83
Totals 606 125 36 164 442

Results fotnformation Literacyghowed that the mean score for the traiitation was significantly higher for students in 100/200 level courses
than for those in 300/400 level courses. However, we had usable scores for only 9 students from 300/400 level courgesred tousable
scores for 22 students in 100/200 level courskgormation Literacyneans did not differ significantly based on course level for any other trait;
trait means also did not differ significantly based on class rank (freshman/sophomore compared to junior/senior). Studdatsin courses

at the 300/4® levels had significantly higher means liwegrative Thinkingconnections among disciplines than did students enrolled in
100/200 level courses. Course level mean differences were not significant for any other lingegodtive Thinkingnote: there were no

300/400 level artifacts tagged tomainsand only one tagged tansfer). Juniors and seniors also scored significantly higher than freshmen
and sophomores iintegrative Thinkingconnections among disciplines. RetacognitiveThinking mean differences did not differ based on
course level, but freshmen and sophomores outperformed juniors and senidvietatognitive Thinkingselfevaluation.

Overall results showed mean performance for traits to range from 1mtddrative Thinkingrelations among domains of thinking) to 2.45
(Information Literacyrelevance of information). Mean performance for artifacts uploaded from freshmen and sophomores ranged from 1.32
(Integrative Thinkingconnections among disciplines) to 2ldf¢rmationLiteracy:relevance of information) and for juniors and seniors from

1.58 (ntegrative Thinkingtransfer) to 2.52 Ihformation Literacyrelevance of information). The overall strength for students in this sample was
Information Literacyrelevance of iformation, while the overall weakness whiegrative Thinking

Results for Course Type

Analyzing results by course type posed several challenges. First, the only course type that is unique, i.e. can haveoombedype attribute,

is First Year Seminar (FYS). Courses can have the other attributes (Critical Thinking [CT], MUMiltumégrnational [INT], Writing Intensive
[WI], and Service Learning [SL]) in combination (and many do). So, when analyzing results by course type, we inmludesl altit the

attribute we wanted to assess; this resulted in some courses beahgdied in the analysis for more than one course type. Because the number
of courses with MC and INT attributes in our sample was small, we did not conduct analyses of these course types. Wetas®M@oand



INT courses have been asked to creategassents and ask students to upload artifacts whose primary alignmentigeicultural Thinkingan

outcome we did not assess this cycle. SL courses (which akghit¢al and Civic Thinkingiere not included in our sample this year.

Critical Thinkig (CT)Courses

CT courses in the assessment sample included those that aligned to each of the outcomes ds$essation Literacy, Intercultural Thinking,

andMetacognitive ThinkingAll CT courses are at the 100/200 leveksults are below:

Information Literacy

Integrative Thinking

Metacognitive Thinking

Experience

Trait Number Mean Score | Trait Number Mean Score Trait Number Mean Score
Sources 6 2.67 Connections among 16 1.36 Project 7 1.79
Disciplines Management
Relevance of | 6 2.71 Relationsamong 14 1.55 Self 6 1.42
Information Domains of Evaluation
Thinking
Assumptions | 4 2.63 Transfer 15 1.83
and Biases
Citation 4 3.50 Connections to 27 1.72

These results must be interpreted with caution/aks are small. However, it appears that students in CT courses performed better on
Information Literacyhan onlntegrative and Metacognitive ThinkingVe note that all CT courses are at the 100 and 200 levels.

First Year Seminar (FYS)urses

FYS cowses in the assessment sample included those that aligned to each of the outcomes adsémsadtion Literacy, Intercultural Thinking,

andMetacognitive ThinkingFYS is, by definition, at the 100 levBlesults are below:

Information Literacy

Integrative Thinking

Metacognitive Thinking

and Biases

Trait Number | Mean Score | Trait Number Mean Score Trait Number Mean Score
Sources 22 2.16 Connections among 8 1.31 Project 7 2.36
Disciplines Management
Relevance of | 20 2.35 Relations among 8 1.25 Self 36 2.29
Information Domains of Evaluation
Thinking
Assumptions | 4 2.25 Transfer 9 1.44




Citation 18 2.03

Connections to
Experience

12

1.33

Most artifacts from FYS courses included in our sample aligneleétacognitive Thinkingselfevaluation and to three of the four traits of

Information Literacy Strongest performance was Metacognitive Thinkingnd Information Literacy

Writing Intensive(WI) Courses

WI courses in the assessment sample aligned to all outcomes asskdgeadation Literacy, Intercultural Thinkingnd Metacognitive Thinking.

