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Summary narrative of ongoing CCRC initiatives 

 

Academic year 2012-13 represented an exciting time for the University Core of Common Studies 

(UCCS) as the University has continued to develop and implement a more sophisticated system 

of assessment. In the years immediately after its implementation in 2003, the UCCS was 

assessed primarily through indirect measures such as the Graduating Senior Survey. The Core 

Curriculum Review Committee, which is charged with assessing the UCCS, developed 

subsequently an assessment instrument that provided direct measures of student proficiency. On 

a voluntary basis, a random sample of seniors was provided a multiple-choice quiz in 2009, 

2010, and 2011. The quiz has been discontinued in favor of a more comprehensive and reliable 

set of measures, which can provide the data necessary to make specific recommendations for 

curricular revision.  The details of these assessment measures can be found in the sections of this 

report devoted to the Integrated Core Learning Outcomes and the Knowledge Area Learning 

Outcomes. 

 

Perhaps one of the most exciting developments for the UCCS has been the pilot study to measure 

student proficiency with the Integrated Core Learning Outcomes using discipline-specific senior 

experience/capstone courses as assessment sites. These courses provide Marquette University the 

opportunity to measure how well students retain and transfer the knowledge they develop in their 

UCCS courses as they complete their disciplinary majors. 

 

With increasingly comprehensive data on student learning now becoming available, a broad 

evidence-based review of the UCCS curriculum is becoming possible. Toward that end, 

members of the CCRC working with the Office of the Provost and Associate Deans of the 

Colleges of Engineering and Nursing submitted a successful proposal to participate in a summer 

institute sponsored by the American Association of Colleges and Universities devoted to 

developing a more intentionally integrative curriculum. Engagement with national experts at the 

summer institute and with the site visit team from the Higher Learning Commission in Fall 2013 

will provide further opportunities to improve the quality of education that Marquette University 

provides. 
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Academic year 2012-13 Summary  
CORE CURRICULUM REVIEW COMMITTEE  

_________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
 

1) Development and implementation of knowledge area assessment policy. 

 Developed formal, written guidelines and a timeline for working with chair/unit leaders 

across the nine knowledge areas associated with the University Core of Common Studies 

(UCCS). 

 Policy approved by CCRC in 2012 and disseminated to chair/unit leaders. 

 

2) Development and implementation of Integrated Core Learning Outcomes (ICLOs) 

assessment policy. 

 Developed formal, written guidelines and a timeline to utilize effectively the core 

assessment development grant pilot program. 

 Policy approved by CCRC in 2012 and utilized with the 15 instructors participating in the 

senior experience/capstone program to assess the ICLOs. 

 Coordinated the senior experience/capstone program to assess the ICLOs.  This involved 

working with 15 faculty from six different colleges to revise syllabi, define a common 

rubric of assessment, collect data, assessment data, and establish a second level of 

assessment at the University level. 

 

3) Coordination of assessment activities and reports for two knowledge areas (rhetoric and 

mathematical reasoning) 

 Worked with chairs and representatives associated with rhetoric and mathematical 

reasoning to develop an effective assessment plan and collect data. 

 Worked with the Assessment Director to organize the data and prepare two knowledge 

area reports, providing opportunities for instructors in the knowledge areas to offer 

feedback on curricular improvements and "closing the loop" ahead of the next cycle of 

assessment, academic year 2015-16. 

 Reports were accepted by CCRC in 2012. 

 

4) Coordination of ongoing assessment activities and reports for two knowledge areas (human 

cultures and societies, human nature and ethics) 

 Worked with chairs and representatives associated with human cultures and societies and 

human nature and ethics to develop an assessment plan and collect data. 

 Assessments are ongoing, with provisional knowledge area reports to be completed by 

5/15; final report is to be completed by the end of the summer, and presented to CCRC in 

fall. 

 

5) Coordination of and preparation for assessment activities for three knowledge areas 

(theology, science and nature, individual and social behavior) for academic year 2013-14 

 Worked with chairs and instructors associated with three knowledge areas.  This involved 

determining plans for 59 courses, across 17 departments and/or units, housed in five 

different colleges. 
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 Initial, brief plans for assessment will be submitted for all courses by 5/10.  Assessment 

will occur over academic year 2013-14. 

 

6) Preparation of a successful application to participate in the 2013 AACU Summer Institute on 

Integrative Learning and the Departments 

 Prepared, in conjunction with Vice Provost for Undergraduate Programs and Teaching, 

Director of the Center for Teaching and Learning, Associate Deans of the Colleges of 

Engineering and Nursing, and faculty from The College of Communication, a successful 

application to participate in the 2013 Summer Institute. 

 The Summer Institute will provide an opportunity to build on the research in the report to 

the University Board of Undergraduate Studies (UBUS), with the aim of developing clear 

recommendations for an implementation plan for curriculum review of the UCCS. 

 

7) Preparation of a series of reports designed to position the UCCS for broad curriculum review 

and contribute to successful reaccreditation 

1. annual report 2012  

2. report on distinguishing characteristics of Marquette University's UCCS  

3. report to UBUS on national models for increasing integration among courses  

 

These reports were written to lay the groundwork for broader curriculum review.  Each 

report is interconnected, taking on a slightly different cast.  The annual report 2012 was 

designed to articulate widely held concerns raised by stakeholders with the UCCS and a 

number of possible avenues for addressing them.  The report on distinguishing characteristics 

identified the Catholic, Jesuit basis of the UCCS and what makes it distinctive in the 

identified higher education landscape.  The report on national models for increasing 

integration identify best practices at peer/aspirational institutions across the country, as well 

as among national organizations such as the American Association of Colleges and 

Universities (AACU).  As a body, these three reports represent a body of institutional 

knowledge that can be utilized at the Summer Institute and by University units who will be 

charged with curriculum review. 

 

8) Developing closer connections between the UCCS and University units that will be 

significant stakeholders in any future core review process: 

1. University Assessment Committee 

2. University Board of Undergraduate Studies 

3. University Strategic Planning Coordinating Committee. 

4. University Academic Senate 
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Summary of assessment findings during AY 2012-13 and recommendations based on 

findings 

 

Specific recommendations for improving student learning associated with the knowledge area 

learning outcomes can be found in the individual knowledge area reports. Relevant sections 

within the reports can be found through the following hyperlinks: 

1. Rhetoric: action items for this report were broken up across seven sections. The 

relevant links are here: 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

2. Mathematical reasoning 

3. Human cultures and societies 

4. Human nature and ethics 

 

For the Integrated Core Learning Outcomes, members of the CCRC have the following 

recommendations, which are discussed in more detail in the relevant sections of this report: 

 

Recommendation 1: to continue the senior experience/capstone pilot study for at least one more 

year.  Goals: to get participation from all eight colleges offering undergraduate degrees and to 

increase number of students assessed for ICLOs three and four. 

 

Recommendation 2: to test whether a small group of graduate students could be trained to rate 

artifacts with ICLO rubrics achieving reliability consistent with CCRC calibration test. 

Goal: to determine estimate of cost to expand assessment protocol to cover all undergraduate 

students in senior experience/capstone courses. 

 

Recommendation 3 (ICLO 2): to continue monitoring student proficiency with control of 

syntax and mechanics, to verify the findings of the pilot study. Increasing the number of student 

artifacts measured will be crucial to establishing the reliability of this finding. 

 

Recommendation 4 (ICLO 3 and 4): to encourage instructors participating in the pilot study for 

AY 2013-14 to measure these learning outcomes; for those instructors who are unwilling to do 

so, to ask them to articulate how the learning outcomes could be revised so that faculty would 

feel comfortable measuring them directly. 
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Reflections on academic year 2011-12 annual assessment report: University core of 

common studies 

 

Reflect on evidence 

Data collected on student proficiency with the Integrated Core Learning Outcomes associated 

with the University Core of Common Studies was shared in two primary venues: the Core 

Curriculum Review Committee and the University Assessment Committee.  The Core 

Curriculum Review Committee is composed of members representing the nine knowledge areas 

that constitute the University Core of Common Studies and representatives from the eight 

colleges that have undergraduate major programs. 

 

The Integrated Core Learning Outcomes Assessment Instrument was terminated this past year.  

The instrument, which had been used for the previous three academic years, was determined to 

be unreliable.  The instrument took the form of an online, voluntary quiz.  Participation rates 

were low, and the willingness of students to take the instrument seriously was insufficient to 

produce reliable results.  While the CCRC was reluctant to relinquish a direct measure of student 

learning, it was determined to be flawed to such a significant degree that it did not warrant 

continuation or further attempts at revision. 

 

In the absence of the Integrated Core Learning Outcomes Assessment Instrument, assessment of 

the four Integrated Core Learning Outcomes associated with the University Core of Common 

Studies was made primarily through the graduating senior survey conducted by the Office of 

Institutional Research and Assessment.  This survey is offered to all graduating seniors, and 

provides an opportunity to acquire an indirect measure from a broad sample population of 

students across the undergraduate colleges. 

 

Another shift in the availability of assessment measures created an interesting, though 

unfortunately singular, opportunity to gauge student learning over time at Marquette University.  

During academic year 2011-12, the Office of Institutional Research and Assessment terminated 

the junior survey, which previously provided indirect measures for the Integrated Core Learning 

Outcomes.  As part of the process of ending the survey, several of the questions were transferred 

to the graduating senior survey.  As a result, the graduating senior survey of 2012 is populated by 

the same students who populated the Junior survey of 2011.  Given how the surveys were 

disseminated, the percentage of respondents who participated in both surveys cannot be verified.  

As such, results must be viewed with caution.  The results themselves suggest a notable and 

consistent improvement in student self-perception of their proficiency with the learning 

outcomes associated with the University Core of Common Studies.  For learning outcome 

number one, 27% of graduating seniors reported that their coursework "markedly" improved 

their ability versus 19.6% of juniors in the previous year made a similar self-report.  For learning 

outcome number two, the differential between graduating seniors and juniors of the previous 

year is similar: 28.1% versus 18.8%.  Learning outcome number three saw the most significant 

improvement, with 35.1% of graduating seniors reporting that their coursework markedly 

improved their abilities with the learning outcome versus 20.4% of juniors in the previous year.  

For learning outcome number four, the differential was similar to that apparent in the first two 

learning outcomes, 35.8% of graduating seniors versus 24.1% of juniors from the previous year 

reporting the highest level of improvement. 
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Acknowledging the caveats listed above, the consistency of these results nonetheless provides 

some indication that undergraduate coursework associated with the University Core of Common 

Studies has improved at least student self-perception of their proficiency with the learning 

outcomes. 

 

In the view of the CCRC, the strongest evidence of student success in developing proficiency 

with the Integrated Core Learning Outcomes would come from the knowledge area assessment 

reports.  For academic year 2011-12, assessment reports were produced for two of the nine 

knowledge areas: Rhetoric and Mathematical Reasoning.  These reports utilized multiple, direct 

measures of student learning; they were designed and reviewed by groups within departments 

teaching the courses; members of the CCRC, in consultation with the University Director of 

Assessment, provided an additional layer of external review to help ensure that the results were 

robust.  The learning outcomes associated with Rhetoric and Mathematical Reasoning align very 

closely with the second Integrated Core Learning Outcome, "communicate in modes appropriate 

to various subjects and diverse audiences."  Both reports provide strong indications of student 

success in developing skills associated with communication in various formats, including 

quantitative literacy.  Detailed results can be found in the annual assessment reports filed for the 

knowledge areas. 

 

It must be acknowledged, however, that for the three other integrated core learning outcomes, 

there is simply insufficient data to make considered decisions about student learning.  Members 

of the CCRC are eagerly looking forward to the full implementation of new direct assessment 

measures of the Integrated Core Learning Outcomes as well as additional reports from two other 

knowledge areas (Human Nature and Ethics, Histories of Cultures and Societies).  These 

measures are currently ongoing, and results should be ready for the academic year 2012-13 

annual assessment report. 

 

Action steps 

Members of the CCRC recognize that the single most significant action step associated with the 

University Core of Common Studies must be the development and implementation of direct 

assessment measures for all learning outcomes.  To that end, the CCRC is working in 

conjunction with the Office of the Provost, the University Assessment Committee, the University 

Board of Undergraduate Studies, the University Academic Senate, and instructors from 

departments and units across the University who teach courses that fulfill requirements 

associated with the University Core of Common Studies.  These units all recognize the 

importance of the University Core of Common Studies to the mission of the University, and have 

committed significant financial and labor resources to ensure that a rigorous process of 

assessment is implemented. 

 

Implementation of more effective assessment measures has already begun during academic year 

2011-12, and is continuing currently.  The CCRC has developed a two-tier assessment process 

for the four Integrated Core Learning Outcomes and the 27 learning outcomes associated with 

the nine knowledge areas. 
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To assist in this process, the Office of the Provost has made available funding to support the 

creation of Core Assessment Development Grants.  During academic year 2011-12, fifteen such 

awards were made to faculty members from six different colleges.  These faculty in consultation 

with each other, the CCRC, and the Director of Assessment, have developed assignments in 

senior experience/capstone courses from across the undergraduate colleges that will provide 

assessment data that is not course-based but that nonetheless will provide direct measures of 

student learning in their University Core of Common Studies courses. 

 

This initiative to develop assessment sites in existing senior experience/capstone courses is 

ongoing, and the CCRC is currently in the process of identifying other interested faculty who 

would be able to participate on a long-term basis. 

 

Members of the CCRC anticipate that subsequent action steps will be made based upon the data 

collected from these direct measures of student learning. 
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Integrated Core Learning Outcomes (ICLO) assessment 

1. ICLO assessment policy and timeline 

2. ICLO common rubric developed for senior experience/capstone pilot study 

3. Senior experience/capstone courses participating in ICLO pilot study 

4. Aggregated assessment results from ICLO pilot study 

5. CCRC data on senior experience/capstone pilot study 
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UCCS Integrated Core Learning Outcomes Assessment Plan 

 

Rationale: 

The University Core of Common Studies aspires to provide undergraduate students more than a 

set of competencies in a wide variety of knowledge areas.  Central to the notion of 

transformative education in the Jesuit tradition is the pursuit of an integration of knowledge into 

a comprehensive, transcendent vision of life that guides how students act as responsible members 

of the global human family.  The core learning outcomes are designed, therefore, with these 

aspirations in mind; given their centrality to the mission of the University, a thoughtful process 

of ongoing assessment is necessary. 

 

Assumptions: 

 The skills and knowledges developed in Core courses help to prepare students to succeed 

in their coursework for their undergraduate majors. 

 The assignments to be assessed must be part of regular (i.e., graded) coursework to 

ensure student motivation. 

 The senior experience/capstone courses are not being evaluated by this process.  Rather, 

these courses are providing crucial sites to assess student proficiency with the Integrated 

Core Learning Outcomes.  This assessment process may or may not be directly linked to 

any other assessments faculty are doing for their courses/departments/units/colleges. 

