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The report below evaluates student learning with respect to Critical Thinking, Writing, and 
Information literacy in the General Education curriculum. In 2015-2016, Prof. Andrew Sidman 
and the UCASC General Education Subcommittee collected and reviewed student work 
collected from sections of English Composition I and II, the Flexible Core, and the 300 level 
Justice Core. The findings of the assessment, in brief, suggest that John Jay students attain a 
basic proficiency in critical thinking, writing, and information literacy that are acceptable for the 
introductory (100) level. However, as students move beyond introductory courses, their skills in 
these areas do not develop at a rate sufficient to match increasing expectations.  
 
While there are no doubt many factors contributing to this phenomenon, the subcommittee 
focused particularly on a lack of clear expectations and guidelines with respect to where in the 
curriculum these skills ought to be developed (particularly in the 300 level justice core), the need 
for conversation and coordination among faculty teaching in these areas, and the importance of 
development opportunities to provide faculty with the tools to teach these crucial skills.  
 
Determining the best way to respond to these findings – the best way to improve our students’ 
learning -- requires considering the current institutional context and climate. For this reason, in 
making recommendations for how to address the findings of the assessment report, the 
subcommittee consulted the COACHE report and the recent Gen Ed Faculty Survey. First, any 
effort to address general education at John Jay College must acknowledge that the creation of a 
centrally mandated general education program four years ago has left a substantial number of 
faculty with lingering skepticism about both the process and the program itself. Second, many 
faculty question the value of teaching vis a vis the promotion and tenure process. Third, much of 
the teaching in general education falls on adjunct faculty, who are often not fully integrated into 
departmental or college conversations about teaching.  
 
While these challenges are real, there are also some important assets we might use for improving 
general education. First, faculty remain widely convinced of the importance of general education 
and the skills that are assessed in this report. Second, many faculty are personally committed to 
teaching, to serving our students, and to the college’s mission, all of which closely tie in with 
general education.  
 
In short, as a faculty, despite challenging environmental factors, we remain deeply committed to 
teaching our students how to think critically, communicate, and use information. In order to help 
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the faculty realize this ambition, based on the results of this assessment, the UCASC General 
Education subcommittee suggests broad, inclusive, directed conversation among faculty.  
 
In this spirit, we recommend a course of action that meets the following objectives: 
 

1) Re-establish community and consensus around our shared value of critical thinking, 
communication, and information literacy  

2) Arrive at definition(s) (whether shared or multiple) of these skills and our expectations 
for students at various levels 

3) Identify where in their studies students ought to develop/reinforce these skills, 
particularly beyond introductory required core courses. 

4) Facilitate faculty development in the identified areas to provide resources for faculty in 
teaching/reinforcing these skills, particularly beyond the introductory required core 
courses. 

 
Each of these activities should be organized in cooperation with key constituencies, including the 
Teaching and Learning Center and department chairs. Widespread faculty participation is 
essential, including adjunct faculty whenever possible. For this reason, we strongly recommend 
that the college make the necessary resources available to support this task, demonstrating the 
seriousness of its commitment to general education and teaching. Above all, the task will be to 
foster a sense of shared ownership, responsibility, and agency in providing our students’ general 
education. 
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Introduction 
 
 The assessment report for the 2015-2016 academic year continues the work presented in 
last year’s report.  That report presented assessments of ENG 201, one of two courses required in 
Part A of the Required Core (English Composition).  To those results, we now add assessment of 
ENG 101, a sample of courses from the Flexible Core, and a sample of courses from the 300-
level Justice Core.  In total, this report presents complete assessment of the learning outcomes 
for English Composition and the three common learning outcomes of the Flexible Core.  
Additionally, the skills present in these learning outcomes are assessed in Justice Core courses to 
examine the extent to which students are developing these skills beyond the 200-level. 
 
Learning Outcomes Assessed 
 

Using samples of work from ENG 101 and ENG 201, we assess the learning outcomes 
listed under Part A of the Required Core (English Composition): 
 
A course in this area must meet all of the following learning outcomes. A student will: 

1. Read and listen critically and analytically, including identifying an argument’s major 
assumptions and assertions and evaluating its supporting evidence. 

2. Write clearly and coherently in varied, academic formats (such as formal essays, 
research papers, and reports) using standard English and appropriate technology to 
critique and improve one’s own and others’ texts. 

3. Demonstrate research skills using appropriate technology, including gathering, 
evaluating, and synthesizing primary and secondary sources. 

4. Support a thesis with well-reasoned arguments, and communicate persuasively 
across a variety of contexts, purposes, audiences, and media. 

5. Formulate original ideas and relate them to the ideas of others by employing the 
conventions of ethical attribution and citation. 