Results argivenbelowby course level foinformation Literacy

Trait Course Level Number Mean Score
Sources 100/200 o | -
300/400 11 2.45
Relevance of Information 100/200 2 2.50
300/400 44 2.46
Assumptions and Biases 100/200 O
300/400 11 1.86
Citation 100/200 o | -
300/400 9 1.22

All but two artifacts from WI courses aligneditdormation Literacyn our sample came from courses at the 300/400 levels. With the exception
of Information Literacyrelevance of informationn/ a
for the other two traits. However, pormance in these 300/400 level courses does not appear to be significantly better than performance of

students from 100/200 level FYS and CT courses.

g SNB

t200

Wi results aregivenbelowby course level fomtegrative Thinking

t SNF2NXYI yOS$

gl a

AGNRY3ISNI F2NJ 64

I

Trait Course Level Number Mean Score
Connections among Disciplines 100/200 6 1.79
300/400 39 2.35
Relation among Domains of 100/200 8 1.59
Thinking 300/400 o -
Transfer 100/200 10 1.70
300/400 I
Connections to Experience 100/200 18 2.03
300/400 19 2.00
hdzNJ al YL S RAR y 21U O2y Ul Ay Ftye& FINIAFIOGA FTNRY 2L O2tuemB®A000 KI (
f SgStao hy GKS 20KSNJ KFIyRX | NBflFIGA@GSte I NBS JHXFENI ¥agpd RNAEDOX LK
Mg FEAIYySR (G2 aO2yySOilAzya (2 SELSNASyOSoé ¢ KS y dzY forSath tai, with NI A F I O
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GKS fFNBSad o0SAy3d wmy (KFG FTEAIYSEBYHAIdORY WSRO RMFWS L]S’zVOSSELNSfNJ’US(ySOSfCBd
SELISNASYy OS¢ o6F&aSR 2y O2dzaNBS t S@gSt o {ddzRSyia Ay onnk yrnuoeﬁgbééubzwz
FY2y3 RAAGOALI AySaseée onln/6KS € FGGSNI KIFER | NEBfI GAGBSTE @
WI results aregivenbelowby course level foMetacognitive Thinking
Trait Course Level Number Mean Score
ProjectManagement 100/200 5 1.90
300/400 7 1.96
SelfEvaluation 100/200 5 2.20
300/400 37 1.77

Although it appears thatth Sy & 02NX F2NJ 2L O2dzNBSa -FRBPtdavinkhRyYieingf S O0KE I0GNINGBRAY T
300/400 level courses, only five artifacts from the former aligned, while there were 37 from the latter.

Misalignments
It is difficult to disern if misalignments occurred more often based on course type due to the diffefiagn each case. We refer the reader to
the supporting documentation for additional detail.
Conclusion

Strongest performance among this group of students wasnlmrmation Literacyrelevance of information, while the weakest performances
were scattered among the traits drfitegrative Thinking Of concern remains the number of assignments (and hence, student artifacts) that the
Assessment Workgroup judged to radign to theOutcomestraits to which they were tagged. Results for course type mirrored those of the
overall analysis.

Recommendations from the 2016 Assessment Workgroup
Recommendations Concerning the General Process of Assignment Creation andt@cklignment to University Outcomes
We first note that, beginning with academic year 2187, faculty will be asked to develop assignments that align to the outcomes as stated in
al NAKIff | YAGSNBAAGEQA . I OOF f I diNdandos thesf@raleNiBaSticet oNaBKing ihsBudtors th igdicaedWkiGhNI & 2 NJ

performance level on the rubric they used when creating assignments. The reason for this decision is that the formleveulascriptions
were essentially different outcome stateents. The Assessment Workgroup began the process of redeveloping the rubrics so that performance
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levels now speciffowwellS I OK a G dzRSyYy i RSY2y aid NI (o&domes hotiwih&hedor ndtthe studedt adaiévesd S NB A (0 &
progressively more compteoutcomes. Outlined below are concerns and recommendations from the Assessment Workgroup.

1. A major concern among the members of the Assessment Workgroup was the large number of assignments/artifacts that the fWorkgrou
judged to be misaligned to the outoees/traits to which they were tagged. Several recommendations were made to improve this situation.
These included:

1

Work with faculty to create assignments that align with the university outcomes addressed in Critical Thinking (CTar Seshiviar
(FYS) and Writing Intensive (WI) courses during the faculty development sessions that prepare instructors to teach theseasourses
follows:

0 Center for Teaching and Learning for CT courses

0 Center for Teaching and Learning in conjunction with the DirectBiY& for FYS courses

0 Center for Teaching and Learning in conjunction with the Director of Writing across the Curriculum for WI courses

Identify model assignments from those already uploaded to GEAR and create a repository of these assignments. Trisacaposit
function as both a resource for faculty developing new assignments and a teaching tool during faculty preparation tceteach th
aforementioned course types.

Ask the Center for Teaching and Learning to consider offering faculty development sessimsgf on alignment of assignments to
al NAKFff ! yYAOSNERAGEQA 2dz2i02YSao

Ask the General Education Council to require that all CT, INT, and MC courses include the assignment that will be nsead for ge
education assessment (i.e. GEAR upload) in capgkcation and renewal materials and to explain explicitly how this assignment
addresses the university outcome/trait to which it is aligned.