 Faculty teaching senior experience/capstone courses benefit from this process because 

they have a right to expect a high degree of proficiency among our undergraduates with 

the Integrated Core Learning Outcomes by the time they enroll in such courses, and this 

process is, in part, designed to give faculty the opportunity to identify Core learning 

outcomes that are not being fulfilled. 

 The role of the Core Curriculum Review Committee (CCRC) is to provide an external 

evaluation of assessment results produced by senior experience/capstone courses; and to 

facilitate conversations among stakeholders across the University about the needs of 

undergraduates in all of the colleges. 

 

Relationship to assessment of Knowledge Area Learning Outcomes: 

The University Core of Common Studies has a two-part system of assessment: 

Knowledge Area Learning Outcomes will be assessed in the knowledge area courses 

according to a four-year rotating schedule; 

Integrated Core Learning Outcomes will be assessed yearly based upon the voluntary 

participation of faculty teaching senior experiences/capstones from across the 

undergraduate colleges. 

 

Process: 

A set of rubrics for each of the four Integrated Core Learning Outcomes has been designed by a 

team of faculty experts from across the undergraduate colleges.  These rubrics will be used by 

faculty teaching senior experience/capstone courses to evaluate one or more of the Integrated 

Core Learning Outcomes. 

 

Timeline: 
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Date Action Responsible party 

Spring 

semester 

Identify and recruit faculty teaching senior 

experience/capstone courses during the following 

academic year. 

 Goal 1: to have at least one senior 

experience/capstone course from each of the 

undergraduate colleges; 

 Goal 2: to have each integrated core learning 

outcome assessed by at least two different 

senior experience/capstone courses. 

CCRC 

Summer 

semester 

Consult with senior experience/capstone instructors 

to discuss assignments that will be used to assess 

integrated core learning outcomes. 

 Goal: to utilize assignments that are clearly 

integrated within the course and not "add-

ons."  The ideal assignment is one that 

requires the student to draw upon the skills 

and knowledges developed in Core courses to 

fulfill the tasks associated with the course. 

Director of CCRC 

End of 

fall 

semester 

Faculty teaching senior experience/capstone courses 

in the Fall semester will evaluate the designated 

assignment(s) using the Integrated Core Learning 

Outcome rubrics.  Faculty would then submit reports 

on assessment results to Director of CCRC.  The 

report would include: 

 information on the assignment assessed 

 data on student proficiency levels as 

determined by the assignment (this would 

need to include tallies of how many students 

earned each proficiency level) 

 artifacts/examples from each proficiency 

level (e.g., Proficient, Competent, 

Developing) 

 a brief report (1-2 pp.) detailing findings of 

the assessment and recommendations based 

on results observed. 

Faculty members teaching 

senior experience/capstone 

courses 

1/15-30 Meeting of CCRC to discuss initial results reported 

from faculty teaching senior experience/capstone 

courses 

CCRC 

4/15 Contact faculty who have participated in the Director of CCRC 
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assessment process during the past academic year to 

invite feedback on the rubrics (due 5/30): 

 can the rubrics be revised to be more 

effective or clear? 

 Are there other ways in which students can 

demonstrate proficiency with outcomes in a 

capstone task or assignment not currently 

listed in the "operationalized" examples for 

the Integrated Core Learning Outcomes? 

 Are the learning outcomes themselves still 

appropriate or do any of them need to be 

revisited? 

End of 

spring 

semester 

Faculty teaching senior experience/capstone courses 

in the Spring semester will evaluate the designated 

assignment using the Integrated Core Learning 

Outcome rubrics.  Faculty would then submit report 

on assessment results to Director of CCRC.  The 

report would include: 

 information on the assignment assessed 

 data on student proficiency levels as 

determined by the assignment 

 artifacts/examples from each proficiency 

level (e.g., Proficient, Competent, 

Developing) 

 a brief report (1-2 pp.) detailing findings of 

the assessment and recommendations based 

on results observed. 

Faculty members teaching 

senior experience/capstone 

courses 

6/15 Forward assessment results to Director of 

Assessment 

Director of CCRC 

7/15 Submit report on assessment results to Director of 

CCRC.  Report would include: 

 aggregated data across courses assessed for 

each Integrated Core Learning Outcome; 

 artifacts/examples from each proficiency 

level 

 initial recommendations based on observed 

trends 

Director of Assessment 

9/1-30 Presentation of results and additional 

recommendations to CCRC 

 instructors of senior experience/capstone 

Director of CCRC 
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courses previous academic year will be 

invited to the CCRC meeting for their input 

10/1 Submission of results and revise recommendations of 

CCRC to University Board of Undergraduate Studies 

(UBUS) and Vice Provost for Undergraduate 

Teaching and Programs 

CCRC 

10/15-

30/ 

“Closing the loop” stage 1: Discussion with UBUS 

and other relevant stakeholders of how to implement 

any necessary revisions to Core courses based on 

assessment results and recommendations. 

UBUS? 

1/15-30 "Closing the loop" stage 2: after conversations with 

relevant stakeholders, submit proposals as necessary 

for revising or improving courses and/or assignments 

to CCRC 

Director of CCRC 
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Integrated Core Learning Outcomes Assessment Rubrics 

  

Core Outcome #1 

Apply the perspectives, concepts and traditions of multiple disciplines to personal, professional, intellectual and societal challenges. 

 

Performance 

Indicator 
Outstanding Proficient Adequate Unacceptable 

Independently 

synthesizes or draws 

conclusions by 
combining examples, 

facts, arguments or 

theories from more 
than one field of study 

or perspective.   

 

 Synthesis developed 

through dialectical 
evaluation of multiple 

perspectives 

 Best evidence drawn 
from multiple 

relevant disciplines 

 Demonstrates 
command of 

distinctive 
vocabularies and 

methodologies of all 

disciplines 
used/selected 

 Synthesis developed 

through comparison of 
multiple perspectives 

 Some, but not all, 

evidence drawn from 
multiple disciplines is 

best evidence 

 Demonstrates 
command of 

distinctive 
vocabularies and 

methodologies of 

some disciplines 
used/selected 

 Synthesis minimally 

recognizes and uses 
mutually exclusive 

evidence 

 Some evidence 
drawn from multiple 

disciplines is not best 

evidence 

 Makes minor errors 

in representing 
vocabulary and 

methodologies of one 

or more disciplines 
used/selected 

 No synthesis or 

deeply flawed 
synthesis 

 Evidence drawn 

from irrelevant 
perspectives 

 Makes significant 
errors in 

representing basic 

claims of one or 
more disciplines 

used/selected 

 

Demonstrates ability 
to problem-solve; uses 

information from 

diverse sources to 
understand a problem, 

generates alternative 

solutions, evaluates 
alternatives, 

implements solutions, 

evaluates outcomes. 

 Includes an extensive 
array of research 

sources that are 

highly relevant to the 
situation and context 

(e.g., audience)  

 Develops logical, 
consistent plan to 

solve problem; 
recognizes 

implications of 

solutions and 
alternatives 

 Integrates alternate, 

divergent, or 

contradictory 

perspectives or ideas 
fully 

 Includes a significant 
number of research 

sources that are 

relevant to the 
situation and context 

(e.g., audience) 

 Having selected from 
among alternatives, 

develops a logical, 
consistent plan to 

solve the problem.  

 Incorporates alternate, 
divergent, or 

contradictory 

perspectives or ideas 

in an exploratory way  

 Includes a minimum 
number of research 

sources that are 

moderately relevant 
to the situation and 

context (e.g., 

audience) 

 Considers and rejects 

less acceptable 
approaches to solving 

problem.  

 Includes (recognizes 
the value of) 

alternate, divergent, 

or contradictory 

perspectives or ideas 

in a small way 

 Includes few if any 
research sources, 

most of which are 

irrelevant to the 
situation and 

context (e.g., 

audience) 

 Only a single 

approach is 
considered and is 

used to solve the 

problem.  

 Acknowledges 

(mentions in 

passing) alternate, 

divergent, or 

contradictory 
perspectives or 

ideas 

Demonstrates a sense 
of self as a learner, 

building on prior 

experiences to respond 
to new and 

challenging contexts 

 Projects personal 
plans for future 

research or reflection 

 Anticipates future 
developments in topic 

or problem 

 Anticipates criticism 

under future 
circumstances   

 Reviews prior 

learning in depth to 
reveal significantly 

changed perspectives 

about educational and 
life experiences, 

which provide 

foundation for 
expanded knowledge, 

growth, and maturity 

over time.  
 

 Acknowledges need 
for future research or 

reflection to be 

undertaken by others 

 Acknowledges 

limitations of current 
knowledge 

 Addresses all 
feedback with 

successful revisions 

 Reviews prior 
learning in depth, 

revealing fully 

clarified meanings or 
indicating broader 

perspectives about 

educational or life 
events.  

 

 Acknowledges, at a 
minimal level, the 

limitations of current 

knowledge 

 Addresses some 

feedback with 
successful revisions 

 Reviews prior 
learning with some 

depth, revealing 

slightly clarified 
meanings or 

indicating a 

somewhat broader 
perspectives about 

educational or life 

events.  
 

 Denies the value of 
future research or 

reflection    

 Denies limitations 
of current 

knowledge  

 Fails to address 

feedback with 
successful revisions 

 Reviews prior 

learning at a surface 
level, without 

revealing clarified 

meaning or 
indicating a broader 

perspective about 

educational or life 
events.  
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Core Outcome #2 (oral communication rubric) 

Communicate in modes appropriate to various subjects and diverse audiences. 

 

 Excellent Good Average Poor 

Organization  Consistently clear, concise, 

well organized. Major 

points emphasized, easy to 

follow. Transitions 

between sections, clear 

recommendations, strong 

conclusion.  

Mostly clear, concise, well 

organized. Points were 

easy enough to follow. 

Transitions between 

sections. Adequately 

summarize main points 

and recommendations. 

Not always clear or concise. 

Organization was adequate. 

Occasionally wandered and 

sometimes difficult to 

follow. Vague mention of 

major points and 

recommendations. No 

transitions between sections. 

Weak conclusion.  

Often unclear and 

poorly organized. 

Rambled too much. The 

presentation was 

confusing and difficult to 

follow.  No transitions 

between sections. No 

conclusion. 

Content Knowledge  Displayed an excellent 

grasp of the material. 

Demonstrated excellent 

mastery of content, 

application and 

implications 

Displayed a general 

grasp of the material. 

Demonstrated good 

mastery of content, 

application and 

implications.  

Displayed some grasp 

of the material. 

Demonstrated adequate 

mastery of content, 

application and implications. 

Displayed a poor grasp of 

the material. 

Demonstrated a 

superficial handling of 

content, application and 

implications.  

Central Message Central message is 

compelling (precisely 

stated, appropriately 

repeated, memorable and 

strongly supported). 

Central message is clear 

and consistent with the 

supporting material. 

Central message is basically 

understandable but is not 

often repeated and is not 

memorable. 

 

Central message can be 

deduced, but is not 

explicitly stated in the 

presentation. 

Supporting Material A variety of supporting 

materials (explanations, 

examples, illustrations, 

statistics, analogies, 

quotations from relevant 

authorities) make 

appropriate reference to 

information or analysis 

that significantly supports 

the presentation. 

Supporting materials 

(explanations, examples, 

illustrations, statistics, 

analogies, quotations from 

relevant authorities) make 

appropriate reference to 

information or analysis 

that generally supports the 

presentation. 

Supporting materials 

(explanations, examples, 

illustrations, statistics, 

analogies, quotations from 

relevant authorities) make 

appropriate reference to 

information or analysis that 

partially supports the 

presentation. 

Insufficient supporting 

materials (explanations, 

examples, illustrations, 

statistics, analogies, 

quotations from relevant 

authorities) make 

reference to information 

or analysis that minimally 

supports the presentation. 

Delivery of 

Presenter(s) 

Excellent stage presence. 

Confident, used notes well, 

excellent gestures, 

excellent audience 

attention & eye contact. 

Good vocal variety. 

Few/no vocal pauses 

(“ums.”) Excellent Q&A. 

Good stage presence. 

Fairly confident, used 

notes fairly well, good 

gestures, Good audience 

attention and eye contact. 

Some vocal pauses. Good 

Q&A. 

Adequate stage presence. 

Read parts, fumbled with 

notes, some distracting 

mannerisms, minimal eye 

contact, too many “ums.”  

OK Q&A. 

Poor stage presence. 

Unprepared, awkward, 

read notes all the time, 

poor eye contact, turned 

from audience to read 

screens, lots of “ums.” 

Poor Q&A. 
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 Core Outcome #2 (written communication rubric) 

Communicate in modes appropriate to various subjects and diverse audiences. 

     

 Excellent Good Fair Poor 

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  

 

Content is comprehensive, 

well-researched, logical and 

relates to plan’s goals and 

objectives. Major points are 

specific, stated clearly, and 

are well-supported. 

 

Content is appropriate and 

relevant. Evidence of good 

research. Major points are 

stated clearly and are well 

supported.  

Content is not 

comprehensive. Major 

points are addressed but not 

always clear or specific. 

Content is inadequate 

with little research. 

Major points are not 

clear.   

Organization  

 

Paragraphs or sections flow 

well into each other with 

connective concepts. 

Excellent use of transitions. 

Paragraphs or sections 

flow into each other with 

connective concepts. Good 

use of transitions. 

Paragraphs or sections 

transitions need some 

improvement. Concepts or 

ideas are disconnected. 

Paragraphs or sections 

are disjointed and lack 

transition of thoughts. 

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 little 

attempt to use sources to 

support ideas in the 

writing. 

Control of Syntax 

and Mechanics 

 

Writing is clear, follows 

correct grammar usage, 

spellings, punctuations. 

Free of typos, compound or 

complex sentences. Uses 

proper formatting 

(including citations) style 

skillfully. 

Writing is clear with minor 

errors in grammar, 

punctuations and spellings.   

Uses proper formatting 

(including citations) style 

with few errors. 

Writing contains a few 

grammatical, punctuation 

and spelling errors. Uses 

formatting (including 

citations) style with many or 

glaring errors. 

 

Paper contains numerous 

grammatical, 

punctuation, and spelling 

errors. Does not use 

proper formatting 

(including citations) 

style. 
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Core outcome #3 

Pursue an integration of knowledge into a comprehensive, transcendent vision of life. 

    

 Exceeds expectations Meets expectations Does not meet expectations 

Identify assumptions and 

implications of different 

ethical perspectives; state an 

ethical position and 

effectively defend it 

Student states a position and can 

state and defend against the 

objections to, assumptions, and 
implications of different ethical 

perspectives/concepts, and the 

student's defense is highly 
informed and effective. 

Student can identify assumptions, 

implications of, and objections to 

different ethical 
perspectives/concepts. 