 
Using samples for work from Flexible Core courses, we assess the three common learning 
outcomes listed under the Flexible Core: 
 
All Flexible Core courses must meet the following three learning outcomes. A student will: 

1. Gather, interpret, and assess information from a variety of sources and points of 
view. 

2. Evaluate evidence and arguments critically or analytically. 
3. Produce well-reasoned written or oral arguments using evidence to support 

conclusions. 
 
Note that bold words in the above list indicate the abbreviated name that will be used in the text 
of this report to refer to each of these learning outcomes. 
 
Direct Assessment Procedure 
 

The direct assessment results include samples of student work from ENG 201 collected in 
spring 2015 and samples collected from ENG 101, Flexible Core courses, and 300-level Justice 
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Core courses in fall 2015.  Samples of work from ENG 101 and 201 were provided by the 
Writing Program in the English Department.  To collect work from Flexible Core and Justice 
Core courses, Prof. Sidman sent an email to all instructors of these courses on October 14, 2015, 
and a reminder email on November 30, 2015, asking for course syllabi and two samples of 
student work.  In total, requests were sent to instructors of 458 course sections for 916 pieces of 
student work (two randomly selected pieces per section).  Prof. Sidman received responses from 
instructors of 58 sections (12.7%) including 113 pieces of student work (12.3%).1  The intention 
is to use the work collected in fall 2015 as a master sample, from which random samples can be 
drawn for this year’s and subsequent assessments.2  Sample sizes are listed in Table 1.  Papers 
were scored by the following members of the General Education Subcommittee of UCASC3: 
 
Jean Carmalt (Political Science), Marie-Helen Maras (Security, Fire & Emergency 
Management), Matthew Perry (Gender Studies), Judy Lynne Peters (Public Management), 
Jennifer Rosati (Science), and Erin Thompson (Art & Music) 
 

Table 1. 
Sample Sizes 

General Education Area Total 
Collected 

Total 
Assessed 

Required Core A: ENG 101 40 35 
Required Core A: ENG 201 47 47 
Flexible Core 66 37 
Justice Core 300-Level 45 19 
Totals 198 138 

 
Papers were scored using the Valid Assessment of Learning in Undergraduate Education 

(VALUE) rubrics, created by the Association of American Colleges and Universities, for critical 
thinking, information literacy, and written communication.  Generally, the rubrics include a 
description of expectations for each rubric item at four levels of proficiency: benchmark, 
milestone 1, milestone 2, and capstone.  We treat these as expectations for work at the 100 
through 400-levels respectively.  The rubrics are presented in the Appendix and Table 2 presents 
the mapping of rubric items onto the learning outcomes for English Composition and the three 
common learning outcomes of the Flexible Core. 

 
The College Option, which includes the Justice Core, does not explicitly list learning 

outcomes for writing, critical thinking, or information literacy in the way they are listed for other 
parts of the general education curriculum.  300-level Justice Core courses are assessed using the 
VALUE rubrics in order to examine development of these skills beyond the 200-level.  The 
presentation of results by course level for each rubric includes work from Flexible Core and 
English Composition courses.  Given the shift in emphasis towards common skills and away 
from the stated learning outcomes of Pathways, which tend to combine various skills in 
individual outcomes, organizing the course level-based results by rubric seems more appropriate.  
                                                 
1 Two of the pieces were inappropriate for this year’s assessments, bringing the total to 111. 
2 Future assessment will use this sample as a “core” sample and supplementary requests for student work will be 
made as needed. 
3 Inter-rater reliability was assessed in spring 2015 with the scoring of ENG 201 papers.  The discussion of inter-
rater reliability can be found in the 2014-2015 General Education Assessment Report. 
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Furthermore, this organization allows us to include the direct assessment of capstone projects 
presented in the 2012 General Education Assessment Report. 

 
Table 2. 

Mapping of English Composition and Flexible Core Learning Outcomes 
English Composition 
Learning Outcome 

Flexible Core 
Learning Outcome 

VALUE Rubric Items 

1. Read and listen critically and 
analytically, including identifying 
and argument’s major 
assumptions and assertions and 
evaluating its supporting 
evidence. 

2. Evaluate evidence and 
arguments critically or 
analytically. 

CT: Evidence 
IL: Evaluate Information … Critically 
 

2. Write clearly and coherently in 
varied, academic formats using 
standard English and appropriate 
technology to critique and 
improve one’s own and others’ 
texts. 

3. Produce well-reasoned 
written or oral arguments using 
evidence to support 
conclusions. 

WC: Content Development 
WC: Genre & Disciplinary Conventions 
WC: Control of Syntax & Mechanics 
 

3. Demonstrate research skills 
using appropriate technology, 
including gathering, evaluating, 
and synthesizing primary and 
secondary sources. 
 