Ask that each assignment created with student artifacts uploaded into GEAR include an explicit explanatibe frstnuctor as to

how the assignment addresses the university outcome/trait(s) to which it is aligned.

Members of the Assessment Workgroup will submit a proposal for a session to be presented at the August 2016 iPED: Inquiring
Pedagogies Conference. Thwrpose of this session will be to overview the general education assessment process and findings, and to
discuss with faculty the importance of careful assignment alignment to university outcomes.

2. To reduce the number of artifacts from the assessmergpo G KI & Ydzad o6S RA&aOFNRSR Rdz2S G2 GKS
assignment itself does not align to the university outcome to which it was tagged, the Assessment Workgroup recommenidefdtilnat,
it evaluateeach assignment for accuracf/alignmentbeforethe sample of artifacts is selected.

wSO2YYSYRIFIGA2yad NBIAFNRAY3I al NEKFffQad ¢NIYyaAAGA2Y FTNRY D9!w G2

Marshall will begin to use Blackboard Outcomes for general education assessment dadegecyear 201:2017. This will have some
advantages over GEAR, but will pose some challenges as well. Advantages will include:

Qa
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1. Faculty will have to create an assignment and align it to university outcomes onlyf time@ssignment and alignment israpleted in their
master course shell. Unless something changes, i.e. assignments are changed or updated, once alignments are maderih) Blagkiida
simply be copied the next time the course is offered.

2. Faculty will ask students to submit artifaéts the aligned assignment using the assignment module in Blackboard Learn. This will allow the
faculty member to assess the artifact for course grading purposes and the student and faculty member will nepdttongdgelse to
support university asses@nt. For the latter purpose, Blackboard Outcomes will make a copy of the artifact (which will not include any
instructor grading or comments, i.e. it will becleancopy) for later assessment.

3. As is the case with GEAR, when artifacts are randomly ctiosaasessment in Blackboard Outcomes, course information will not be
available to assessors.

Blackboard Outcomes also presents challenges. These include:

1. CI Odzt Ge gAff ftAIYy |aarayySyida G2 | dzyASSENARKANOK 2dA O YBY OydRR S alatSt
traits. Because not all assignments will align to every trait of the outcome, instructors will have to indicate in thpmassinstructions
(and/or explicit explanation regarding alignment) the traits to vhtice assignment aligns.

To help facilitate the transition from GEAR to Blackboard Outcomes, the following plans are in place.
1. al NEKFfftQa . FOOFfId2NBFiS 5SINBES t NEFAES 2dz2i02YSa KIFE@S 6SSy SyidaSN
2. Several faculty teaching FYS, Anthropolagyl Sociology courses during summer 2016 will create assignments and align them to University
outcomes within Blackboard. They will use the Blackboard assignment tool and the Office of Assessment will set upleatifiact c
through Blackboard OutcomesThe Office of Assessment will test the Blackboard Outcomes assessment process at the end of the summer.
3. Fall 2016 will be a semester set aside to prepare faculty to begin using Blackboard as an artifact repository for agaessseest To
facilitate this process, the following steps will be taken:
1 The Office of Assessment will administer a survey to all faculty teaching FYS, CT, WI, MC, INT, and SL courses. il hslsarseyias
of questions that will allow us to divide the group into thrashorts (seasoned Blackboard users who routinely use the Blackboard
assignment tool, Blackboard users who have not used the assignment toeBlackboard users).
9 After the survey has been completed, the Assessment Office will develop three onlinalgjtorie geared to each group of faculty
identified above.
1 The Office of Assessment also will work with the Center for Teaching and Learning, the MU Design Center, and the Agsociate Vi
President for Libraries and Online Learning to develop a schedtri@mihg sessions for each cohort of faculty.
3. During spring 2017, our hope is that all faculty teaching general education courses will begin to use Blackboard fomasseatioe and
student artifact collection. They will have access ® ohnline tutorials and to training sessions as they did during the fall semester.
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Assessment Criteria
Component Area Goals

After completing the oral communication general education experience, students will be
able to:

1 Recognize communication as a transactional process by:
a. determining audience orientation toward a message
b. identifying the supporting material most relevant to the intended
Teceivers
c. recognizing and adjusting to nonverbal feedback

2. Demonstrate critical thinking in both the production and evaluation
of spoken messages by:
a. identifying reasoning that links observations to conclusions
b. understanding the limitations of different types of evidence
c. differentiating befween various types of supporting evidence
d. identifying weaknesses in reasoning

3. Produce organized informative and persuasive messages by:
a. demonstrating the ability to capture audience attention
b. stating a thesis and previewing oral remarks
c. using signposts and transitions to clarify the organization of a message
d. concluding with a summary of main ideas or arguments

4. Demonstrate effective extemporaneous speaking skills by:
a. maintaining eve contact with infended receivers
b. using gestures which complement the verbal message
¢. using varied vocal cues in the oral delivery of a message

Learning Outcomes

Onfcome 1: Recognizing communication as a fransactional process by a) determining
audience orientation foward a message; b) identifving the supporting material most
relevant to the intended receivers; and c) recognizing and adjusting to nonverbal
Jfeedback.