Student does not identify different 

ethical perspectives/concepts and 

demonstrates little to no clarity 
about assumptions, implications, 

or objections to different ethical 

perspectives/concepts. 

Evaluate potential 

consequences of a specfic 

method/practice/approach 

used in a discipline or field 

Student articulates the relative 

merits of two different 

methods/practices/approaches 
used in a discipline or field in 

light of their consequences 

nationally, globally, or on the 
environment 

Student articulates the relative 

merits of two different 

methods/practices/approaches in 
light of their potential and 

deficiencies in producing new 

knowledge. 

Student demonstrates little to no 

clarity about the advantages and 

disadvantages of different 
methods/practices/approaches. 

Discuss and analyze core 

beliefs and the origins of 

one's core beliefs 

Student discusses in 

detail/analyzes both core beliefs 

and the origins of her or his core 
beliefs and discussion has great 

depth and clarity 

Students discusses core beliefs 

and the origins of these beliefs 

Student states core beliefs without 

discussion, or does not articulate 

core beliefs 

Review prior learning to 

reveal significantly changed 

perspectives about 

eduational and life 

experiences, which provide 

the foundation for expanded 

knowledge, growth, and 

maturity over time 

Reviews prior learning (inside and 

outside of the classroom) in depth 
to reveal significantly changed 

perspectievs about eduactional 
and life experiences, which 

provide a foundation for expanded 

knowledge, growth, and maturity 
over time. 

Reviews prior learning (inside and 

outside of the classroom), 
revealing clarified meanings or 

indicated broader perspecitves 
about eduactional or life events 

Does not review prior learning, or 

does so only at a surface level, 
indicating no deepened or 

expanded perspective 
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Core Outcome #4 

Act as responsible members of the global human family, with knowledge of, and respect for, individuals and cultures in their diversity 

    

 Capstone 

4 

Milestones 

3                                   2 

Benchmark 

1 

Cultural Self-

Awareness 
 

Articulates insight into own 

cultural rules and biases (e.g. 
student identifies several 

cultural influences within 

their own lived experience 
and articulates a multi-

dimensional understanding of 

this cultural influence, 
resulting in a shift in self-

description). 

 

Recognizes new perspectives 

about own cultural rules and 
biases (e.g. student identifies one 

or two cultural influences within 

his or her own lived experience, 
and demonstrates comfort with 

the complexity that the new 

perspectives offer). 

Identifies own cultural 

rules and biases (e.g. 
student identifies one or 

two cultural influences 

within their own lived 
experience, but is 

unable to articulate how 

these cultural rules and 
biases influence his or 

her own thinking and 

actions in the world). 

Shows minimal 

awareness of own 
cultural rules and 

biases (e.g. student is 

unable or resistant to 
identifying one or two 

cultural influences 

within his or her own 
lived experience, and 

is uncomfortable 

identifying possible 
cultural differences 

with others). 

Understanding 

Complexity of 
Other Cultures 

Demonstrates sophisticated 

understanding of the 
complexity of elements 

important to members of 

another culture in relation to 
its history, values, politics, 

communication styles, 

economy, or beliefs and 
practices by demonstrating 

the inter-relatedness of three 

or more of these areas. 

Demonstrates adequate 

understanding of the complexity 
of elements important to members 

of another culture in relation to its 

history, values, politics, 
communication styles, economy, 

or beliefs and practices by 

demonstrating the inter-
relatedness of at least two of these 

areas. 

 

Demonstrates partial 

understanding of the 
complexity of elements 

important to members 

of another culture in 
relation to its history, 

values, politics, 

communication styles, 
economy, or beliefs and 

practices without 

demonstrating the inter-
relatedness of at any of 

these areas 

Demonstrates surface 

understanding of the 
complexity of 

elements important to 

members of another 
culture in relation to its 

history, values, 

politics, 
communication styles, 

economy, or beliefs 

and practices. 

Curiosity Asks complex questions 
about own and other cultures 

and conditions (e.g. poverty), 

seeks out and articulates 
answers to these questions 

that reflect multiple cultural 

perspectives.  
 

Asks deeper questions about own 
and other cultures and conditions 

and seeks out answers to these 

questions. 

Asks simple or surface 
questions about own 

and other cultures and 

conditions. 

States minimal interest 
in learning more about 

own and other cultures 

and conditions. 

Valuing Diversity  

 

Demonstrates evidence of 

adjustment in own attitudes 
and beliefs because of 

working within and learning 

from diverse communities 
and cultures. Promotes 

others’ engagement with 

diversity. 

Reflects on how own attitudes and 

beliefs are different from those of 
other cultures and communities.  

Exhibits curiosity about what can 

be learned from diversity of 
communities and cultures. 

Has awareness that own 

attitudes and beliefs are 
different from those of 

other cultures and 

communities.  Exhibits 
little curiosity about 

what can be learned 

from diversity of 
communities and 

cultures.   

Expresses attitudes and 

beliefs as an 
individual, from a one-

sided view.  Is 

indifferent or resistant 
to what can be learned 

from diversity of 

communities and 
cultures.  

Action and 

Reflection 

Articulates and initiates a 

plan of action, engaging in 
civic or other activities 

beyond the student’s personal 

experience, community, 
beliefs, or academic 

field/study/discipline. 

Describes what she/he has 
learned about her or himself 

in this process. Demonstrates 
a clarified sense of civic 

identity and continued 

commitment to public action.   

Articulates a plan of action for 

civic engagement. Analyzes 
knowledge (facts, theories, etc.) 

from one’s own academic 

study/field/discipline, making 
relevant connections to civic 

engagement and to one’s own 

participation in civic life, politics, 
and government.   

Begins to connect 

knowledge (facts, 
theories, etc.) from 

one’s own academic 

study/field/discipline, 
making relevant 

connections to civic 

engagement and to 
one’s own participation 

in civic life, politics, 
and government.   

Begins to identify 

knowledge (facts, 
theories, etc.) from 

one’s own academic 

study/field/discipline, 
making relevant 

connections to civic 

engagement and to 
one’s own 

participation in civic 
life, politics, and 

government.   
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Senior experience/capstone pilot study participants (AY 2012-13) 

Instructor Course Semester College Outcomes 

assessed 

Status of 

results 

Number 

of 

students 

assesse

d 

Krueger, 

Christine 

HOPR 

4953 

Fall A&S 1234 Complete

d 

9 

Matthew, Laura HIST 

4955 

Fall A&S 2abc4bc Complete

d 

13 

Moon, Dawne SOCI 

4997 

Spring A&S 3d Complete

d 

26 

Mulla, 

Sameena 

ANTH 

4997 

Spring A&S 1ab2b4abc

e 

Results 

due 5/30 

 

South, James PHIL 

4953 

Spring A&S 2abc3acd Complete

d 

5 

Geigler, Daniel FINE 

4931 

Fall Business 

Administration 

12 Complete

d 

6 

Ekachai, 

Daradirek 

PURE 

4997 

Spring Communication 2abc Results 

due 5/30 

 

Fyke, Jeremy CMST 

4600 

Fall Communication 2 Complete

d 

51 

Berg, Kati CCOM 

4750 

Spring Communication  Results 

due 5/30 

 

Gilkerson, 

Nathan 

PURE 

4997 

Fall Communication 2 Complete

d 

23 

Krajec, Debra 

(Hudson-

Mairet, 

Stephen) 

THAR 

4997 

Spring Communication  Results 

due 5/30 

 

Pokrywczynski, 

James 

ADPR 

4997 

Spring Communication  Results 

due 5/30 

 

Cariapa, 

Vikram 

MEEN 

4920 

Fall Engineering 2 Complete

d 

37 
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Piacentine, 

Linda 

NURS 

4301 

Fall Nursing 2 Complete

d 

10 

Coan, Cheryl 

(Mike Class) 

LEOR 

4997 

Spring Professional 

Studies 

3ab Results 

due 5/30 

 

Total number of students assessed: 180 
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Aggregated report of Senior experience/capstone pilot on the Integrated Core Learning 

Outcomes 

 

15 senior experience/capstone courses participated during academic year 2012-13. To date, 9 

courses have reported results assessing a total of 180 students on one or more of the ICLOs. 

 

Integrated Core Learning Outcome data chart 

 
ICLO #1  

Apply the perspectives, concepts and traditions of multiple disciplines to personal, professional, 

intellectual and societal challenges. 

 Outstanding Proficient Adequate Unacceptable 

Independently synthesizes or 

draws conclusions by 

combining examples, facts, 

arguments or theories from 

more than one field of study 

or perspective. 

4 3 8 0 

Demonstrates ability to 

problem-solve; uses 

information from diverse 

sources to understand a 

problem, generates 

alternative solutions, 

evaluates alternatives, 

implements solutions, 

evaluates outcomes. 

25 23 18 0 

Demonstrates a sense of self 

as a learner, building on 

prior experiences to respond 

to new and challenging 

contexts. 

5 2 7 1 

 
ICLO #2 (oral communication) 

Communicate in modes appropriate to various subjects and diverse audiences. 

 Excellent Good Average Poor 

Organization 86 40 11 5 

Content knowledge 87 32 10 5 

Central message 76 52 16 0 

Supporting material 73 33 26 5 

Delivery of presenter(s) 83 41 15 4 

 
ICLO #2 (written communication) 

Communicate in modes appropriate to various subjects and diverse audiences 

 Excellent Good Average Poor 

Context of and purpose for 

writing 

77 63 12 2 

Content development 68 61 26 4 

Organization 65 64 20 5 
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Sources and evidence 62 68 22 2 

Control of syntax and 

mechanics 

68 57 19 10 

 
ICLO #3 

Pursue an integration of knowledge into a comprehensive, transcendent vision of life 

 Exceeds 

expectations 

 Meets 

expectations 

Does not meet 

expectations 

Identify assumptions and 

implications of different 

ethical perspectives; state an 

ethical position and 

effectively defend it. 

6 0 7 1 

Evaluate potential 

consequences of a specific 

method/practice/approach 

used in a discipline or field. 

6 0 7 1 

Discuss and analyze core 

beliefs and the origins of 

one's core beliefs. 

7 0 7 0 

Review prior learning to 

reveal significantly changed 

perspectives about 

educational and life 

experiences, which provide 

the foundation for expanded 

knowledge, growth, and 

maturity over time. 

17 0 19 4 

 
ICLO #4 

Act as responsible members of the global human family, with knowledge of, and respect for, individuals 

and cultures in their diversity 

 Capstone 

4 

Milestones 

3                           2 

Benchmark 

1 

Cultural self-awareness 6 0 0 0 

Understanding complexity of 

other cultures 
15 

4 0 0 

Curiosity 17 4 1 0 

Valuing diversity 9 0 0 0 

Action and reflection 8 0 0 0 
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Integrated Core Learning Outcomes (ICLOs) Assessment Development Grant Pilot Study 

 

Goal: to design direct measures of student proficiency with all four ICLOs using discipline-

specific senior experience/capstone courses as assessment sites. 

 

Assessment sample: 

 15 senior experience/capstone courses participated in AY 2012-13  

 6 of 8 colleges offering undergraduate degrees participated 

 sample size: 180 to date (9 out of 15 courses reporting) (XX% of graduating class) 

Protocol: 

1) Faculty participating in study designed assignments that were specific to the discipline in 

which their senior experience/capstone course is offered but which also required 

proficiency with ICLOs (summer 2012) 

2) Faculty participating in study met for a workshop to discuss assignments to be assessed 

and to design a common ICLO rubric (August 2012) 

3) Faculty assessment of student proficiency with ICLOs in their individual courses, and 

submitted artifacts to CCRC for further review. 

4) CCRC assessment of student proficiency with ICLOs using artifacts submitted by faculty 

participating in study. 

a. initial calibration test using rubric to test intercoder reliability 

b. second-round calibration test using rubric to clarify sources of difference among 

coders 

c. subcommittee assessments of student proficiency with ICLOs 

ICLO assessment data produced by members of CCRC coding artifacts from senior 

experience/capstone courses: 

 

To provide a second level of assessment, members of the CCRC evaluated student proficiency 

with the ICLOs by means of using the common rubric to code artifacts of student work submitted 

by faculty participating in the study. In an effort to establish a baseline measure of intercoder 

reliability, all members of the CCRC participated in an evaluation of artifacts provided by one 

course (NURS 4301). 

 

Scale: excellent = 4 points, good = 3 points, fair = 2 points, poor = 1 point 

Student artifacts: artifacts from six students, identified as A, B, C, D, E, F 

 

One member of the CCRC only listed the number of assignments that scored in each category 

(i.e., they did not identify which artifact demonstrated specific levels of proficiency) 

 

Ratings: PENNINGTON-CROSS 

ICLO #2 (written communication rubric)  

 Excellent good fair poor 

Context of and 

purpose for writing 

2 2 1 1 

Content 2 3 0 1 
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development 

Organization 2 1 2 1 

Sources and 

evidence 

2 2 1 1 

Control of syntax 

and mechanics 

2 2 1 1 

 

 

Ratings: CHATTOPADYAY 

ICLO #2 (written communication rubric) 

 Excellent good fair poor 

Context of and 

purpose for writing 

CE ABD F  

Content 

development 

CE ABDF   

Organization CE AF BD  

Sources and 

evidence 

E ACDF B  

Control of syntax 

and mechanics 

CE B ADF  

 

Ratings: BALL 

ICLO #2 (written communication rubric) 

 Excellent good fair poor 

Context of and 

purpose for writing 

E ABCDF   

Content 

development 

E CF ABD  

Organization E ACF B D 

Sources and 

evidence 

E CF BD A 

Control of syntax 

and mechanics 

 CEF ABD  

 

Ratings: WADSWORTH 

ICLO #2 (written communication rubric) 

 Excellent good fair poor 

Context of and 

purpose for writing 

CE F B AD 

Content 

development 

CE F B AD 

Organization CE F B AD 

Sources and 

evidence 

CE F B AD 

Control of syntax 

and mechanics 

CE F B AD 

 

Ratings: PAXTON 

ICLO #2 (written communication rubric) 
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 Excellent good fair poor 

Context of and 

purpose for writing 

 F ABCDE  

Content 

development 

 F BCDE A 

Organization  F BCDE A 

Sources and 

evidence 

 F ABCDE  

Control of syntax 

and mechanics 

 EF BC AD 

 

Ratings: MCAVOY 

ICLO #2 (written communication rubric) 

 Excellent good fair poor 

Context of and 

purpose for writing 

 CEF  AB 

Content 

development 

 CEF  AB 

Organization  CEF  AB 

Sources and 

evidence 

 CEF  AB 

Control of syntax 

and mechanics 

 CEF  AB 

*no rating on D 

 

Ratings: SCANLAN 

ICLO #2 (written communication rubric) 

 Excellent good fair poor 

Context of and 

purpose for writing 

CE AF BD  

Content 

development 

CE ADF B  

Organization CE F ABD  

Sources and 

evidence 

CE DF AB  

Control of syntax 

and mechanics 

E CF ABD  

 