1. Gather, interpret, and assess 
information from a variety of 
sources and points of view. 

IL: Determine Extent of Info. Needed 
IL: Use Information Effectively… 

4. Support a thesis with well-
reasoned arguments, and 
communicate persuasively across 
a variety of contexts, purposes, 
audiences, and media. 
 

3. Produce well-reasoned 
written or oral arguments using 
evidence to support 
conclusions. 

WC: Context & Purpose for Writing 
CT: Explanation of Issues 
CT: Student’s Position 
CT: Conclusions & Related Outcomes 

5. Formulate original ideas and 
relate them to the ideas of others 
by employing the conventions of 
ethical attribution and citation. 
 
 

1. Gather, interpret, and assess 
information from a variety of 
sources and points of view. 

WC: Sources and Evidence 
IL: Access & Use Info. Ethically… 

Note: In the VALUE Rubric Items column, “CT” represents the Critical Thinking rubric, “IL” represents the 
Information Literacy rubric, and “WC” represents the Written Communication rubric.  These rubrics are presented 
in the Appendix. 
 
Indirect Assessment Procedure 
 

The direct assessment results are supported by the following indirect assessment 
instruments.  First, references are made to two surveys: the 2012 Student Evaluation of the 
Major4 and a survey conducted by the Department of Political Science, given to students in a 
sample of Political Science courses in spring 2014, focusing on writing assignments.  Second, 

                                                 
4 Currently, the most recent year for which any survey data are available from the Office of Institutional Research 
website is 2012, before the launch of the Pathways curriculum.  Despite this, student responses to the learning 
experience items employed here are still informative regarding student perceptions of written assignments in their 
respective majors. 
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indirect assessment examines the prevalence of writing intensive courses across the majors in the 
2015-2016 academic year.  Lastly, the report includes a descriptive analysis of twenty-three 200 
and 300-level course syllabi requested and received by Prof. Sidman in fall 2015. 
 
Direct Assessment Results 
 
English Composition and Common Outcomes of the Flexible Core 
 

The results of direct assessment of the English Composition learning outcomes and the 
common outcomes of the Flexible Core are presented in Tables 3 and 4 respectively.  For each 
learning outcome, the tables indicate the number of rubric items used to assess the outcome and 
the percentage of rubric item scores in each level of performance (i.e., exceeds, meets, and fails 
to meet expectations).  The third substantive column of each table, labeled “At Least Meets 
Expectations,” contains the sum of the first two columns (i.e., this is the percentage of items 
scored as meeting or exceeding expectations). 
 

Table 3. 
Direct Assessment Results for English Composition 

Learning Outcome Exceeds 
Expectations 

Meets 
Expectations 

At Least 
Meets 

Expectations 

Fails to Meet 
Expectations 

Read Critically (2 items) 30.5% 48.2% 78.7% 21.3% 
Write Clearly (3 items) 36.5% 46.2% 82.7% 17.3% 
Research Skills (2 items) 49.7% 40.0% 89.7% 10.3% 
Support Thesis (4 items) 35.2% 48.1% 83.3% 16.7% 
Formulate Ideas (2 items) 42.9% 37.9% 80.7% 19.3% 

     Unique Pieces of Student Work 82 
Note: Cells contain the percentage of items within each learning outcome at each level of 
expectations.  For example, 30.5% of items in the Read Critically learning outcome were scored as 
exceeding expectations.  The 30.5% is of the 164 rubric items (n = 82×2), not necessarily 30.5% of the 
82 student papers used in the assessment. 

 
Table 4. 

Direct Assessment Results for Common Outcomes of the Flexible Core 
Learning Outcome Exceeds 

Expectations 
Meets 

Expectations 
At Least 
Meets 

Expectations 

Fails to Meet 
Expectations 

Gather Information (4 items) 29.2% 51.4% 80.6% 19.4% 
Evaluate Evidence (2 items) 28.2% 52.6% 80.8% 19.2% 
Produce Arguments  (7 items) 33.9% 54.3% 88.2% 11.8% 

     Unique Pieces of Student Work 37 
Note: Cells contain the percentage of items within each learning outcome at each level of 
expectations.  For example, 29.2% of items in the Gather Information learning outcome were scored 
as exceeding expectations.  The 29.2% is of the 148 rubric items (n = 37×4), not necessarily 29.2% of 
the 37 student papers used in the assessment. 
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 Overall student performance in English Composition and the Flexible Core reflects a high 
rate of proficiency.  On fewer than 20% of items do students fail to meet expectations, except on 
the Read Critically learning outcome in English Composition.  Even here, students at least meet 
expectations on 78.7% of items.  The results are equally pleasing for the Flexible Core, wherein 
the percentage that at least meet expectations surpasses 80% for all three learning outcomes.  
Both parts of the curriculum also reflect a substantial percentage of students exceeding 
expectations.  The percentages within each learning outcome are listed in Tables 3 and 4.  For 
English Composition and the Flexible Core overall, expectations are exceeded 39.2% and 31% 
of the time respectively. 
 