This outcome is practiced through students” preparation outlines and speech proposals, in
which they describe their preparation activities. They discuss their audience analysis
activities and relate that analysis to the selection of organizational patterns, arguments,
and supporting material. The assessment criteria for examining sample speeches focuses
on audience adaptation as a basis for determining the competency of the speaker. All
eight assessment criteria are used as a basis for determining the competency of the
speaker on this oufcome.

Onrfcome 2: Demonsirating critical thinking in both the production and evaluation of
spoken messages by a) identifying reasoning that links observations to conclusions; b)
understanding the limitations of different fypes of evidence; c) differentiating between
various fypes of supporting evidence, d) identifving weakmesses in reasoning.



The focus on critical thinking in the course is reflected in all assignments, especially the
preparation outlines, speeches, and self-analvsis assignments. The assessment criteria for
examining sample speeches focuses on the following criteria as a basis for defermining
the competency of the speaker: choosing and narrowing a topic appropriately for
audience and occasion; conununicating the thesis/specific purpose in a manner
appropriate for the audience and occasion; providing appropriate supporting material
based on the audience and occasion; and, using language that is appropriate to the
audience and occasion.

Onfcome 3: Producing organized informative and persuasive messages by a)
demonstrating the ability to capture audience attention; b) stating a thesis and
previewing oral remarks; ¢ using signposts and fransitions to clavify the organization of
a message; d) concluding with a summary of main ideas or arguments.

This outcome 1s practiced through students” preparation outlines and speech proposals, in
which they describe their preparation activities. Most importantly. students learn how to
use different organizational patterns for various types of speeches in the course. The
structural elements of persuasive speaking are evident in speech performances. The
assessment criteria for examining sample speeches focuses on the following criteria as a
basts for determining the competency of the speaker: commmunicating the thesis/specific
purpose in a manner appropriate for the audience and occasion; and, using an
organizational pattern appropriate to the audience and occasion.

Onfcome 4: Demonstrating gffective extemporaneous speaking skills by a) maintaining
aye confact with infended receivers; b) using gestures which complement the verbal
message,; ¢) using varied vocal cues in the oral delivery of a message.

The development of extemporaneous speaking skills is one of the most important goals of
this course. Students” competencies in maintaining eye contact, using gestures, and
employing vocal vanety are directly observable in their speech performances. The
assessment criteria for examining sample speeches focuses the following criteria as a
basis for determining the competency of the speaker: using vocal vanety in rate, pitch,
and infensity to heighten and maintain interest; using pronunciation, grammar, and
articulation appropriate to the audience; and using physical behaviors to support the
message.
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Method
Sample

For the fall and spring semesters, a total of 860 persuasive speech videos were loaded to the
Ensemble system. A priori power analvsis and pragmatic time constraints resulted in a selected
sample of 266 speech videos (+ 5%, 95% CI) for analysis. Random sampling for the selection of
speech videos was used, wherein the team selected every third speech video after an arbitrary
starting point, selected via a random number generator. When the video was inandible or
corrupted, the team simply shifted to the next video and resumed with the pattern of selecting
every third video. With this sampling method, a relatively even distribution between fall (n=
121) and spring (n= 145) was accomplished. Moreover, all uploaded sections had four to six
videos sampled.

Procedure

The assessment team consisted of the basic course director and a long-time term instructor.
Together, the team has over 25 years of teaching oral communication courses and both have
participated in previons assessments. The team was created with a desire to have rigorous
perspectives represented within the assessment process. The team met during June 2016 to
conduct the assessment. The first session focused on tratming. The team reviewed the mstrument.
discussed definitions and criteria, and practiced assessing speeches. The team then coded a
separate sample and attained 93% agreement on the ratings detailed below.

Although the team saf together for the assessment process, each of the videos was evaluated
individually. When unsure of how to assess an element of a speech. team members would have a
brief discussion and reach consensus. The totals for each team member were loaded into Excel;
the results of individual assessments were not significantly different. A score for each facet and
the overall speech was then averaged and tabulated into a group score. Group scores are reported
below.

Measures

The National Communication Association’s “Competent Speaker Speech Evaluation Form™ was
used as the main assessment tool. This form operationalizes eight criteria of effective speaking
competencies. The eight criteria call on speakers fo: 1) choose and narrow topic appropriately for
the audience & occasion; 2) comnmunicate the thesis/specific purpose in a manner appropriate for
the audience and occasion; 3) provide appropriate supporting material based on the audience and
occasion; 4) vse an organizational pattern appropriate to the andience and occasion; 5) use
language that is appropriate to the audience and occasion; §) use vocal vaniety in rate, pitch. and
infensity, to heighten and maintain interest; 7) use pronunciation, grammar, and articulation
appropriate to the audience, and §) use physical behaviors that support the verbal message.