Ratings: FOSTER 

ICLO #2 (written communication rubric) 

 Excellent good fair poor 

Context of and 

purpose for writing 

BEF CD A  

Content 

development 

EF BCD  A 

Organization EF BC AD  

Sources and 

evidence 

E BF C A 

Control of syntax BEF CD  A 
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and mechanics 

 

Ratings: BELKNAP 

ICLO #2 (written communication rubric) 

 Excellent good fair poor 

Context of and 

purpose for writing 

E CD ABF  

Content 

development 

E C ADF B 

Organization E F BCD A 

Sources and 

evidence 

E C BDF A 

Control of syntax 

and mechanics 

E  DF ABC 

 

COMPOSITE (8 RATERS) 

ICLO #2 (written communication rubric) 

 Excellent good fair poor 

Context of and 

purpose for writing 

A=0 

B=1 

C=3 

D=0 

E=6 

F=1 

*Total: 13 

A=3 

B=2 

C=4 

D=4 

E=1 

F=5 

Total: 21 

A=3 

B=4 

C=1 

D=2 

E=1 

F=2 

Total: 14 

A=2 

B=1 

C=0 

D=1 

E=0 

F=0 

Total: 5 

Content 

development 

A=0 

B=0 

C=3 

D=0 

E=6 

F=1 

Total: 12 

A=2 

B=2 

C=4 

D=3 

E=1 

F=6 

Total: 21 

A=1 

B=4 

C=1 

D=3 

E=1 

F=1 

Total: 11 

A=4 

B=2 

C=0 

D=1 

E=0 

F=0 

Total: 8 

Organization A=0 

B=0 

C=3 

D=0 

E=6 

F=1 

Total: 12 

A=2 

B=1 

C=3 

D=0 

E=1 

F=7 

Total: 15 

A=2 

B=6 

C=2 

D=5 

E=1 

F=0 

Total: 18 

A=4 

B=1 

C=0 

D=2 

E=0 

F=0 

Total: 8 

Sources and 

evidence 

A=0 

B=0 

C=2 

D=0 

E=6 

F=0 

Total: 10 

A=0 

B=1 

C=4 

D=2 

E=1 

F=7 

Total: 17 

A=2 

B=6 

C=2 

D=3 

E=1 

F=1 

Total: 16 

A=5 

B=1 

C=0 

D=1 

E=0 

F=0 

Total: 8 

Control of syntax 

and mechanics 

A=0 

B=1 

C=2 

D=0 

A=0 

B=1 

C=4 

D=1 

A=3 

B=4 

C=1 

D=4 

A=5 

B=2 

C=1 

D=2 
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E=5 

F=1 

Total: 11 

E=3 

F=5 

Total: 16 

E=0 

F=2 

Total: 15 

E=0 

F=0 

Total: 11 

*"Total" is the sum of all of the votes in a given cell plus any votes from the ninth rater (who did 

not identify which scores correlated with which artifacts) 

 

Calibration round two: 

After having coded the sample artifacts individually, members of the CCRC met to discuss the 

results in small groups, and re-examined the original artifacts in light of conversations aimed at 

clarifying norms of applying to rubric. The results were as follows: 

 

Group 1 (three raters) 

ICLO #2 (written communication rubric) 

 Excellent good Fair Poor 

Context of and 

purpose for writing 

E CD ABF  

Content 

development 

E C ADF B 

Organization E CF BD A 

Sources and 

evidence 

E CD BF AE 

Control of syntax 

and mechanics 

  CDF AB 

 

Group 2 (three raters) 

ICLO #2 (written communication rubric) 

 Excellent good Fair Poor 

Context of and 

purpose for writing 

  BC A 

Content 

development 

  AC B 

Organization   BC  

Sources and 

evidence 

 A BC  

Control of syntax 

and mechanics 

C  AB C* 

*Group to only rated artifacts ABC; on the final characteristic, "control of syntax and 

mechanics," one raters rated artifact C as excellent; two raters rated it as poor. 

 

Group 3 (three raters) 

ICLO #2 (written communication rubric) 

 Excellent Good Fair poor 

Context of and 

purpose for writing 

E* B*CD A*  

Content 

development 

E* BCDF* A*  

Organization E* C A*DF* B 

Sources and E*  BCDF A 
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evidence 

Control of syntax 

and mechanics 

E B*CD* F A 

*The asterisk indicates split judgments among the raters; in each instance above, two raters 

categorized the artifacts in the cell in which they are listed; one rater categorized the same 

artifacts one cell lower (i.e., two raters categorized artifact E as excellent for "context of and 

purpose for writing" and one rater categorized artifact E as good) 

 

Group 4 (three raters) 

ICLO #2 (written communication rubric) 

 Excellent Good Fair poor 

Context of and 

purpose for writing 

 EF ABCD  

Content 

development 

 CEF ABC  

Organization  CEF B AD 

Sources and 

evidence 

 CEF BD A 

Control of syntax 

and mechanics 

 CEF ABD  

 

Composite of round two calibration (12 raters) 

ICLO #2 (written communication rubric) 

 Excellent good fair poor 

Context of and 

purpose for writing 

A=0 

B=0 

C=0 

D=0 

E=5 

F=0 

Total: 5 

A=0 

B=2 

C=6 

D=6 

E=4 

F=3 

Total: 21 

A=8 

B=10 

C=6 

D=3 

E=0 

F=3 

Total: 30 

A=4 

B=0 

C=0 

D=0 

E=0 

F=0 

Total: 4 

Content 

development 

A=0 

B=0 

C=0 

D=0 

E=5 

F=0 

Total: 5 

A=0 

B=3 

C=9 

D=3 

E=4 

F=5 

Total: 24 

A=11 

B=3 

C=5 

D=3 

E=0 

F=4 

Total: 26 

A=1 

B=5 

C=0 

D=0 

E=0 

F=0 

Total: 6 

Organization A=0 

B=0 

C=0 

D=0 

E=6 

F=0 

Total: 6 

A=0 

B=0 

C=9 

D=0 

E=4 

F=5 

Total: 18 

A=2 

B=9 

C=3 

D=6 

E=0 

F=2 

Total: 22 

A=7 

B=3 

C=0 

D=3 

E=0 

F=1 

Total: 14 

Sources and 

evidence 

A=0 

B=0 

C=0 

D=0 

A=3 

B=0 

C=6 

D=3 

A=0 

B=12 

C=6 

D=6 

A=9 

B=0 

C=0 

D=0 
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E=5 

F=0 

Total: 5 

E=4 

F=3 

Total: 19 

E=0 

F=5 

Total: 29 

E=3 

F=0 

Total: 12 

Control of syntax 

and mechanics 

A=0 

B=0 

C=1 

D=0 

E=3 

F=0 

Total: 4 

A=0 

B=2 

C=5 

D=2 

E=3 

F=3 

Total: 15 

A=6 

B=7 

C=3 

D=7 

E=0 

F=6 

Total: 29 

A=6 

B=3 

C=2 

D=0 

E=0 

F=0 

Total: 11 

 

 

Results and reflection: 

 

While members of the CCRC perceived the overall process to provide useful data on student 

proficiency, intercoder reliability was mixed: 

 

Intercoder reliability of CCRC 

Round one Round two 

N coders: 7 

N cases: 30 

N decisions: 210 

Krippendorff's alpha (ordinal): 0.42* 

N coders: 9 

N cases: 30 

N decisions: 270 

Krippendorff's alpha (ordinal): 0.643* 

*Calculations of reliability remade using a utility on www.dfreelon.org 

 

Even after conversation to establish norms, reliability did not achieve levels that will be 

acceptable in social science qualitative research. This should not be entirely surprising, given the 

high number of coders who were drawn from across the undergraduate colleges and were given 

no special training in advance to prepare them to assess student proficiency with written 

communication. 

 

Reliability, however, may not be the most useful measure for purposes of identifying areas for 

continuous improvement of the University Core of Common Studies. Reliability assumes that an 

absolute scale of proficiency as possible; given the diverse standards of writing excellence across 

the disciplines, an absolute measure may be neither possible nor desirable. Rather, consensus 

among coders may be a more useful indication of which areas within the UCCS might require 

revision. The measures above provide some indication that consensus would be possible to 

achieve. For 80% of evaluations of student artifacts made during the second round calibration 

exercise, all coders were within one rank level distance of each other— in other words, all coders 

ranked a particular artifact as a 3 or 4, 2 or 3, 1 or 2. In only 6.7% of evaluations above did an 

artifact receive both the highest and lowest rankings (i.e., at least one coder ranked an artifact 1 

and at least one other coder rank the same artifact 4). 

 

Based on these findings, members of the CCRC believe that student artifacts could be coded 

along a consensus-based model in which multiple coders assess student artifacts to determine 

areas of the UCCS requiring further curricular review. 
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If a much larger sample of student artifacts needs to be assessed, members of the CCRC 

recommend that resources be made available to train graduate students to do the coding. 

Depending on which ICLO was to be assessed, graduate students in relevant disciplinary areas 

could be hired, which might provide assessments with higher levels of intercoder reliability than 

are possible when utilizing the CCRC. 

 

Recommendation 1: to continue pilot study for at least one more year.   

Goals: to get participation from all eight colleges offering undergraduate degrees and to increase 

number of students assessed for ICLOs three and four. 

 

Recommendation 2: to test whether a small group of graduate students could be trained to rate 

artifacts with ICLO rubrics with reliability consistent with CCRC calibration test. 

Goal: to determine reliable estimate of cost to expand assessment protocol to cover all 

undergraduate students in senior experience/capstone courses. 

 

The pilot study reveals particular aspects of ICLO 2 that require further attention. Of the five 

characteristic features of written communication proficiency identified in the ICLO rubric, 

"control of syntax and mechanics" lagged behind other measures. On a four-point scale, the 

average rating of the student artifacts was 2.5 compared with 2.86, 2.73, 2.61, and 2.60 on the 

first four characteristics respectively. Given the small sample used, no specific recommendation 

for improving student proficiency with written communication is in order yet. Rather, ongoing 

attention to this specific measure is in order: 

 

Recommendation 3 (ICLO 2): to continue monitoring student proficiency with control of 

syntax and mechanics, to verify the findings of the pilot study. Increasing the number of student 

artifacts measured will be crucial to establishing the reliability of this finding. 

 

Another finding of the senior experience/capstone pilot study would be specific to ICLO 3 

("pursue an integration of knowledge into a comprehensive, transcendent vision of life") and 

ICLO 4 ("act as responsible members of the global human family, with knowledge of, and 

respect for, individuals and cultures in their diversity"). These learning outcomes articulate some 

of the highest aspirations but Marquette University has for its undergraduates. They also 

continue to prove difficult to measure, evidenced by the reluctance of the majority of faculty 

participating in the pilot study to undertake this measure. Whereas the sample size for written 

communication was 142 students, for ICLO 3 it was as low as 13 for certain measures. The low 

sample size suggest two possibilities: 

1. ICLO 3 and 4 are implicitly assumed to be associated with the Departments of 

Philosophy and Theology; 

2. ICLO 3 and 4 are not measurable in their current form, and need to be revised. 

 

With this in mind, members of the CCRC recommend: 

 

Recommendation 4 (ICLO 3 and 4): to encourage instructors participating in the pilot study for 

AY 2013-14 to measure these learning outcomes; for those instructors who are unwilling to do 

so, to ask them to articulate how the learning outcomes could be revised so that faculty would 

feel comfortable measuring them directly.  
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Knowledge area learning outcomes assessment 

1. Knowledge area assessment policy and timeline 

2. Report: Rhetoric knowledge area assessment (accepted 10/2012) 

3. Report: Mathematical Reasoning knowledge area assessment (accepted 10/2012) 

4. Report: Human Cultures and Societies knowledge area assessment (submitted 5/2013) 

5. Report: Human Nature and Ethics knowledge area assessment (submitted 5/2013) 

6. Plans for assessing Theology knowledge area courses (AY 2013-14) 

7. Plans for assessing Individual and Social Behavior knowledge area courses (AY 2013-

14) 

8. Plans for assessing Science and Nature knowledge area courses (AY 2013-14) 
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UCCS Knowledge Area Assessment Plan  

 

Rationale: 

The University Core of Common Studies (UCCS) constitutes 36 credits at the undergraduate 

level, some 28% of the credits required for graduation.  Given its size and centrality to the 

undergraduate mission of Marquette University, a thoughtful and rigorous assessment plan is 

desired to ensure that the Core lives up to its fullest potential and provides students the 

opportunity to acquire the skills and knowledges to flourish after graduation. 

 

Assumptions: 

 Individual departments and units teaching courses for the knowledge areas are the experts 

in determining course materials, learning outcomes, and models of assessment. 

 The role of the Core Curriculum Review Committee (CCRC) is to provide an external 

opportunity to evaluate assessment results produced by departments and units; to 

facilitate conversations among stakeholders across the University about the needs of 

undergraduates in all of the colleges. 

 The Director of Assessment plays a crucial role in the process to help ensure objectivity 

and to provide expertise in best practices across the country. 

 The goal of knowledge area assessment is to identify areas in which students need further 

assistance.  Improving courses and course assignments is an ongoing process, and should 

be guided by direct assessment measures when possible. 

 Knowledge area assessment is not directly linked to a review of individual courses or 

instructors, which will be a separate process. 

 

Relationship to assessment of Integrated Core Learning Outcomes: 

The University Core of Common Studies has a two-part system of assessment: 

Knowledge area learning outcomes will be assessed according to a four-year rotating 

schedule; 

Integrated core learning outcomes will be assessed yearly based upon the participation of 

faculty teaching senior experiences/capstones from across the undergraduate colleges or 

other places in the curriculum and co-curriculum where these outcomes can be reliably 

assessed. 

 

Cycle: 

The nine knowledge areas will be assessed on a four-year schedule as follows: 

 

CYCLE ACADEMIC YEAR KNOWLEDGE AREA 

1 2011-12 Rhetoric;  

Mathematical Reasoning;  

2 2012-13 Human Nature and Ethics;  

Histories of Cultures and Societies 

3 2013-14 Individual and Social Behavior; 

Science and Nature; 

Theology  
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4 2014-15 Diverse Cultures 

Literature/Performing Arts 

 

Timeline: 

 

Date Action Responsible parties 

1/15 of 

previous 

academic 

year 

Contact Chairs/Directors of departments/units 

teaching courses in relevant knowledge areas who 

will be charged with assessment during the 

following academic year. 

 Identify contact person in departments/units, 

if not Chair/Directors. 

Director of CCRC 

5/1 Follow-up with Chairs/Directors or contact persons 

to see if any problems or questions are emerging in 

the development of an assessment plan. 

Director of CCRC 

8/1-15 Discuss with Chair/Directors or contact persons 

finalized plan for assessing courses fulfilling the 

relevant knowledge area. 