 Delving into particular items reveals areas that reflect student development of particular 
skills and areas in which these already positive results can be improved.  Given that the English 
Composition sequence is typically taken in the freshman year, we assume that work done in 
Flexible Core courses, more often than not, is written after having taken the English Composition 
sequence.  The percentage of scores was less than 80% on only two of the thirteen items used to 
assess English Composition: “Evaluate Information and its Sources Critically,” which is on the 
Information Literacy VALUE rubric and used to assess the Read Critically (English 
Composition) and Evaluate Evidence (Flexible Core) outcomes, and “Student’s Position,” which 
is on the Critical Thinking VALUE rubric and used to assess the Support Thesis (English 
Composition) and Produce Arguments (Flexible Core) outcomes.  The first item concerns the 
extent to which the writer analyzes her/his own assumptions and evaluates the relevance of 
contexts when presenting a position.  The second item considers the extent to which the writer’s 
position accounts for the complexities of the issue under consideration and acknowledges the 
points of view of others.  Student work in English composition at least met expectations 77.4% 
and 72% of the time on each item respectively.  Impressively, assessment of the same items in 
work from Flexible Core courses suggests student improvement on these items.  The percentages 
at least meeting expectations improves to 85% and 80% on each item respectively. 
 
 Continuing with the assumption that work from English Composition antedates work 
from the Flexible Core, two items show substantial decreases in the percentage at least meeting 
expectations.  These are: “Access and Use Information Ethically and Legally,” which is listed on 
the Information Literacy VALUE rubric and used to assess the Formulate Ideas (English 
Composition) and Gather Information (Flexible Core) outcomes, and “Context of and Purpose 
for Writing,” which is on the Written Communication VALUE rubric and used to assess the 
Support Thesis (English Composition) and Produce Arguments (Flexible Core) outcomes.  In 
assessing the use of information, the first item looks for correct usage of four elements: citations 
and references, choice of paraphrasing or quoting, using information true to its original context, 
and distinguishing between common knowledge and ideas requiring attribution.  The second 
item considers the extent to which the writer demonstrates attention to context, audience, and 
purpose of writing.  On both items, expectations are at least met 80% and 84.5% of the time in 
English Composition.  These percentages drop 14.3 points (to 65.7%) and seven points (to 
77.5%) in assessment of the Flexible Core.  The results suggest that more attention needs to be 
paid to reinforcing these skills (writing for a purpose, expressing awareness of context and 
audience, and correctly using, citing, and referencing ideas) in Flexible Core courses. 
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Development of Common Skills by Course Level 
 
 As described in the direct assessment procedures, we examine student performance on 
three common skills by course level.  Common skills, which are defined in the Assessment Plan 
for General Education, include: critical thinking, information literacy, written communication, 
quantitative reasoning, and scientific reasoning.  These skills are present in the stated learning 
outcomes throughout the general education curriculum and are skills students are expected to 
further develop as they move from general education courses into academic programs.  Results 
are presented by VALUE rubric in Figure 1.  Results for the 100-level include work from ENG 
101 and 100-level Flexible Core courses.  Results for the 200-level include work from ENG 201 
and 200-level Flexible Core courses.  Results for the 300-level include work from 300-level 
Justice Core courses.  Finally, capstone results are adapted from the direct assessment of thirty 
randomly selected capstone projects presented in the 2012 General Education Assessment 
Report.  Figure 1 presents the percentage of scores that at least meet expectations for each course 
level on each rubric. 
 

 
Figure 1. Development of Common Skills by Course Level 

Note: Bars denote, for each course level, the percentage of rubric items that were scored as meets or exceeds 
expectations.  Assessment results for capstone projects are taken from the 2012 General Education Assessment 
Report. 
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 The results by level and rubric present a different picture of the development of skills 
than did the presentation of results by learning outcome.  Students in 100-level courses meet 
expectations at close to 100% on all three rubrics.  Student performance becomes significantly 
worse moving up each course level.5  In 200-level courses, at least meeting expectations occurs 
at a rate around 70% across all three rubrics.  In 300-level courses, proficiency is much lower in 
critical thinking and information literacy (39% and 38.6% respectively), but only ten points 
lower than that of the 200-level in written communication.  Capstone results from 2012 show an 
even further decline as students move from 300 to 400-level capstone courses.  The results are 
troubling in two respects.  First, and most obviously, the results suggest that the development of 
these skills stagnates at lower levels of proficiency for large numbers of students.  Second, this 
presentation places the results by learning outcome presented in Tables 3 and 4 in a different 
perspective.  The high level of performance by learning outcome (at least 80% meeting 
expectations) masks a significant difference between results from 100 and 200-level courses.  
The 80% rates are more like means of the close to 100% rates for 100-level work and the 70% 
rates for 200-level work. 
 