The eight criteria were rated as unsatisfactory (1) or satisfactory (2). During the training meeting.
the team discussed the assessment instrument and normed on definitions of unsatisfactory and
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satisfactory. It was agreed that unsatisfactory translated to a speech that would earn a D or F on
the facet being assessed. A satisfactory mark translated to an A, B, or C grade on that facet.

Eesults

Across the two raters, an average for each of the eight elements was calculated for each speech.
An overall averaged total score for each speech across the two raters was also calculated. These
scores were then analyzed in terms of the student learning outcomes associated with this course.

Eight Assessment Criteria

The eight criteria were rated as unsatisfactory (1) or satisfactory (2). Average ratings across the
two coders were calculated. Topic selection (M= 1.92. SD=_24); pronunciation. grammar, and
arficulation (M=1 90, SD= 23); and use of language appropriate to the audience and occasion
(M= 1.90, SD=23) were the three highest-rated criteria. Vocal variety, pitch, and intensity (M=
1.79, SD= 35); organizational pattern appropriate to the audience and occasion (M= 1.70, 5D=
.37); and, physical behaviors that support the verbal message (M= 1.65, SD= 41) were all also
satisfactory in the aggregate. The criteria with average ratings that were the lowest were:
providing appropriate supporting material (M= 1.63, 5D= 42); and. communicates a
thesis/specific purpose in a manner appropriate for the audience and ocecasion (M= 1.57, SD=
A6).

Overall Ratings for Speeches

An overall summated rating for each speech was calculated based on scores for the eight criteria.
The score given by each rater was then averaged. Scores could range between 8 and 16. An
established minimum score of 11.5/16 (71%) on the eight criteria was determined as minimally
competent. Average summated ratings ranged from 8.00 to 16.00, with an average sunumated
score of 13.98 (SD= 1.64). Overall, 247 of the 266 speeches sampled scored 11.50 or higher.
This translates to 92.80% of the speeches passing the benchmark.

Assessment of Learning Objectives

Recognize public speaking as fransactional. Criteria detailed in the “Competent Speaker Speech
Evaluation Form™ were used to evaluate benchmarks on student learning outcomes. The first
learning outcome for students is to recognize public speaking as a transactional process. This
course outcome has been assessed with the average score on all the cniferia. The expectationis a
minimum benchmark score above 11.50 (71%). The speeches averaged better than the minimal
expectation (M= 13.98, SD=1.64). Overall 235/266 speeches scored above 11 50, which means
approximately 88.34% of speeches met this course outcome.

Demonstrate critical thinking. The second learning outcome is to demonstrate critical thinking in
both the production and evaluation of spoken messages. This course oufcome has been assessed
with the average score on critical thinking exam questions. The decision was made this past vear
to eliminate exams. Therefore, this year's critical thinking outcome 15 assessed on the following
criteria from the speech assessment tool: chooses and narrows a topic appropriately for audience
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and occasion; communicates the thesis/specific purpose in a manner appropriate for the audience
and occasion; provides appropriate supporting material based on the andience and occasion; and,
uses language that is appropriate to the audience and occasion. The minimum benchmark is a
score of 6.00/8.00 (75%). The average summated score for this vear's sample was §.95 (SD=
1.407. Overall, 233 of the 266 speeches scored at or above §.00. This translates to approximately
88% of the speeches passing this benchmark.

Proguce organized messages. The third learning outcome is to produce organized and
informative persuasive messages. This course outcome was assessed with the average score on
the following criteria: communicates the thesis/specific purpose in a manner appropriate for the
audience and occasion and uses an organizational pattern appropriate to the audience and
occasion. The minimmm benchmark is a score of 3.00/4.00 (75%). The average summated score
for this vear's sample was 3.27 (SD= _83). Overall. 193 of the 266 speeches sampled scored over
3.00 on these two criteria. This translates to 72% of the speeches passing this benchmark.

Demonstrate gffective extemporaneous speaking skills. The fourth learning outcome is to
demonstrate effective extemporaneous speaking skills. The outcome has been assessed with the
average score on three criteria: uses vocal variety in rate, pitch, and intensity to heighten and
maintain interest; uses pronunciation, grammar, and articulation appropriate to the audience; and
uses physical behaviors to support the message. The expectation is a minimum benchmark score
of 4.50 (75%). Scores can range from 3.00 to 6.00. This vear’s speeches averaged a score
significantly better than the benchmark (M= 5.15, 5D= 1.08). Overall, 217 of 266 speeches
sampled scored over 4.50 on these three criteria. This translates to approximately 82% of the
speeches passing this benchmark.