Director of CCRC 

Chair/Director/contact person 

from individual 

department/unit 

10/15 Brief check in with Chair/Director/Contact person to 

see if any problems or questions are emerging in the 

implementation of an assessment plan. 

Director of CCRC 

5/30 Submit assessment results from courses to Director 

of CCRC.  Documents would include: 

 rubrics for individual courses assessed; 

 artifacts/examples from each proficiency 

level (e.g., Proficient, Competent, 

Developing); 

 a brief written reflection (1-2 pp.) on initial 

conclusions drawn from assessment results. 

Chair/Director/contact person 

from individual 

department/unit 

6/15 Forward assessment results to Director of 

Assessment 

Director of CCRC 

7/15 Submit report on assessment results to Director of 

CCRC.  Report would include: 

 aggregated data across courses assessed; 

 artifacts/examples from each proficiency 

level; 

 initial recommendations based on observed 

trends. 

Director of Assessment 

9/15 Forward assessment report to subcommittee of 

CCRC for review.  Subcommittee will be composed 

Director of CCRC 
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of: 

 area representative 

 2 other voting members 

9/20-30 Presentation of results and initial recommendations 

by subcommittee to CCRC 

Subcommittee members of 

CCRC 

10/1-15 Submission of results and initial recommendations of 

CCRC to Chairs/Directors/contact persons for input 

 "Closing the loop" stage 1: inviting 

Chairs/Directors to identify possible 

modifications/revisions/etc. based on 

assessment process. 

Director of CCRC 

10/15-20 Submission of final report on assessment of 

Knowledge Area Outcomes 

Director of CCRC 

5/30 "Closing the loop" stage 2: follow-up conversation 

with Chair/Directors to identify any 

modifications/revisions/etc. to core courses that will 

be implemented in the next academic year. 

Director of CCRC 

Chair/Director from 

individual departments/units 

 

During the subsequent four-year cycle, there will be a "Closing the loop" stage 3, which would 

involve the Director of CCRC following up with Chair/Directors on the implementation status of 

modifications/revisions/etc. proposed during the previous assessment cycle. 

 

Results: 

Results from the process of Knowledge Area Learning Outcome assessment will be submitted to 

four groups: 

 Individual department/units participating in assessment 

 University Assessment Committee  

 Annual report to Vice Provost for Undergraduate Teaching and Programs 

 University Board of Undergraduate Studies, as requested 
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Marquette University 
Department of English 

First-Year English Program 
www.marquette.edu/english/first-year/ 

 

Three-Year Assessment Report, 2009–2012 
Submitted by Virginia A. Chappell 

 

The First-Year English program offers English 

1001 and 1002 to approximately 80% of each 

incoming class of first-year students, over the 

past three years averaging 1,577 English 1001 

students in the Fall and 1,420 English 1002 

students in the Spring. A common syllabus is 

used across all sections of the courses by 

instructors who may be teaching one to three 

sections in a given semester.  The average 

number of instructors, including ESL sections, 

has been 57 in the fall and 52 in the spring.  

Class size is capped at 20.  The box to the right 

listing the learning outcomes for the UCCS 

Rhetoric Knowledge Area appears on the first 

page of every course guide for English 1001 or 

English 1002, and all instructors are required to 

paste the outcomes into their individual 

syllabi/policy statements, which they in turn 

post on D2L.
1
 These core outcomes are also 

posted on the First-Year English (FYE) Web page.  
 

FYE students write one major paper in each of four units—instructional segments—in each 

course, then one brief reflective essay at the end of each course.  The units are defined by the 

rhetorical aim of the culminating paper and by content themes.
2
  Specific unit-by-unit objectives 

for student learning break down the broad UCCS outcomes into smaller tasks for instructional 

focus.  The broad learning outcomes as well as the outcomes pertinent to good quality unit 

papers shape our work in the classroom as well as at our desks when we are conferring with 

students or responding to and grading their papers.   
 

To assess the learning that is fostered by FYE classes, we use both direct and indirect 

measurements.  Currently, we have the following three measurement methods in place:  

1. Direct measurement (the focus of this report) through analytical scoring of a random 

sample of student performance on a sample of unit outcomes for each unit paper in 

                                                 
1
 Since the program operates from a common syllabus, individual instructors distribute (and post to D2L) what 

we call Policy Statements, which announce matters such as attendance policy, paper due dates, and the basis for 

grade calculation.  To maintain flexibility, most instructors distribute unit calendars and assignment sheets 

separately at the beginning of each unit. 
2
 Appendix A presents an overview of the assignments for each unit of the two courses. 

Learning Outcomes 
University Core of Common Studies 

Rhetoric Knowledge Area 
 
At the completion of core studies, the 
student will be able to: 

1. Use rhetorical strategies and 
processes to analyze and 
compose texts.  

2. Produce effective written, visual 
and oral texts, given diverse 
purposes, genres and audiences. 

3. Explain the importance of ethics 
in academic, civic, and 
professional applications of 
rhetoric. 



A Y  2 0 1 2 - 1 3  a n n u a l  r e p o r t  | 37 

 

English 1001 (RhetComp 1 or RC1) in the Fall and English 1002 (RhetComp 2 or RC2) 

in the Spring—i.e., papers from each course are sampled when the vast majority of FYE 

students are enrolled in it.   

2. Indirect Measurement via a student self-report survey about learning at the end 

RhetComp 2 classes in Spring (not included in this report)  

3. Indirect measurement via an instructor survey at the end of RC 2 in Spring (not included 

in this report).   

Overview of This Report 
 

Direct Measurement, Findings and Commentary 

A. Oral Briefings, English 1002 Spring 2012 

B. Ethics Reflections, English 1002, Spring 2012 

C. Three-year Comparison of Outcomes Sampling from Unit Papers, 2009–2012 

1. English 1001, four unit papers 

2. English 1002, four unit papers 

 

Appendices 

A. Assignment Sequence for English 1001 and 1002 

B. Scoring Rubrics for English 1001 and 1002 

C. Sample Assignment Sheet for English 1002 Ethics and Rhetoric reflection w/ 

Rubric 

D. Sample Reporting/Tally Forms 

 

 

Direct Measurement 
 

As described in the introduction, we do analytical assessment of a random sampling of 

performance on a sampling of student papers throughout each semester with one quarter of the 

instructional staff supplying data for students in one section for each unit.  (See Appendix A for 

an overview of the unit paper assignments.)  In Spring, this sampling includes data regarding 

outcomes on oral briefings and the ethics reflection.  In effect, the sampling process yields 10 

different reports—one for each of eight formal papers during the academic year, a report on oral 

presentations across all English 1002 units, and one on the ethics reflection at the end of English 

1002.
3
  The tables presented on pages 3–16 summarize and compare the data collected over the 

past three years.  Note: Although these tables present summative assessment regarding students’ 

performance in each unit, the data should be understood as reflecting formative learning 

processes as students progress through each semester and across the two courses. 
 

The scoring rubrics in effect for both FYE classes during the academic years (AY) 2009–2010 

are attached in Appendix B.  AY 2009–2010 is the first year covered in the data tables presented 

in this report because it is the first year of the current sequence of themes and rhetorical goals for 

the eight unit papers.  Some rubric descriptors were changed during 2010–2011 and 2011–2012 

to accommodate changed textbooks or reading themes, but these changes were not substantial.  

                                                 
3
 English 1002 students are assigned to participate in a number of informal oral activities during the semester 

and make one formal graded presentation to the class connected with one of the four unit papers.  
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Furthermore, the outcomes set forth in these rubrics closely match those used during AY 2002–

2008, but with a different sequence of assignments and different readings. 

 

Sampling Process.  Program assessment for English 1001 takes place in the fall and for English 

1002 in the spring.  For each unit paper in the two courses, four specific outcomes are selected 

for tracking of student performance in a random sample of the papers submitted as the 

culmination of work in that unit.  The director and assistant director choose these outcomes with 

the goal of gaining longitudinal perspective as well as varying the sampling across a range of 

outcomes.  We put particular emphasis on outcomes unique to the rhetorical aim of the major 

graded paper assigned for the unit.   

 

Each instructor is randomly assigned to one unit of the course and asked to tally the performance 

of students in just one class section on the three or four specified outcomes for the unit.  (Unit 

and section are designated by the Assistant Director of FYE, who uses randomizing software to 

make the assignments.)  Instructors receive a form specifying the rubric items being tracked and 

are asked to tally the performance of students according to the categories of Proficient, 

Competent, and Developing.  The data are compiled anonymously to allay any instructor anxiety 

about their teaching being evaluated on the basis of the results.  Participation is usually very 

good, with over 90% of instructors turning in their data forms.
 4  

As indicated by the tables at the 

start of sections C-1 and C-2 (pp. 7 and 12), in the past three years, the
 
process has resulted in the 

sampling of one paper by between 46% and 61% of the students enrolled in English 1001 and 

between 44% and 52% of the students enrolled in English 1002.   

 

Feedback Loop.  Information from these assessments is added to the agenda of the FYE 

program’s twice-yearly all-staff meetings, held just before classes begin.  There we look together 

at results from the previous year’s offering of the course, noting patterns and, as necessary, 

discussing ways to adjust pedagogy in ways that will improve student learning and performance. 

 

A. Oral Briefings 

Sampling from Spring 2012 
 

English 1002 students participate in a number of informal oral activities during the semester, as 

individuals or with a group, and make one formal, graded, ten-minute presentation to their class 

about one of their four unit papers.  Given the average class size of 20 students, instructors 

typically divide the class so that five students present at the end of each unit.  To ease 

instructors’ burden of reporting (and thus to increase overall compliance), we asked instructors in 

each unit’s random sample to tally performance levels for all the students giving formal 

presentations for that unit, a number typically equivalent to about a quarter of the overall class.  

The result is a total sample size of 13% for this outcome, much smaller than that for the sampling 

of performance on the unit papers, but nonetheless deemed adequate by the core director, who 

was consulted before we began. 

 

Sample Sizes for English 1002 Oral Briefings, Spring 2012 

                                                 
4
 These sampling procedures have been in place since Spring 2006.  For the preceding five years, procedures 

had been in effect for large-scale holistic scoring of a random sample of papers at the end of English 1002, but these 

norming and scoring sessions were discontinued because of budgetary constraints. 
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UNIT 

# PAPERS 

IN SAMPLE 

# ORAL 

PRES. 

REPORTED 

2.1 179 33 

2.2 138 30 

2.3 117 35 

2.4 182 88
5
 

TOTAL 

SAMPLE 
616 186 

FIRST-DAY 

ENROLLMENT 
1443 13% 

 

  

                                                 
5
 This larger number probably reflects the fact that some instructors have all students do their formal 

presentations during the Workplace Literacy unit. 
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Sampling of Oral Briefing Performance on Six Learning Outcomes, Spr. 2012  

Findings  

 
RHETORICAL NEGOTIATION OF PURPOSE VIS-À-VIS AUDIENCE 

1. Were listeners definitely persuaded to consider the speaker’s ideas? 

UNIT  N = PROFICIENT % COMPETENT % DEVELOPING % 

2.1 

Visual Literacy 
33 73 21 6 

2.2 

News Literacy 
30 70 23 7 

2.3 

Civic Literacy 

(“My Turn”) 
35 69 31 0 

2.4 

Workplace 

Literacy 

88 69 26 5 

 
ORGANIZATION/LOGIC 

2. Did speaker forecast the organization and content of the talk near the 

beginning of the presentation? 

UNIT  N = PROFICIENT % COMPETENT % DEVELOPING % 

2.1 

Visual Literacy 
33 61 30 9 

2.2 

News Literacy 
30 73 20 7 

2.3 

Civic Literacy 

(“My Turn”) 
35 54 37 9 

2.4 

Workplace 

Literacy 

88 69 25 6 

 
ORGANIZATION/LOGIC 

3. How effectively did the reasons, evidence, and examples given 

support the speaker’s main points? 

UNIT N = PROFICIENT % COMPETENT % DEVELOPING % 

2.1 

Visual Literacy 
33 70 21 9 

2.2 

News Literacy 
30 63 30 7 

2.3 

Civic Literacy 

(“My Turn”) 
35 77 23 0 

2.4 

Workplace 

Literacy 

88 74 23 3 
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VERBAL DELIVERY 

1. Was the speaker’s delivery natural, not memorized or read in 

sentences from notes? 

UNIT N = PROFICIENT % COMPETENT % DEVELOPING % 

2.1 

Visual Literacy 
33 85 9 6 

2.2 

News Literacy 
30 53 40 7 

2.3 

Civic Literacy 

(“My Turn”) 
35 77 20 3 

2.4 

Workplace 

Literacy 

88 76 22 2 

 
Nonverbal Delivery 

2. A.  Did the speaker make effective eye contact with audience 

members? 

B.  Was the speaker’s attire appropriate and professional? 

UNIT N = PROFICIENT % COMPETENT % DEVELOPING % 

2.1 

Visual Literacy 
33 88 12 0 

2.2 

News Literacy 30 
A.  73 

B.  83 

20 

13 

7 

4 (N=1) 

2.3 

Civic Literacy 

(“My Turn”) 
35 63 26 11 

2.4 

Workplace 

Literacy 

88 70 20 10 

 
USE OF PRESENTATION SOFTWARE OR OTHER VISUAL AIDS 

3. How effectively did visual aids enhance the speaker’s points? 

UNIT N = PROFICIENT % COMPETENT % DEVELOPING % 

2.1 

Visual Literacy 
33 64 33 3 

2.2 

News Literacy 
256 80 15 5 

2.3 

Civic Literacy 

(“My Turn”) 
35 69 20 11 

2.4 

Workplace 
67

7
 69 24 7 

                                                 
6
 Only 25 of the 30 presentations tracked in the unit were tallied in this category. 

7
 Only 67 of the 88 presentations tracked in the unit were tallied in this category. 
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Literacy 

 

Commentary on Findings re Oral Briefings 
 

This sampling indicates the need for several action items regarding the oral briefing assignment.  

1. Regarding outcome #2 (forecasting the organization of the talk), the proficiency level 

dropped markedly between Unit 2, News Literacy, (probably the FYE paper that is most 

difficult to organize) and Unit 3, “My Turn” presentations, where the need for top-down 

organization may not have seemed obvious to students.  Fall 2012 instructors have been 

advised to provide additional, explicit instruction regarding this outcome, which will be 

discussed in January 2013. 

2. Regarding outcome #3 (sufficiency of support), the dip in the number of students ranked 

proficient on Unit 2 may again be a function of the difficulty of the paper itself (wish an 

opposite effect).  Again, additional instruction to address the problem has been and will 

be called for.   

3. Regarding outcome #4 (naturalness of delivery), the lower numbers in both the 

proficiency and competent categories probably again reflect the difficulty of the Unit 2 

paper and indicate the need for instructors to address these points directly. 