 There are several potential, non-mutually exclusive explanations for these results.  
Among these potential explanations are: 

• Students are not writing enough, particularly in courses beyond the 100-level; 
• Students are not doing the right type of writing or being given writing assignments to 

build these skills (e.g., being assigned formal revisions in which students can revise their 
work reflective of instructor comments or being assigned work that scaffolds to a larger 
project); 

• The expectations for demonstration of these skills at the 300-level are more consistent 
with proficiencies at the 200-level; 

• Transfer students do not start at the same level of proficiency in these skills as students 
matriculating in their first year. 

 
The first three explanations are explored in the next section.  The fourth, the potential 

difference between the skill attainment of transfer and non-transfer students, will be the subject 
of a future assessment report. 
 
Indirect Assessment Results 
 

Considering the responses to the surveys included in this report and a review of twenty-
three 200 and 300-level general education course syllabi, upper-level students are doing a 
significant amount of writing.  According to the 2012 Student Evaluation of the Major survey, 
which includes the responses of 3,715 students, “Upper-class John Jay students write more 
medium-length (5-19 pages) papers than lower-class students” (4).  Considering these “medium-
length” papers, 20.6% of freshman report writing at least 4 papers, as do 31.3% of sophomores, 
40.1% of juniors, and 48.9% of seniors.  The percentage of seniors is not much greater than that 
of juniors; seniors, however, are more likely to write longer papers, those of at least twenty 
pages.  39.8% of seniors report writing at least one paper of at least twenty pages.  The 
                                                 
5 Pearson’s χ2 for the cross-tabulations of at least meeting expectations by course level, for 100 through 300-level 
courses, equal 168.79, 153.59, and 112.06 for the critical thinking, information literacy, and written communication 
rubrics respectively.  All three statistics are significant well beyond the 99.9% level. 
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percentage drops to 25.7% for juniors, which is roughly the same percentage as sophomores 
(23.2%) in the same category. 

 
Beyond page length, most courses provide an ample number of writing assignments.  In a 

survey given to 156 students in Political Science courses in spring 2014, 76.3% responded that 
they always or often have been required to complete more than one writing assignment in 
Political Science courses.6  The survey responses are supported by the syllabus review, which 
finds that 78.3% of courses include multiple writing assignments with a median number of 
assignments of three.7 

 
Given that students appear to be writing enough, we now explore the types of writing that 

students are assigned.  There are a large number of ways, both formally and informally, to 
promote the development of critical thinking, information literacy, and written communication 
skills in students.  Two of those techniques are the subjects of our indirect assessment: allowing 
students to revise previously submitted work that has received feedback and possibly a grade and 
the use of scaffolded assignments towards the completion of larger writing projects.  The results 
presented in the next paragraph suggest that students are generally not receiving enough 
opportunities to engage in these types of writing assignments. 

 
In the aforementioned Political Science survey, 75% of students report that they have 

been required to submit a draft of a writing assignment never, rarely, or sometimes.  The more 
specific breakdown places 25% of respondents in each of those categories.  47.7% report rarely 
or never being allowed to revise their work to improve their grade.  The percentage increases to 
75.5% with the inclusion of “sometimes.”  Combining both questions, 30.3% of students rarely 
or never receive either the assignment of a formal draft or opportunities for revision.  The 
percentage more than doubles to 63.9% with the inclusion of students who responded sometimes 
to one question and never, rarely, or sometimes to the other.  As before, student perceptions are 
supported by the syllabus review. 34.8% of syllabi included scaffolded assignments (e.g., 
submission of a thesis statement or outline) or the submission of a draft.  Only 8.7% of syllabi 
state that students will have opportunities to revise their work to improve their grade. 

 
Moving to the expectations of 300-level courses, it is impossible at this point to speculate 

about what course instructors expect to see in student work.  Additionally, courses involve more 
than the development of a set of skills.  Courses in the general education curriculum are part of 
disciplines and have substantive content that students are expected to master.  Even though we 
cannot consider what the expectations are, we can look at how the work is distributed with 
respect to levels of proficiency.  For work from 300-level courses in the Justice Core, 46% of all 
rubric items are scored at or above the 300-level (i.e., at milestone 2 or capstone).  34.1% of 
items are scored at the 200-level.  19.9% of items are scored at the 100-level.  Admittedly, the 
sample of 300-level coursework is small.  The distribution, however, suggests that the 
expectations for skill development and demonstration in courses across the college are worth 
discussing. 