BOT Initiative 2. The assessment procedures described in flus report are consistent with BOT
Initiatrve 2. In particular, a randomly selected sample of student work in the oral communication
component of the general education curriculum is reviewed to determine the level of competency
in both oral communication and critical thinking. This year approximately 92% of student
speeches reviewed met the minimum standard for competency in the course, and 8% failed to
meet the standard.
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Discussion

Last year’s assessment demonstrated a vanefy of areas that needed attenfion and improvement in
the course. In anticipation of these needs. the new basic course director revised all assignment
guidelines and rubrics. Training and instruction for instructors was significantly increased during
the past vear. The new basic course director also provided additional resources and lesson plans
for instructors. Teaching observations were conducted for new instructors and offered to all
mstmictors. Feedback on teaching and guidance were increased. Finally, in-class examinations
were eliminated and transitioned into online quizzes so that more instruction time could be
dedicated to improving critical thinking and delivery skills.

The speeches sampled this year are a product of this new paradigm. especially new assignment
guidelines and rubrics. The same standards for assessment established last year were confinued
in this term. The assessment feam was rigorous in assessment of the persuasive speeches.
Conservative estimations for hitting the desired benchmarks and identifying areas of needed
improvement were preferred.

Results demonstrate that all criteria for assessing the speeches were satisfactory. Students were,
on average, able to: choose and narrow topic appropriately for the audience & occasion;
comnmnicate the thesis/specific purpose in a manner appropriate for the audience and occasion;
provide appropriate supporfing material based on the audience and occasion; use an
organtizational pattern appropriate to the audience and occasion; use langnage that 1s appropriate
to the andience and occasion; use vocal vanety in rate, pitch. and infensity, to heighten and
maintain interest; use pronunciation, grammar, and arficulation appropriate to the audience, and
use physical behaviors that support the verbal message. Below, each dimension is discussed in
the order it scored in the assessment.

Topic selection, a major issue in previous years, was the highest scoring dimension this year. A
change was made in the course this past year that required student to select civic persuasive
speech topics. Choosing topics of social importance helped make the topics appropriate for the
audience and promote civic thinking in the course. Instructors were also asked to help students
narrow topics appropriately and this work was evident in the speeches given by students in this
sample.

Verbal dimensions associated with delivery were all satisfactory. Topic selection likely
influenced the formality of language used in positive ways. A new dimension to verbal delivery,
argumentative tone, was added to the rubric and stressed in class sessions. This inclusion
arguably increased vocal variety, pitch, and intensity ratings from previous assessments. That
said, the incorporation of oral citations seemed fo decrease promunciation ability as some
students had not practiced enough to fluently commmnicate about specific authors (last names
proved problematic at fimes).

Physical behaviors that support the verbal message were also satisfactory in the aggregate; there
15, however, plenty of room for improvement. A major difference was noted between students
using notecards and paper outlines. Instructors were asked to limit the number of notecards
students could prepare or limit the paper outline to one page. When the notecards were limited
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students had the best phyvsical behaviors. When students were limited to one-page outlines, some
did very well. Having too many notes for the presentation was associated with unsatisfactory
physical behaviors. Podium use helped contribute to satisfactory delivery in students with paper
outlines. Use of clickers to advance PowerPoint slides was also overall beneficial.

The appropniateness of information is often influenced by topic selection. Therefore, guiding
topic selection helped improve the appropriateness of information. Additionally, a new
requirement of 5 oral citations in the persuasive speech helped increase the quality of the
information provided. Although it was one of the most difficult concepts for students to grasp in
the course and required a significant amount of course instruction fime, the inclusion of oral
citations from high-credibility sources significantly improved the quality of the speeches. That
said, there is still needed improvement on this dimension that will be discussed below.

Organizational pattern options for students were also narrowed, which likely helped to improve
scores on this dimension. Students were advised to use a problem-solution format for these
persuasive speeches. While it helped structure the speeches in ferms of organizational pattern, it
may have negatively influenced the generation of thesis statements (further discussed below).

Finally, communicating a thesis/specific purpose was the lowest rated criteria. Although
technically safisfactory, the assessment team was not pleased with the majority of the thesis
statements presented in the persuasive speeches. We believe the problem with this sample’s
thesis statements may have come from vsing the problem-solution organizational pattern.
Whereas an appropriate thesis statement for a persuasive speech is an argument that tells the
audience who should do what to solve a problem. too many of the sampled thesis statements
were “X issue 15 a serious problem.” While appropriate for an informative speech seeking to
raise awareness, this format is not an appropriate thesis for a persuasive speech. Below means for
remedying this issue are discussed.

Owerall, the majority of the speeches (92%) met the nunimum benchmark score. This represents
a 53% increase in speeches meeting the benchmark from the previous year.

These criteria were used to assess successful completion of the learning outcomes. In this
sample, approximately 88% of the students met the first learning objective of recognizing public
speaking as a transactional process. Overall, 88% percent demonstrated critical thinking in both
the production and evaluation of spoken messages. About 72% of students were able to meet
learning objective three by producing organized persuasive messages. Finally, 82% percent of
students met the minimum benchmark for demonstrating extemporaneous speaking skills.

Action Plan

The assessment results show significant improvements in a variety of areas. These results also
identify areas of needed improvement. Planned steps to improve our ability to exceed
assessment criteria and accomplish leaming oufcomes are detatled below.