 

These matters were brought to the attention (via email) of the six instructors teaching English 

1002 in Fall 2012 and added to the agenda of the January 11, 2013, FYE staff meeting. 

B. Sampling of Performance on Reflections re Ethics and Rhetoric on Four 

Learning Outcomes, Spr. 2012
8
 

 Findings  
 

RHETORICAL NEGOTIATION OF PURPOSE VIS-À-VIS AUDIENCE 
1. Does the essay demonstrate confident, authoritative understanding of 

the audience (the instructor) and the assigned purpose: reflection on 

intersections of ethics and rhetoric? 

N=94
9
 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2012 50 36 14 

ORGANIZATION/LOGIC 

2. Does the essay employ a logical arrangement of ¶s that highlight 

concepts as main points? [A narrative-only response cannot earn above a 

B.] 

N=76
10

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2012 64 29   7 

DEVELOPMENT 

3. How thoroughly does the essay illustrate its points about “the 

importance of ethics in academic, civic, and professional applications of 

rhetoric”? 
N=94 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

                                                 
8
 The sample assignment sheet from the 2012 English 1002 Course Guide is presented in Appendix C, along 

with the grading rubric. 
9
 Only five out of ten instructors returned tally sheets, a disappointing showing, explainable perhaps by the fact 

that these reports must come in at the very end of the school year. 
10

 One instructor did not submit data for this item. 
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2012 48 41 11 

WRITER’S ETHOS 

4. How effectively does the writer convey “earned insights” as opposed 

to stock answers? 

N=94 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2012 59 31 10 

 

 

Commentary on Findings re Reflections of Ethics and Rhetoric 
With over 80 per cent of these essays rated either competent or proficient, these findings may be 

considered satisfactory.  However, the “Proficient” ratings are so much lower than those on the 

Unit 4 papers, one may expect and work toward improved performance.
11

  Factors probably 

affecting these results include (a) the low rate of return, (b) the fact that the director who 

designed and piloted the assignment was on sabbatical and not available to provide leadership or 

guidance for its presentation, and (c) the newness of the assignment for the instructors 

themselves (probably the most important factor).  Improved performance on this assignment will 

be an agenda item of high importance at the January 11, 2013, staff meeting. 

 

 

C-1. 3-year Comparison of Selected English 1001 Outcomes
12

 

  Findings and Commentary 
 

Sample Sizes for English 1001 Papers, Fall Semesters, 2009–2011 

 

2009 2010 2011 

UNIT PAPER 
# INSTRUC/ 

PAPERS  

UNIT 

PAPER 

# INSTRUC/ 

PAPERS  

UNIT 

PAPER 

# INSTRUC/ 

PAPERS  

1.1 10/191 1.1 8/155 1.1 12/252 

1.2   9/167 1.2 11/210 1.2 12/248 

1.3 10/190 1.3   9/176 1.3 10/212 

1.4   9/174 1.4 11/215 1.4 12/259 

TOT. PAPERS 

IN SAMPLE 

722 

(46%)
13

 
 

756  

(48.6%) 
 

971 

(60.5%) 

FIRST-DAY 

ENROLLMENT 
1,569  1,555  1,606 

 

 

RhetComp 1, Unit 1 Paper Summary/Strong Response/Rhetorical Analysis 

 
ORGANIZATION/LOGIC 

                                                 
11

 For the three-year comparison of RC 2, Unit 4, findings, see page 16.  It should be noted that instructors and 

students in the sample for this reflection are different from those in the Unit 4 sample. 
12

 For sample reporting/tally forms from Unit 1 of both English 1001 and 1002, see Appendix D.  These 

represent the format of the forms used throughout the courses on the 10 different items of student performance that 

were assessed.  All the tally forms are available if needed. 
13

 Percentage is of first-day enrollment. 
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3.  How well does the thesis statement present the writer’s strong 

response about the text being analyzed? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2009 41 46 13 

2010 36 53 11 

2011 42 42 16 

 
ORGANIZATION/LOGIC 

4.  How well does the text address the assignment’s task of rhetorical 

analysis? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2009 26 59 15 

2010 29 59 12 

2011 39 47 14 

 
DEVELOPMENT 

6.  How well are paragraphs framed around the writer’s own 

points, which link to thesis? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2009 31 57 12 

2010 29 56 15 

2011 33 46 21 

 
DEVELOPMENT 

7.  How well does the text use summary, paraphrase, and 

quotation as evidence for points? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2009  

2010 29% 61 10 

2011 41 45 14 

 

Commentary re RC1, Unit 1 (Rhetorical Analysis) Findings.  These four outcomes lay the 

foundation for the rest of the papers in the two courses.  As the sampling from the other three 

papers in the course shows, students tend to do least well on this first paper, rhetorical analysis, 

which incorporates rhetorical concepts typically not addressed in high school and which 

introduces an analytical rhetorical aim unfamiliar to them from high school.   

 

Of concern in the longitudinal data is outcome #6, “Framing paragraphs around the writer’s own 

points.”  (This outcome is so important that we sample it in English 1002 as well.)  The increased 

number in the Developing category from Fall ’09 to Fall ’10 was pointed out at the August 2011 

staff meeting, followed by discussion about addressing the problem.  However, the Developing 

category increased further that semester.  Indeed, in 2011, the spread across all three categories 

was greater for all four outcomes, which may indicate these instructors’ increased willingness to 

rate performance above and below the mean.  On a brighter note, results for the same outcome 

on the second paper—Organization/Logic point #3 for RC 1, Unit 2 papers—show increased 

Proficiency over Unit 1 in all three years included here. (See footnote 14.) 
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With outcomes #3 and #4 for Paper #1 showing consistent results, discussion at the August 2012 

staff meeting highlighted paragraph development (outcomes # 6 and #7), concerning which more 

work is still needed. 
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RhetComp 1, Unit 2 Paper Academic Exposition: Information Literacy & Informative 

Writing 

 
PURPOSE/AUDIENCE NEGOTIATION 

1.  How effectively does the paper use the introduction and thesis 

statement to assert the writer’s purpose in terms of a surprising view that will 

fill in a knowledge gap? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2009 37 51 12 

2010 39 52   9 

2011 48 39 13 

 
ORGANIZATION/LOGIC 

3.  How well does text employ the writer’s own ideas as main 

points?14 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2009 44 48   8 

2010 47 49   4 

2011 49  41 10 

 
ORGANIZATION / LOGIC 

4.  How well does text employ a logical sequence of ¶s that 

present multiple perspectives on the phenomenon being discussed? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2009  

2010 44 46 10 

2011 46  41 13 

 
DEVELOPMENT 

8.  How well does the text state and illustrate the writer’s reasoning in 

support of the thesis? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2009 35% 54 11 

2010 32 53   9
15

 

2011 39  46 15 

 

Commentary re RC1, Unit 2 (Information & Exposition) Findings.  Unit 2 introduces 

information literacy and requires incorporation of material from at least three sources.  While 

instructors place particular stress on informative techniques for incorporating those sources, 

students typically are more accustomed simply to reporting information, not making points about 

it.  With the percentage in the Developing category increasing for each sampled outcome during 

the last academic year, the need for continued and particular attention to these sampled items was 

stressed at the August 2012 staff meeting. 

 

                                                 
14

 Compare to figures for Outcome #6 on unit paper 1.1 (p. 8). 
15

 Percentages don’t total 100, and the discrepancy could not be resolved by consulting the original data forms. 
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More positively, as noted in the discussion of Unit 1 papers, we found consistent increases from 

the analysis papers to the explanatory papers in the students’ ability to articulate their own ideas 

as main points.  This improvement was highlighted at the January 2012 staff meeting because 

students’ work in framing paragraphs has been a continuing concern in RC 2 as well. 

RhetComp 1, Unit 3 Paper Academic Argument 

 
PURPOSE/AUDIENCE NEGOTIATION 

2.  How well does the text assert a major claim in the thesis statement and 

provide an overview of the argument (may be two sentences)? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2009 57 36   7 

2010 48 44   7  (rounded) 

2011 49 42 10  (rounded) 

 
PURPOSE/AUDIENCE NEGOTIATION 

3.  How effectively does the text present justification arguments (principles, 

consequences,  precedent/analogy)?   

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2009 42 45 13 

2010 34 50 16 

2011 41 48 11 

 
DEVELOPMENT 

8.  How well does the text employ reasons to support the thesis 

argument—defending a claim about a debatable issue? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2009 54 38  8 

2010 42 51  7 

2011 39 52  9 

 
INFORMATION LITERACY 

11.  How well does the text integrate, summarize, and counter a 

pertinent opposing argument? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2009 56 31 13 

2010 37 55 (rounded)   9 

2011 44 45  11 

 

Commentary re RC1, Unit 3 (Argument) Findings.  The sampling in the argument unit shows 

considerable fluctuation in performance over the past three years, a function perhaps of the 

difficulty of writing arguments, perhaps because of the abstract unit theme (environmental 

priorities, now changed), and perhaps of the fact that the program lacks money and time for large 

scale norming of standards and grades.  At staff meetings, we have noted in particular the fact 

that performance used to be much stronger on outcome #11, the countering of a pertinent 

opposing argument.  It may be that the environmental theme that has been in place made it more 

difficult for students to do this because doing so might have necessitated additional research.  
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The change in theme for AY 2012–13, together with increased attention to teaching this outcome 

(at staff meeting and in coaching emails to the staff) may bring about improved performance.  

 

RhetComp 1, Unit 4 Paper Academic Interpretation—Narrative Literacy 

 
PURPOSE/AUDIENCE NEGOTIATION  

3.  How well does the text employ an interpretive thesis statement to organize 

the paper? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2009 31 60 9 

2010    

2011    

 
PURPOSE/AUDIENCE NEGOTIATION  

1.  How well does the introduction define a purpose to examine the 

rhetorical impact of the textual, cultural, and ethical dimensions of a 

narrative contained within a text that has broader purposes? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2009    

2010 45 48 7 

2011 50 41 9 

 
DEVELOPMENT 

8.  How well does the text report and tie in particular details (from the 

narrative, the containing text, and additional texts) as evidence? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2009 41 49 10 

2010 40 55   6 (rounded) 

2011 42 48 10 

 
INFORMATION LITERACY 

11.  How well does the text employ rhetorical analysis in discussion of 

all texts? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2009 44 46 10 

2010    

2011    

 
INFORMATION LITERACY 

12.  How well does the text use attributive phrases and use internal 

MLA style parenthetical citations to credit sources? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2009    

2010 50 44   6 

2011 45 38 17 

 
READABILITY 



A Y  2 0 1 2 - 1 3  a n n u a l  r e p o r t  | 49 

 

19.  How well chosen is the text’s vocabulary for an academic style? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2009 46 50   4 

2010 46 52 (rounded)   3 

2011 47 43 10 

 

Commentary re RC1, Unit 4 (Academic Interpretation) Findings.  With close to 90% of 

students performing at the competent or proficient levels at the end of the course, these results 

are reasonably satisfactory.  The only troubling factor here is the 17% judged “developing” on 

outcome #12, the incorporation of sources.  This skill should be well under control by the end of 

English 1001; indeed, that summative factor is the reason it is sampled here, along with 

appropriate use of vocabulary.  Instructors will be encouraged throughout the semester to place 

more emphasis on following MLA conventions for attributing and citing sources. 

 
C-2. 3-year Comparison of Selected English 1002 Outcomes

16
 

 Findings and Commentary 
 

Sample Sizes for English 1002 Papers, Spring Semesters, 2010–2012 

 

2010 2011 2012 

UNIT 
# INSTRUC/ 

PAPERS  
UNIT 

# INSTRUC/ 

PAPERS  
UNIT 

# INSTRUC/ 

PAPERS  

2.1 7/137 2.1 8/157 2.1 9/179 

2.2 8/157 2.2 9/179 2.2 7/138 

2.3 9/177 2.3 10/187 2.3 6/117 

2.4 8/161 2.4 10/196 2.4 9/182 

TOT. PAPERS 

IN SAMPLE 

632 

(44.4 %)
17

 
 

719 

(51.6 %) 
 

616
18

 

(42.7 %) 

FIRST-DAY 

ENROLLMENT 
1,423  1,394  1,443 

 

RhetComp 2, Unit 1 Paper Visual Literacy 

 
PURPOSE/AUDIENCE NEGOTIATION 

1.  How well does the opening of the paper locate its purpose in 

terms of interpreting the narrative and cultural elements of two visual 

texts that have a “common denominator”? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2010 47 46   7 

2011 37 56   7 

2012 48 38 14 

                                                 
16

 For sample reporting/tally forms from Unit 1 of both English 1001 and 1002, see Appendix D.   
17

 Percentage is of first-day enrollment. 
18

 For the Unit 5, Ethics Reflection, reported separately on page 6 above, the work of 94 additional students was 

sampled, raising the percentage of papers sampled relative to first-day enrollment to slightly more than 49%.   
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DEVELOPMENT 

8.  How well are paragraphs framed around the writer’s own 

points, which link to thesis? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2010 34 60   6 

2011 39 52   9 

2012 46 41 13 

 
DEVELOPMENT 

9.  How well does the text provide evidence for these points with 

details about the visual texts derived from personal observations, 

ideas in source texts, and external research? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2010 43 48   9 

2011 45 50   5 

2012 50 35 15 

 
STUDENT EXPERT’S ETHOS 

10.  To what extent does the writer demonstrate confident, 

authoritative understanding of the assigned interpretive purpose and 

content? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2010 45 45 10 

2011 45 51   4 

2012 57 30 13 

 

Commentary re RC 2, Unit 1 (Visual Literacy) Findings.  The three-year comparison of 

findings yielded several surprises that need to be addressed at the January 2013 staff meeting and 

in coaching emails. 

1. On all four items sampled, the Developing category was well above 10% in Spring 

2012.  This result suggests that more focused teaching is needed on all items. 

2. The accompanying increase in the Proficient category for all four outcomes in 2012 

also suggests the need for work with sample papers at the 2013 staff meeting to establish 

grade norming. 

More positively, genuine progress seems evident in the first outcome, which evaluates how well 

students introduce the purpose of their papers.  This item, which had been in decline since 2009, 

was presented as a point of concern, in need of focused instruction, at the January 2012 staff 

meeting. 

 

RhetComp 2, Unit 2 Paper News Literacy 

 
PURPOSE/AUDIENCE NEGOTIATION 

1.  How well does the opening of the paper locate its purpose in terms of 

evaluating coverage of an event by multiple U.S. and international news 

media?   