 

                                                 
6 The response options are: never, rarely, sometimes, often, and always. 
7 Syllabi were provided by instructors from a variety of disciplines.  The distribution is as follows: AFR (2), ART 
(1), CSCI (1), HIS (1), HON/MHC (2), LIT (8), LLS (5), PHI (1), and POL (2). 



12 
 

More to the point, the proficiencies listed in the VALUE rubrics are one set of many 
possible proficiencies that the college could adopt as its expectations for student work.  Even 
when thinking along the lines of learning outcomes, it is unclear whether, and we would hazard 
to guess unlikely that, faculty explicitly consider these or similar descriptions for skill 
demonstration when designing assignments.  For example, the student’s position item on the 
critical thinking VALUE rubric describes what we treat as 300-level demonstration as follows: 
“Specific position (perspective, thesis/hypothesis) takes into account the complexities of an 
issue.  Others’ points of view are acknowledged within position (perspective, thesis/hypothesis).”  
Faculty surely know how they want students to present their arguments, but whether that 
expectation matches that of the VALUE rubric is far from certain.  Equally uncertain, whether or 
not faculty expectations are generally similar to those of the VALUE rubrics, is how 
expectations are communicated to students.  Including the indirect assessment results previously 
described, if students are not aware of the expectation, or fail to meet it if they are made aware, 
they do not seem to be given many opportunities to revise their work and apply the feedback 
they received in the context of the same writing assignment. 
 
Conclusions  
 
 The results paint a “cup half full” picture of skill development in the general education 
curriculum.  Student performance is excellent when viewed through the lens of the learning 
outcomes of English Composition and the Flexible Core.  On only one learning outcome across 
both parts of the general education curriculum do fewer than 80% of students meet expectations.  
When parsed by course level, the results by learning outcome appear to be driven by near-
universal proficiency in 100-level courses and lower levels of proficiency in 200-level courses.  
Student work from 300-level courses shows an even further drop with roughly 39% of items 
scored as at least meeting expectations in critical thinking and information literacy.  The 
percentage improves to 60% for written communication. 
 
 The results, particularly for 300-level coursework, are for a relatively small sample 
(nineteen student papers), which is reflected in wide confidence intervals for student 
performance.  Probit estimations by rubric on whether work meets expectations on a given item8 
yield the following 95% confidence intervals for the predicted probability of meeting 
expectations for 300-level work: critical thinking (29.7% to 48.3%), information literacy (29.1% 
to 48.1%), and written communication (50.6% to 69.4%).  Even using the upper bound of the 
confidence intervals, one would expect less than 50% of scores to meet expectations in other 
samples. 
 
 The results are supported by previous assessments and the indirect evidence presented 
herein.  The decline by level leads to what was observed in capstone courses in 2012.  The 
various indirect evidence presented shows that students receive several writing assignments, but 
very infrequently do students receive scaffolded assignments or have opportunities to revise their 
work.  The frequency of multiple assignments, but rarity of revisions and scaffolding could, at 
least in part, account for the higher scores in written communications, but lower scores in critical 
thinking and information literacy. 
                                                 
8 Probit models were estimated for each of the three rubrics with whether an item was scored as at least meeting 
expectations (coded 1) as the dependent variable and dummy variables for course level as the independent variables. 
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2016-2017 Assessment Activities 
 
 In the 2016-2017 academic year, we will assess quantitative reasoning and scientific 
reasoning, providing assessment of the following parts of the general education curriculum: 
 

• Part B of the Required Core (Mathematical and Quantitative Reasoning); 
• Part C of the Required Core (Life and Physical Sciences); 
• The Flexible Core; 
• 300-level Justice Core. 
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Appendix 
 

VALUE Rubrics used to Assess English Composition 
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Critical Thinking VALUE Rubric 
Item 400-level 300-level 200-level 100-level 
Explanation of issues  Issue/problem to be considered 

critically is stated clearly and 
described comprehensively, 
delivering all relevant 
information necessary for full 
understanding.  

Issue/problem to be considered 
critically is stated, described, 
and clarified so that 
understanding is not seriously 
impeded by omissions.  

Issue/problem to be considered 
critically is stated but 
description leaves some terms 
undefined, ambiguities 
unexplored, boundaries 
undetermined, and/or 
backgrounds unknown.  

Issue/problem to be considered 
critically is stated without 
clarification or description.  

Evidence  
Selecting and using information 
to investigate a point of view or 
conclusion  

Information is taken from 
source(s) with enough 
interpretation/evaluation to 
develop a comprehensive 
analysis or synthesis.    
Viewpoints of experts are 
questioned thoroughly.  