First, the course will adopt a new textbook and online platform. Starting this fall, all sections will
use “Public Speaking: The Evolving Art” (3™ Ed.) by Stephanie Coopman and James Lull. This
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textbook is accompanied by Cengage’s Mindtap online platform. This textbook was chosen affer
an extensive review of public speaking textbooks for its balance of tradifional public speaking
instruction and innovative variations on core themes of oral communication. The textbook is
arguably more accessible and appropriate for our student body. as many of our students did not
have public speaking instruction as part of their secondary education. It also costs significantly
less than our previous textbook, even with the addition of the online platform.

Cengage’s Mindtap seamlessly integrates into Blackboard for easy use by instructors and
students. It provides a more personalized leamning experience to students and we hope it will
better prepare them for class sessions and major assignments. Mindtap also has a vanety of
features that increase accessibility for students with disabilities. Students will be asked to
complete the reading and a quiz or short activity before coming to class. It is hoped that by
allocating points to the reading quizzes and activities, students will be better prepared for an
activities-based classroom. These activities should increase delivery skills and critical thinking
outcomes.

After bemng fotally redesigned last year. all assignments are being significantly revised this
summer. Guidelines and specific rubrics will still be included for each speech. Instructors are
asked to spend instructional time reviewing the guidelines and rubrics at length. We will
continue our new practice of not including in-class examinations after seeing significantly better
results in our assessment data. Finally, a new major assignment, an invitational dialogue, is being
added to increase critical thinking skills and delivery fluency.

To help students determine more appropriate and narrow topics for speeches (Criterion 1), the
course now features a civic thinking component. Students are asked to find civic problems of
interest as a dialogue and persuasive speech topic. This was piloted in the last year and worked
extremely well. We will continue this practice in the coming year.

To improve the quality of thesis statements (Criterion 2). a variety of approaches will be taken.
Mew supplementary materials on crafting thesis statements will now be included. Specifically,
we will be incredibly explicit about the wse of the “Who should do what™ argumentative format
of a persuasive thesis. Perhaps some instructors were confused last year, so fime in tramning and a
new module on our erganizational course site will be added on persuasive arguments and thesis
statements. Instructors will be instructed to dedicate one class period to discussing each student’s
thesis statement in class.

To improve the quality of the supporting material (Criterion 3), we will make some additions to
last vear's curriculum. We will continue to reguire five oral citations from high quality sources.
Students practice creating these oral citations with a proposal and then place them in the speech
by crafiing a preparation cuflme. We will also confinue to work with our research libranan,
Sabrina Thomas, to further develop the new research guide for CMM 103, which provides
guidance for finding sources and information hiteracy. Ms. Thomas also hosts a session for CMM
103 instructors on teaching information literacy. We will seek to provide more examples for
students and encourage students to seek out assistance with their oral citations from the Writing
Center and instructors.
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To improve the organization of speeches (Criterion 4). students will use the Outline Builder ool
in Mindtap. The mubrics now allocate more points on organizational elements and insist on
transitions throughout the speech. Class activities focusing on organization have also been added
as ophions for instructors. The new textbook presents organizational pattemns in a more
straightforward manner and offers some innovative activities to learn about how different
organizational patterns can be used.

To improve language choices (Criterion 5). a new class activity on language choices was
designed for instructors. Points on the persuasive speech are now allocated for
“argumentativeness” that is operationalized as language choice and tone. Instructors will be
encouraged to use an enfire class session in the persuasive speech unit to teach and practice
argumentative tone.

We are still exploring ways to improve delivery. Currently delivery 1s assessed through: vocal
variety in rate, pitch, and intensity (Criterion §); promnciation, grammar, and articulation
(Criterion 7); and physical behaviors that support the verbal message (Criterion 8). Instructors
have been asked to spend more class time working with students on delivery. New exercises to
improve delivery have been added to the class repository. Mindtap includes more example
speeches that focus on delivery elements for student to view. Mindtap also includes a practice
speech-recording device called “YouSeelU.” All students will be required to upload a practice
session prior to presenting their speech to a live audience. Finally, assignment guidelines will be
changed to require use of notecards (instead of paper outlines) and limit the number of notecards
students can use for the presentation.

A few general steps have also been taken to improve our delivery of the course. First, an
instructor-only course section was created on Blackboard last fall. This instructor space creates
an opportunity to share information like lesson plans, video examples, and activities. We are
creating a repository for best practices and central mechanism for information dissemination.
The instructor orgamizational course site will continue to grow and offer more resources for
faculty.

We have also incorporated more training for all instructors. Cengage has conducted two sessions
on using Mindtap and will have orientations for instructors and students in the fall Classroom
observations of all first-year graduate students will continue to be conducted. Finally, we believe
the new textbook with an online platform will allow us to spend more instructional time for
experiential learning. We also believe this change will allow more infrastructure and more
support for instructors, especially new graduate teaching instructors. Overall, a major goal 15 to
spend more instructional time working with students on speech construction and delivery.