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 
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2010    

2011 58 39   3 

2012 45 43 12 

 
ORGANIZATION/LOGIC  

5.  How well does the thesis statement make an evaluative claim about the 

quality of coverage across the media outlets and indicate the criteria used for 

evaluation? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2010 50 42   8 

2011 59 36   5 

2012 38 49 13 
 

DEVELOPMENT 

9.  How well is the thesis supported by body paragraphs that 

explain the criteria-match process in use? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2010 51 43   6 

2011 51 41   8 

2012 41 46 13 

 
DEVELOPMENT 

12.  How effectively does the text summarize and respond to 

anticipated objections to criteria or to matches?19 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2010 39 46 16 (rounding) 

2011    

2012    

 
DEVELOPMENT 

10.  How well are body paragraphs developed from point 

sentences stating the writer’s reasoning in the writer’s own words? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2010    

2011 51 42   7 

2012 40 47 13 

 
Commentary re RC 2, Unit 2 (News Literacy) Findings.  Again in this unit, the performances 

in the Developing category showed a higher percentage in Spring 2012 than in previous years.  

The lower percentages in the Proficient category across all four items sampled are also striking 

and suggest an overall slide in performance during Spring 2012 here as well as in the Visual 

Literacy unit.  Ironically, in the “feedback loop” presentation at the January staff meeting we had 

celebrated the increases in the “Proficient” percentage for outcome #5 and the high number for 

outcome #1, which had not been sampled previously.  (We began using the News Literacy 

assignment and unit content in Spring 2009.) 

                                                 
19

 This requirement made the papers overly complicated, so we dropped it completely from the assignment 

in 2011, replacing it for the assessment with outcome item #10. 
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Again, substantive discussion and examination of sample papers for grade/standards norming are 

called for at the January 2013 staff meeting.  Notable is the fact that downward trends are not 

evident in Units 3 and 4.  We see them only on English 1002’s first two papers, the two 

explicitly thesis-based academic papers.  Causation is difficult, indeed probably impossible to 

determine.  (Perhaps there were more students in the sample who had not taken English 1001 at 

Marquette, placing into English 1002 by AP, IB, or transfer credit?)  In fact, for some years we 

have seen a pattern of increased proficiency regarding rhetorical analysis and support of the 

thesis through English 1001 followed by a decrease in Proficient scores on the more academic 

papers in English 1002 during spring.  Perhaps students “forget”; the population inevitably 

changes from one semester to the next.  But our business is not the cause but the effects.  As we 

move forward, we need to concentrate on more focused instruction that is aimed at improved 

performance on these two demanding academic assignments. 

 

RhetComp 2, Unit 3 Paper Civic Literacy—“My Turn” Essays 

 
RHETORICAL NEGOTIATION OF PURPOSE 

1.  How well does the essay define a social issue as a rhetorical 

problem—i.e., as a flaw that the writer is seeking to remedy via the 

public discourse of this essay? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2010 63 27 10 

2011 62 35   3 

2012 78 18   4 

 
ORGANIZATION/LOGIC 

4.  How effectively does the paper employ genre conventions of 

creative nonfiction (e.g., personal + cultural issues, 

characters/scenes, dialogue, personal/conversational voices, 

narrative arc(s), gaps, informal references to outside texts used)? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2010 61 32 7 

2011    

2012    

 
DEVELOPMENT 

9.  How well does the text tell a story linked to a larger social issue that is 

likely to interest My Turn readers? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2010    

2011 62.5 34.5 3 

2012 77 20 3 

 
DEVELOPMENT 

12.  How well does the text employ specific details to develop the 

story and provide evidence for reflections? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 
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2010 52 38 10 

2011 50 47   3 

2012 71 23   6 

 
STUDENT EXPERT’S ETHOS 

14.  To what extent does the writer demonstrate personal 

engagement with purpose and content? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2010 71 25 4 

2011    

2012    

 

 
READABILITY 

15.  How free is the text of spelling, grammar, punctuation, and 

word usage errors? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2010    

2011 63 30   7 

2012 68 26   6 
 

Commentary re RC 2, Unit 3 (Civic Literacy) Findings.  This unit is often mentioned as 

students’ favorite in the program, a reputation clearly supported by the data indicating successful 

performance.  Students report that they enjoy following the genre model of Newsweek’s “My 

Turn” columns, and most do well with it.  With consistently high scores on the outcome related 

to genre conventions (#4), we moved in 2011 to sampling performance on the broader issue of 

connecting personal experience to larger social issues, again with good results.  In 2012, even the 

item with the lowest percentage in the Proficient category, #12, the use of specific details, 

showed significant improvement.  For this unit, the only cause of concern is the diminishing 

number of current exemplars of the “My Turn” genre, a function of Newsweek’s merger with 

TheDailyBeast.com.  

 

RhetComp 2, Unit 4 Paper Workplace Literacy 
 

RHETORICAL NEGOTIATION OF PURPOSE 

1.  How well does the text define a workplace problem and propose a 

solution? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2010 62 33 6 (rounding) 

2011 66 30 4 

2012 76 19 5 

 

ORGANIZATION/LOGIC 

5.  How well does the text organize individual paragraphs around 

major problem-solution points? (Think topic sentences & 

skimmability.) 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2010 67 30 3 
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2011 62 33 5 

2012 63 31 6 

 

DEVELOPMENT 

7.  How well does the writer present the information in terms of 

reader benefits and needs? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2010 44 47 9 

2011 65 33 2 

2012 64 33 3 
 

 

READABILITY 

14.  How effectively does the text employ strategies of business 

style (e.g. you-view strategy, positive phrasing, clarity, conciseness, 

clear subject positions)? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2010 48 46 6 

2011 53 42 5 

2012 63 34 3 

Commentary re RC 2, Unit 4 (Workplace Literacy) Findings.  This culminating unit of the 

two-semester sequence asks students to use business format (letter or memo, depending on 

context) for a proposal argument that suggests a change in procedures at a real organization.  It 

cannot be merely a complaint letter.  The findings indicate good improvement in performance 

over the past three years, with a slight downward turn on outcome #5, regarding paragraph 

organization.  This point, entirely in keeping with students’ difficulties regarding paragraph 

organization throughout both courses, was highlighted at the Spring 2012 staff meeting and will 

be again in January 2013. 
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Student Learning Outcomes for the UCCS Knowledge Areas  

Mathematical Reasoning Analysis 

 
Assessment Procedure 

 

Student learning in mathematical reasoning was assessed in 20 course sections in Spring, 2012.   

Items from tests, quizzes, exams and homework were used to score students’ level of proficiency 

in each of the three learning outcomes in this knowledge area.   The number of items used to 

assess learning outcomes in each course section ranged from 3 to 19.  Between 1133-1166 

students were assessed.   20 sections were assessed, with 19 usable data summaries from the 

following courses: 

 

COSC 1000    Introduction to Computer Science 

MATH 1300   Nature of Mathematics 

MATH 1390   Finite Mathematics 

MATH 1400   Elements of Calculus 

MATH 1410   Calculus for the Biological Sciences 

MATH 1450   Calculus 1 

MATH 1451   Calculus 2 

MATH 1700   Modern Elementary Statistics 

MATH 2030   Problem Solving and Reasoning for Teachers 

SOCI 2060    Social Statistics 

 

 

Assessment Results  

 
The tables below summarize the assessment results by objective.  Results are displayed by 

course section, aggregated by course and computed for the objective as a whole.  

 

Overall, students demonstrated greatest proficiency in objective 1 (effectiveness of math in 

describing the world), with 84% meeting or exceeding expectations for demonstrating learning.  

83% met or exceeded expectations of objective 2 (analyzing quantitative information), while 

70% met or exceeded expectations for objective 3 (construct logical arguments).     

Results varied by course, with students generally scoring better in Math 1700 (statistics) than in 

Math 1400 or 1410 (calculus).   Where multiple sections of the same course were taught by 

different instructors, Math 1400 showed the greatest variability.   
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                    Objective 1:  Evaluate the effectiveness of the mathematical sciences 

                                       in describing the world. 

    Results by course section 

Course 
Number 
of items 

Percent 
Developing 

Percent 
Met 

Percent 
Exceeded 

Number 
of 

Students 
 Cosc 1000 3 18% 30% 52% 34 

 
Math 1300 1 13% 15% 71% 52 

 
Math 1390 2 24% 41% 36% 70 

 
Math 1390 1 19% 55% 26% 31 

 
Math 1400 4 25% 30% 45% 10 

 
Math 1400 4 15% 32% 52% 31 

 
Math 1400 3 24% 8% 69% 35 

 
Math 1400 1 19% 4% 77% 218 

 
Math 1400 1 20% 36% 44% 30 

 
Math 1410 2 20% 71% 9% 40 

 
Math 1450 3 24% 32% 44% 78 

 
Math 1451 2 12% 27% 60% 121 

 
Math 1451 3 14% 29% 57% 52 

 
Math 1700 3 2% 25% 73% 43 

 
Math 1700 1 14% 11% 74% 35 

 
Math 1700 1 7% 1% 92% 121 

 
Math 1700 1 11% 0% 89% 38 

 
Math 2030 1 4% 9% 87% 23 

 
SOCI 2060 1 19% 57% 24% 104 

 
                             
    
    Summary by course and overall 

Course 
Percent 

Developing Percent Met Percent Exceeded 

Cosc 1000 18% 30% 52% 

Math 1300 13% 15% 71% 

Math 1390 22% 45% 33% 

Math 1400 19% 11% 70% 

Math 1410 20% 71% 9% 

Math 1450 24% 32% 44% 

Math 1451 13% 28% 59% 

Math 1700 8% 7% 85% 

Math 2030 4% 9% 87% 

SOCI   19% 57%  24%  

Objective 1 Total 16% 24% 60% 
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                     Objective 2:  Analyze quantitative information symbolically, graphically,  

     numerically, and verbally for the purpose of solving problems or drawing conclusions. 

                                                            Results by course section 

Course 
Number 
of items 

Percent 
Developing 

Percent 
Met 

Percent 
Exceeded 

Number 
of 

Students 
 Cosc 1000 4 8% 43% 49% 34 

 
Math 1300 1 2% 46% 53% 59 

 
Math 1390 3 20% 37% 43% 76 

 
Math 1390 4 4% 36% 60% 33 

 
Math 1400 12 23% 38% 39% 10 

 
Math 1400 12 19% 42% 39% 31 

 
Math 1400 1 33% 29% 38% 218 

 
Math 1400 4 15% 38% 47% 30 

 
Math 1410 1 10% 50% 40% 40 

 
Math 1450 3 28% 32% 40% 73 

 
Math 1451 4 14% 24% 62% 124 

 
Math 1451 4 15% 28% 57% 41 

 
Math 1700 4 5% 32% 63% 43 

 
Math 1700 2 17% 0% 83% 35 

 
Math 1700 3 3% 3% 94% 121 

 
Math 1700 3 4% 5% 90% 38 

 
Math 2030 3 16% 26% 58% 23 

 
SOCI 2060 1 21% 52% 57% 104 

 
 

 

                   Summary by course and overall 

Course 
Percent 

Developing Percent Met Percent Exceeded 

Cosc 1000 8% 43% 49% 

Math 1300 2% 46% 53% 

Math 1390 15% 37% 48% 

Math 1400 29% 32% 39% 

Math 1410 10% 50% 40% 

Math 1450 28% 32% 40% 

Math 1451 14% 25% 61% 

Math 1700 6% 8% 86% 

Math 2030 16% 26% 58% 

SOCI 2060  21% 52% 27% 

Objective 2 Total 17% 30% 53% 
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                         Objective 3: Construct logical arguments in support of mathematical assertions 

                                                             Results by course section 

Course 
Number 
of items 

Percent 
Developing 

Percent 
Met 

Percent 
Exceeded 

Number 
of 

Students 
 Cosc 1000 2 10% 25% 65% 34 

 
Math 1300 1 12% 44% 44% 59 

 
Math 1390 1 21% 27% 51% 70 

 
Math 1390 1 6% 55% 39% 33 

 
Math 1400 3 17% 47% 37% 10 

 
Math 1400 3 22% 51% 28% 31 

 
Math 1400 1 46% 23% 31% 35 

 
Math 1400 1 69% 19% 12% 218 

 
Math 1400 1 31% 21% 48% 29 

 
Math 1410 2 23% 66% 11% 40 

 
Math 1450 3 29% 33% 38% 73 

 
Math 1451 2 12% 17% 71% 121 

 
Math 1451 2 42% 24% 35% 28 

 
Math 1700 3 15% 34% 51% 43 

 
Math 1700 1 66% 14% 20% 35 

 
Math 1700 1 7% 4% 88% 121 

 
Math 1700 1 5% 3% 92% 38 

 
Math 2030 2 13% 54% 33% 23 

 
SOCI 2060 1 29% 47% 24% 104 

 
 

Summary by course and overall 

Course 
Percent 

Developing 
Percent 

Met 
Percent 

Exceeded 

Cosc 1000 10% 25% 65% 

Math 1300 12% 44% 44% 

Math 1390 16% 36% 47% 

Math 1400 57% 24% 20% 

Math 1410 23% 66% 11% 

Math 1450 29% 33% 38% 

Math 1451 18% 18% 64% 

Math 1700 17% 11% 72% 

Math 2030 13% 54% 33% 

SOCI 2060 29% 47% 24% 

Objective 3 
Total 30% 27% 43% 
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Syllabi:   15 instructors submitted course syllabi; of these, 11 included statements of 

mathematical reasoning core curriculum learning outcomes, course objectives, or both.   

Best practice example:  Moyer’s Math 2030 syllabus includes a matrix that further details the 

knowledge and skills demonstrated through each of the core learning outcomes, along with  

descriptions of what students be able to do when they acquire the knowledge and skills.  

 

Use of Assessment Results  

The assessment results generated for this report will be used to guide curriculum review on two 

levels: the departments charged with teaching the courses that fulfill the mathematical reasoning 

requirement and the Core Curriculum Review Committee. 

Departments charged with teaching courses that fulfill the mathematical reasoning requirement 

will use the assessment results in the following ways: 

1) to guide department-level conversations on formulating questions to be used for the next 

round of assessment. 

2) to guide department-level conversations on best practices for improving student 

proficiency with the weakest outcome, learning outcome number three, "Construct logical 

arguments in support of mathematical assertions." 

The Core Curriculum Review Committee will use the assessment results in the following ways: 

1) to guide policy and procedure practice for assessing learning outcomes.  In particular, the 

Core Curriculum Review Committee recognizes that these results indicate the need to 

provide clear, written guidelines, to communicate early and often with department/unit 

chairs or their equivalents, and to follow-up throughout the process. 

Note: the CCRC has subsequently enacted policies in response to this finding.  

Formal written policies, including timelines, have been written and approved.  

These policies are currently being used for the units associated with knowledge 

area assessment.  Pending the results of these assessments, the CCRC will 

consider that the "loop has been closed" on this recommendation. 

2) To guide conversation on how much uniformity among assessment instruments is 

expected, given the wide range of courses currently approved to fulfill the mathematical 

reasoning requirement. 

3) To examine where else in the University Core of Common Studies students might have 

opportunities to increase proficiency with constructing logical arguments.  For example, 

for students who are taking their mathematical reasoning and rhetoric requirements 

concurrently, would there be opportunities to enable students to transfer skills associated 

with logical reasoning across courses? 