Information is taken from 
source(s) with enough 
interpretation/evaluation to 
develop a coherent analysis or 
synthesis.  
Viewpoints of experts are 
subject to questioning.  

Information is taken from 
source(s) with some 
interpretation/evaluation, but not 
enough to develop a coherent 
analysis or synthesis.  
Viewpoints of experts are taken 
as mostly fact, with little 
questioning.  

Information is taken from 
source(s) without any 
interpretation/evaluation.  
Viewpoints of experts are taken 
as fact, without question.  

Influence of context and 
assumptions  

Thoroughly (systematically and 
methodically) analyzes own and 
others' assumptions and 
carefully evaluates the relevance 
of contexts when presenting a 
position.  

Identifies own and others' 
assumptions and several relevant 
contexts when presenting a 
position.  

Questions some assumptions.  
Identifies several relevant 
contexts when presenting a 
position. May be more aware of 
others' assumptions than one's 
own (or vice versa).  

Shows an emerging awareness 
of present assumptions 
(sometimes labels assertions as 
assumptions).  
Begins to identify some contexts 
when presenting a position.  

Student's position 
(perspective, thesis/hypothesis)  

Specific position (perspective, 
thesis/hypothesis) is 
imaginative, taking into account 
the complexities of an issue.  
Limits of position (perspective, 
thesis/hypothesis) are 
acknowledged.  
Others' points of view are 
synthesized within position 
(perspective, thesis/hypothesis).  

Specific position (perspective, 
thesis/hypothesis) takes into 
account the complexities of an 
issue.  
Others' points of view are 
acknowledged within position 
(perspective, thesis/hypothesis).  

Specific position (perspective, 
thesis/hypothesis) acknowledges 
different sides of an issue.  

Specific position (perspective, 
thesis/hypothesis) is stated, but 
is simplistic and obvious.  

Conclusions and related 
outcomes (implications and 
consequences)  

Conclusions and related 
outcomes (consequences and 
implications) are logical and 
reflect student’s informed 
evaluation and ability to place 
evidence and perspectives 
discussed in priority order.  

Conclusion is logically tied to a 
range of information, including 
opposing viewpoints; related 
outcomes (consequences and 
implications) are identified 
clearly.  

Conclusion is logically tied to 
information (because 
information is chosen to fit the 
desired conclusion); some 
related outcomes (consequences 
and implications) are identified 
clearly.  

Conclusion is inconsistently tied 
to some of the information 
discussed; related outcomes 
(consequences and implications) 
are oversimplified.  
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Information Literacy VALUE Rubric 
Item 400-level 300-level 200-level 100-level 
Determine the Extent of 
Information Needed  

Effectively defines the scope of the 
research question or thesis. 
Effectively determines key concepts. 
Types of information (sources) 
selected directly relate to concepts 
or answer research question.  

Defines the scope of the research 
question or thesis completely. Can 
determine key concepts. Types of 
information (sources) selected relate 
to concepts or answer research 
question.  

Defines the scope of the research 
question or thesis incompletely 
(parts are missing, remains too broad 
or too narrow, etc.). Can determine 
key concepts. Types of information 
(sources) selected partially relate to 
concepts or answer research 
question.  

Has difficulty defining the scope of 
the research question or thesis. Has 
difficulty determining key concepts. 
Types of information (sources) 
selected do not relate to concepts or 
answer research question.  

Access the Needed Information  Accesses information using 
effective, well-designed search 
strategies and most appropriate 
information sources.  

Accesses information using variety 
of search strategies and some 
relevant information sources. 
Demonstrates ability to refine 
search.  

Accesses information using simple 
search strategies, retrieves 
information from limited and similar 
sources.  

Accesses information randomly, 
retrieves information that lacks 
relevance and quality.   

Evaluate Information and its 
Sources Critically  

Thoroughly (systematically and 
methodically) analyzes own and 
others' assumptions and carefully 
evaluates the relevance of contexts 
when presenting a position.  

Identifies own and others' 
assumptions and several relevant 
contexts when presenting a position.  

Questions some assumptions.  
Identifies several relevant contexts 
when presenting a position. May be 
more aware of others' assumptions 
than one's own (or vice versa).  

Shows an emerging awareness of 
present assumptions (sometimes 
labels assertions as assumptions).  
Begins to identify some contexts 
when presenting a position.  

Use  Information Effectively to 
Accomplish a Specific Purpose  

Communicates, organizes and 
synthesizes information from 
sources to fully achieve a specific 
purpose, with clarity and depth  

Communicates, organizes and 
synthesizes information from 
sources.  Intended purpose is 
achieved.  

Communicates and organizes 
information from sources. The 
information is not yet synthesized, 
so the intended purpose is not fully 
achieved.  