Assistance Needed

Continued funding for reviewers to conduct the assessment in SUMImMer is NeCessary.
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Summary Table
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Outcome Method of Standard Evaluation Action Plan
Assessment

1. Recognize Review of Minimm score | 83% of speeches | Eevised speech

public speaking student of 11.50/16 on passed assignments to stress

as a transactional | speeches for the 8 relevant importance of

process competence. criteria. audience.

2. Demonstrate | Review of Minimum score 88% of speeches | New class activities
critical thinking student of /8 (73%)on | passed and revised speech
in both the speeches for 3 relevant assignments stress
production and competence. criteria. critical thinking
evaluation of application.
spoken messages
3. Produce Review of Minimum score 72% of speeches | Focus on teaching
organized sample student | of 3/4 (73%) on | passed. thesis statements as
mformative and speeches for 2 relevant explicit arguments
persuasive competence. criteria. that tell andience
messages who should do what.
4. Demonstrate Review of Minimum score | 82% of speeches | Fequire students to

effective
extemporaneous
speaking skills

sample student
speeches for
competence.

of 4.5/6 (75%)
on 3 relevant
criteria.

passed.

use a restricted
number of notecards
during presentation.
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Appendix XXIII
English Core Il Assessment Results

RESULTS OF COMPOSITION PROGRAM ASSESSMENT, SPRING 2014
Total Number of Artifacts Assessed: 269

Traits Below Introductory Milestone

Trait #1: Position themselves Student does not position Student 6s positilStudentés posi't
within public conversation him/ herself wi t|unclearorconfusing. and relevant to the discussion

conversation. in the paper.

N=117 (43%)
N=123 (46%)

N=29 (11%)

Trait #2: Compose a logical Student does not have an Student s argume/Studentods ar gu|

argument supported by
research

argument OR does not support
argument by research.

N=61 (23%)

with only minimal research or is not
logical; research may not be
relevant.

N=115 (42%)

supported with research and is
mostly logical; research is
generally relevant.

N=93 (35%)

Trait #3: Attend to issues of
audience, purpose and rhetorical
context

Does not show evidence of
considering audience, purpose,
and/or rhetorical context.

N=45 (17%)

Shows evidence of some thought
about audience, purpose, and/or
rhetorical context

N=137 (51%)

Shows evidence of some
facility with at least two of the
following: audience, purpose,
rhetorical context.

N=86 (32%)

Pl us 1 rated i
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COMPOSITION PROGRAM ASSESSMENT RESULTS, AY2014-15
Number of Artifacts: 193 Fall, 247 Spring, 440 Total

Outcome #3: Ability to work with different texts as researchers, to mine for information, and to effectively use research sources,
including online sources, in their writing.

Traits

Below

Introductory

Milestone

Trait #1:
\Work with different
texts as researchers

Paper lacks source variety in terms of
type and timeliness of sources used,
writing may rely too heavily on one source
for evidence.

Fall: 67 (35%)
Spring: 89 (36%)
AY Total: 156 (35%)

Source usage is somewhat varied and
writing reflects average awareness of
the importance of type and timeliness of
selected sources.

Fall: 93 (48%)
Spring: 116 (47%)
AY Total: 209 (48%)

\Writing is supported by a
sophisticated variety of appropriate
sources.

Fall: 33 (17%)
Spring: 42 (17%)
AY Total: 75 (17%)

Effectively use
research sources in
their writing.

Quotes, paraphrases, and summaries of
sources are used inappropriately or not
at all.

Fall: 73 (38%)
Spring: 91 (37%)

AY Total: 164 (38%)

Trait #2: Source selection seems based on Writing contains some credible and \Writing is strongly supported by
Mine for convenience rather than relevant sources but may still lean heavily credible secondary sources,
information appropriateness; paper lacks credible | on general internet sources and other demonstrating st
sources. questionable material. locate relevant scholarly material.
Fall: 96 (50%) Fall: 35 (18%)
Spring: 126 (51%) Spring: 42 (17%)
Fall: 62 (32%) AY Total: 222 (50%) AY Total: 77 (18%)
Spring: 79 (32%)
AY Total: 141 (32%)
Trait #3: Writing demonstrates some knowledge Writing demonstrates

of proper source attribution and
appropriateness to the context but
consistent errors may be present in
source citation.

Fall: 102 (53%)
Spring: 133 (54%)
AY Total: 235 (53%)

sophisticated use of source
usage and correct citation in
nearly every circumstance.

Fall: 18 (9%)
Spring: 23 (9%)
AY Total: 41 (9%)
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Other Notes and Comments

1. Some artifacts were unreadable (wrong format, blank document, etc.). In those cases, the artifacts were discarded and replaced with new
ones

2. Other artifacts were missing Works Cited or were otherwise incomplete. The faculty assessed those as best they could; in future semesters,
students may need to be reminded to upload complete work.
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