Communicates information from 
sources. The information is 
fragmented and/or used 
inappropriately (misquoted, taken 
out of context, or incorrectly 
paraphrased, etc.), so the intended 
purpose is not achieved.  

Access and Use Information 
Ethically and Legally  

Students use correctly all of the 
following information use strategies 
(use of citations and references; 
choice of paraphrasing, summary, or 
quoting; using information in ways 
that are true to original context; 
distinguishing between common 
knowledge and ideas requiring 
attribution) and demonstrate a full 
understanding of the ethical and 
legal restrictions on the use of 
published, confidential, and/or 
proprietary information.  

Students use correctly three of the 
following information use strategies 
(use of citations and references; 
choice of paraphrasing, summary, or 
quoting; using information in ways 
that are true to original context; 
distinguishing between common 
knowledge and ideas requiring 
attribution) and demonstrates a full 
understanding of the ethical and 
legal restrictions on the use of 
published, confidential, and/or 
proprietary information.  

Students use correctly two of the 
following information use strategies 
(use of citations and references; 
choice of paraphrasing, summary, or 
quoting; using information in ways 
that are true to original context; 
distinguishing between common 
knowledge and ideas requiring 
attribution) and demonstrates a full 
understanding of the ethical and 
legal restrictions on the use of 
published, confidential, and/or 
proprietary information.  

Students use correctly one of the 
following information use strategies 
(use of citations and references; 
choice of paraphrasing, summary, or 
quoting; using information in ways 
that are true to original context; 
distinguishing between common 
knowledge and ideas requiring 
attribution) and demonstrates a full 
understanding of the ethical and 
legal restrictions on the use of 
published, confidential, and/or 
proprietary information.  
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Written Communication VALUE Rubric 
Item 400-level 300-level 200-level 100-level 
Context of and Purpose for 
Writing  
Includes considerations of 
audience, purpose, and the 
circumstances surrounding the 
writing task(s).  

Demonstrates a thorough 
understanding of context, 
audience, and purpose that is 
responsive to the assigned 
task(s) and focuses all elements 
of the work.  

Demonstrates adequate 
consideration of context, 
audience, and purpose and a 
clear focus on the assigned 
task(s) (e.g., the task aligns with 
audience, purpose, and context).  

Demonstrates awareness of 
context, audience, purpose, and 
to the assigned tasks(s) (e.g., 
begins to show awareness of 
audience's perceptions and 
assumptions).  

Demonstrates minimal attention 
to context, audience, purpose, 
and to the assigned tasks(s) 
(e.g., expectation of instructor or 
self as audience).  

Content Development  Uses appropriate, relevant, and 
compelling content to illustrate 
mastery of the subject, 
conveying the writer's 
understanding, and shaping the 
whole work.  

Uses appropriate, relevant, and 
compelling content to explore 
ideas within the context of the 
discipline and shape the whole 
work.  
  

Uses appropriate and relevant 
content to develop and explore 
ideas through most of the work.  

Uses appropriate and relevant 
content to develop simple ideas 
in some parts of the work.  

Genre and Disciplinary 
Conventions  
Formal and informal rules 
inherent in the expectations for 
writing in particular forms 
and/or academic fields (please 
see glossary).  

Demonstrates detailed attention 
to and successful execution of a 
wide range of conventions 
particular to a specific discipline 
and/or writing task (s) including  
organization, content, 
presentation, formatting, and 
stylistic choices  

Demonstrates consistent use of 
important conventions particular 
to a specific discipline and/or 
writing task(s), including 
organization, content, 
presentation, and stylistic 
choices  

Follows expectations 
appropriate to a specific 
discipline and/or writing task(s) 
for basic organization, content, 
and presentation  

Attempts to use a consistent 
system for basic organization 
and presentation.  

Sources and Evidence  Demonstrates skillful use of 
high-quality, credible, relevant 
sources to develop ideas that are 
appropriate for the discipline 
and genre of the writing  

Demonstrates consistent use of 
credible, relevant sources to 
support ideas that are situated 
within the discipline and genre 
of the writing.  

Demonstrates an attempt to use 
credible and/or relevant sources 
to support ideas that are 
appropriate for the discipline 
and genre of the writing.  

Demonstrates an attempt to use 
sources to support ideas in the 
writing.  

Control of Syntax and 
Mechanics  

Uses graceful language that 
skillfully communicates 
meaning to readers with clarity 
and fluency, and is virtually 
error-free.  

Uses straightforward language 
that generally conveys meaning 
to readers. The language in the 
portfolio has few errors.  

Uses language that generally 
conveys meaning to readers with 
clarity, although writing may 
include some errors.  

Uses language that sometimes 
impedes meaning because of 
errors in usage.  

 
 
 
 

 