 

Comments on the Assessment Process 

The results of this report confirmed the perception among many instructors of mathematical 

reasoning courses that students develop a high degree of proficiency in analyzing quantitative 

information and using math effectively to describe the world.  The report also confirmed the 

perception that students face greater challenges in constructing logical arguments, though the 
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results still suggest a relatively high degree of proficiency, with 70% meeting or exceeding the 

expectations established for this outcome.  Discussions among faculty teaching in these areas 

raises another possible interpretation: given that this is the broadest of the three outcomes, there 

is the possibility of a wider variation in the level of difficulty of the questions used for 

assessment.  This theory could be tested in the subsequent round of assessment by inviting 

instructors to engage in conversation to calibrate questions across sections, if not courses. 

The methodology of assessment utilized in this report, in the minds of reviewers from the Core 

Curriculum Review Committee and the University Director of Assessment, was sufficient to 

verify proficiency of students in the stated learning outcomes.  The current methodology does 

not, however, provide feedback on the extent to which students increased proficiency because of 

the specific courses they took.  It must be said that the faculty engaged in this assessment process 

were not intending to achieve this latter standard.  Indeed, the issue of the relative importance of 

assessing proficiency versus assessing change continues to be debated on the University level 

and across the country.  It is the general, though by no means unanimous, sentiment among 

members of the Core Curriculum Review Committee that it would be desirable to assess both 

proficiency and change to the degree possible. 

Finally, it must be stated again that instructors of courses fulfilling the mathematical reasoning 

requirement are to be commended for their pioneering work in the new system of assessing the 

nine knowledge areas associated with the University Core of Common Studies. 
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Knowledge Area Assessment Report: Histories of Cultures and Societies 

 

 

In response to the charge from the Core Curriculum Review Committee to provide assessment 

data for knowledge area courses in the Core, the Undergraduate Committee of the History 

department has designed two new assessment instruments.   

 

Assessment Instruments 

1) Critical Writing Assessment Form:  This direct assessment instrument will be used to evaluate 

four knowledge areas related to the Core Learning Outcomes.  Instructors will apply the rubrics 

as defined in the attached (preliminary) form to assess student mastery of historical content, 

argument and analysis.   

 

2) Exit Questionnaire:  This attached (preliminary) indirect assessment instrument will be used to 

evaluate student perceptions of the degree of change in knowledge areas related to the Core 

Learning Outcomes.    

 

Fall 2012  
The Critical Writing Assessment Form will be applied to a random sample (approximately one-

third) of the final essays submitted in the following classes: HIST 1001:  Western Civilization I, 

Hist 1301:  Latin American Civilizations, and HIST 1501:  East Asian Civilizations.  The total 

number assessed in these three classes will be approximately 90 students. 

 

The Exit Questionnaire will be distributed to all students in the above three classes during the 

final week of the semester.  The total number assessed will be approximately 270 students. 

 

Spring 2013 
The Critical Writing Assessment Form will be applied to a random sample (approximately one-

third) of the final essays submitted in the following classes:  HIST 1002:  Western Civilization 

II, and HIST 1401:  African Civilization.  The total number assessed in these two classes will be 

approximately 50 students. 

 

The Exit Questionnaire will be distributed to all students in the above two classes during the final 

week of the semester.  The total number assessed will be approximately 180 students. 

 

Data Analysis 

Assessment of these five core courses over two semesters will provide data for all of the 

regularly offered core courses in the History department.  The director of the Undergraduate 

Committee will collect, quantify, and analyze all assessment data and provide a summary report 

to the CCRC by fall semester, 2013.   

 

The results of this assessment will be shared with History Department faculty along with 

recommendations for enhancing any areas of weakness that that the process may identify. 
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Preliminary Results from Core Survey Assessment 

 

Assessment Objective: 

The objective of this exit questionnaire is threefold:  (1) to obtain base-line data from primarily 

freshman-level students just entering Marquette and the history major; (2) to survey student 

knowledge of non-traditional fields (Asian and Latin American history, politics and culture); and 

(3) to assess specific Core and department learning outcomes that previously had been 

impossible to measure under the department’s regular assessment procedures.   

 

I. Questionnaire Results, Fall Semester: 

The three objectives noted above is a lot to ask of a ten question survey.  Moreover, the 

assessment tool limits student responses to a rather vague spectrum of possible answers.  Still, it 

did produce quantifiable results that indicate:  

 

 Most students enrolling in the global surveys have at best “slight” knowledge of East 

Asian and Latin American history, politics, religion and culture. 

 Both classes were successful in improving student knowledge of these countries. 

 Most students have a strong understanding of how historical memory is created, but a 

significant minority does not. 

 Students have a good foundation in historical interpretation, but there was room for 

strong improvement. 

 Data from other classes is needed to generate data with greater assessment value for 

instructors and the department. 

 

II. Questionnaire Results, Spring Semester: 

The questionnaire was distributed again during spring semester in HIST 1401:  African History.  

Results were similar to those received during the fall semester. 

 Most students enrolling in African history have at best “slight” knowledge of the 

continent’s history, politics, religion and culture. 

 Knowledge increased dramatically by the end of the course. 

 Students have a weak understanding of how historians interpret history, but were much 

more aware by course end. 

 

III.  Direct Measurement, Spring Semester 
In addition to the questionnaire distributed in the African Survey course, a direct assessment of 

the Knowledge Area for the History Core was conducted using quizzes presented in HIST 1501.  

The results of these weekly quizzes indicate: 

 Student knowledge of material presented in lectures and readings was adequate. 

 Quiz scores steadily declined over last half of term. 

 Knowledge acquisition could be significantly improved. 

 

 



A Y  2 0 1 2 - 1 3  a n n u a l  r e p o r t  | 63 

 

 

Reflection on Results: 

After reviewing the results with the department chair, Jim Marten, some strengths and weakness 

of this assessment tool became evident.   

 Strengths:        • the basic format of the tool is simple and easily administered 

 the tool produces quantifiable results 

 results indicate degree of strengths/weaknesses for the targeted 

questions 

 Weaknesses:       • Core and department learning outcomes have since changed, 

requiring  

    a new assessment tool for next year. 

   

Future Action: 

After reflecting on the initial results of this assessment tool, it was decided to continue 

administering the exit questionnaire on a rotating basis in core courses in the department 

throughout the academic year.  However, the questions included in the questionnaire will be 

revised to reflect the need for assessment information related to both the department’s new 

learning outcomes and specific outcomes pertaining to individual courses under the Core of 

Common Studies.  In short, the questionnaire did provide important assessment data for the 

courses surveyed, but in the future, the form will be revised to provide more pertinent 

information about the outcomes of these core courses within the structure of the department’s 

undergraduate program. 

 

Direct assessment via quiz scores in the East Asia course provides evidence of knowledge 

acquisition.  However, a much broader sample over a number of semesters will be needed to 

establish baseline data for more thorough analysis.  In addition to quiz data, random sampling of 

exams and papers required in Western Civilization, Latin American History, African History and 

East Asian Civilizations will also be included in the core knowledge assessment to provide 

additional information and evidence for assessment. 
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HIST 1501:  East Asian Civilizations 

Weekly Quiz Averages 
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Daniel Meissner 

DUS, History Department 

 

Results of Exit Survey Questionnaire for HIST 1301:  Latin American Civilization, Fall 

2012 

 

1) My knowledge of Latin American history. . . 

prior to taking this class was:

 None (0-1):    04  

 Slight (2-4):   35  

 Fairly Strong (5-7): 18  

 Very Strong (8-10): 00  

 

after taking this class is: 

 None (0-1):  00 

 Slight (2-4):   00 

 Fairly Strong (5-7):  19 

 Very Strong (8-10):  39 

 

 

 

2) My knowledge of how politics, economics, religion and other cultural factors influenced 

the evolution of Latin American societies. . . 

prior to taking this class was:

 None (0-1):    09 

 Slight (2-4):   30 

 Fairly Strong (5-7): 17 

 Very Strong (8-10): 03 

 

after taking this class is: 

 None (0-1):  00 

 Slight (2-4):   01 

 Fairly Strong (5-7): 14 

 Very Strong (8-10):  40 

 

 

 

 

3) My knowledge of continuity of past and present in Latin American history. . . 

prior to taking this class was: 

 None (0-1):    08 

 Slight (2-4):   32 

 Fairly Strong (5-7): 18 

 Very Strong (8-10): 00 

 

after taking this class is: 
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  None (0-1):   00 

  Slight (2-4):   00 

  Fairly Strong (5-7): 22 

 Very Strong (8-10):  35 

 

 

 

 

4) My knowledge of how historical memory is formed. . . 

prior to taking this class was 

 None (0-1):    08 

 Slight (2-4):   26 

 Fairly Strong (5-7): 19 

 Very Strong (8-10): 02 

 

after taking this class is: 
  None (0-1):   02 

  Slight (2-4):   04 

  Fairly Strong (5-7): 30 

 Very Strong (8-10):  20 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4) My knowledge of how historians interpret history. . . 

prior to taking this class was 

 None (0-1):    04 

 Slight (2-4):   23 

 Fairly Strong (5-7): 25 

 Very Strong (8-10): 02 

 

after taking this class is: 
  None (0-1):   00 

  Slight (2-4):   03 

  Fairly Strong (5-7): 22 

 Very Strong (8-10):  29 
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Daniel Meissner  

DUS, History Department 

 

Exit Survey Questionnaire for HIST 1401:  African Civilization, Fall 2012 

 

1) My knowledge of African history. . .  

prior to taking this class was:  

 None (0-1):    03  

 Slight (2-4):   36  

 Fairly Strong (5-7): 04  

 Very Strong (8-10): 01  

   

after taking this class is: 

 None (0-1):  00 

 Slight (2-4):   02 

 Fairly Strong (5-7):  20  

 Very Strong (8-10):  22 

 

 

2) My knowledge of how politics, economics, religion and other cultural factors influenced 

the evolution   of African societies. . . 

prior to taking this class was:  

 None (0-1):    06  

 Slight (2-4):   28 

 Fairly Strong (5-7): 09 

 Very Strong (8-10): 01 

   

after taking this class is: 

 None (0-1):  00 

 Slight (2-4):   04 

 Fairly Strong (5-7): 18 

 Very Strong (8-10):  22 

 

 

 

3) My knowledge of how historians interpret history. . . 

prior to taking this class was:  

 None (0-1):    01  

 Slight (2-4):   18 

 Fairly Strong (5-7): 19 

 Very Strong (8-10): 06  

  

after taking this class is: 
  None (0-1):   00 

  Slight (2-4):   05 
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  Fairly Strong (5-7): 09 

 Very Strong (8-10):  30 

 

 

 

Daniel Meissner  

DUS, History Department 

 

Exit Survey Questionnaire for HIST 1501:  East Asian Civilization, Fall 2012 

 

1) My knowledge of East Asian history. . .  

prior to taking this class was:  

 None (0-1):    19  

  Slight (2-4):   35 

   Fairly Strong (5-7):

 12    Very Strong 

(8-10): 06     

after taking this class is: 

 None (0-1):  00 

 Slight (2-4):   00 

 Fairly Strong (5-7):  32  

 Very Strong (8-10):  40 

 

 

2) My knowledge of how politics, economics, religion and other cultural factors influenced 

the evolution   of East Asian societies. . . 

prior to taking this class was:  

 None (0-1):    23  

  Slight (2-4):   30

   Fairly Strong (5-7):

 09   Very Strong 

(8-10): 10    

after taking this class is: 

 None (0-1):  00 

 Slight (2-4):   02 

 Fairly Strong (5-7): 28 

 Very Strong (8-10):  42 

 

 

 

3) My knowledge of how historians interpret 

history. . . 

prior to taking this class was:  

 None (0-1):    08  

 Slight (2-4):   35 

 Fairly Strong (5-7): 22 
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 Very Strong (8-10): 07  

  

after taking this class is: 
  None (0-1):   00 

  Slight (2-4):   01 

  Fairly Strong (5-7): 21 

 Very Strong (8-10):  50 
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Appendix A—Hist 1001:  Western Civilization I Exit Questionnaire 

 
In order to assess how well this course has met specific learning outcomes for UCCS Core 

History classes, we would like your answers to the following six questions.  Please indicate 

on the spectrum the point that best reflects your answer to the question. 

 

1)  Prior to enrolling in this course, my knowledge of early European history was: 

 

  None       Slight         Fairly Strong           Very Strong 

 
  0         1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9         10 

 

2)  After completing this course, my knowledge of early European history is: 

 

  None       Slight         Fairly Strong           Very Strong 

 
  0         1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9         10 

 

3) Prior to taking this course, my knowledge of how politics, economics, religion and  

other cultural factors influenced the evolution of early European societies was: 

 

  None       Slight         Fairly Strong           Very Strong 

 
  0         1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9         10 

 

4)  After taking this course, my knowledge of how politics, economics, religion and  

other cultural factors influenced the evolution of early European societies is: 

 

  None       Slight         Fairly Strong           Very Strong 

 
  0         1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9         10 

 

 

5)  Prior to taking this course, my knowledge of the continuity of past and 

present in early European history was: 

 

  None       Slight         Fairly Strong           Very Strong 

 
  0         1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9         10 

 

6)  After taking this course, my knowledge of the continuity of past and 

present in early European history was: 

 

  None       Slight         Fairly Strong           Very Strong 

 
  0         1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9         10 
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7)  Prior to enrolling in this course, my knowledge of how historical memory is formed 

was: 

 

  None       Slight         Fairly Strong           Very Strong 

 
  0         1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9         10 

 

8)  After completing this course, my knowledge of how historical memory is formed  

is: 

 

  None       Slight         Fairly Strong           Very Strong 

 
  0         1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9         10 

 

 

9)  Prior to taking this course, my knowledge of how historians interpret history was: 

 

  None       Slight         Fairly Strong           Very Strong 

 
  0         1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9         10 

 

 

10)  After taking this course, my knowledge of how historians interpret history is: 

 

  None       Slight         Fairly Strong           Very Strong 

 
  0         1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9         10 
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Appendix B—Hist 1301:  Latin American Survey Exit 

Questionnaire 

 
In order to assess how well this course has met specific learning outcomes for UCCS Core 

History classes, we would like your answers to the following six questions.  Please indicate 

on the spectrum the point that best reflects your answer to the question. 

 

1)  Prior to enrolling in this course, my knowledge of Latin American history was: 

 

  None       Slight         Fairly Strong           Very Strong 

 
  0         1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9         10 

 

2)  After completing this course, my knowledge of Latin American history is: 

 

  None       Slight         Fairly Strong           Very Strong 

 
  0         1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9         10 

 

3) Prior to taking this course, my knowledge of how politics, economics, religion and  

other cultural factors influenced the evolution of Latin American societies was: 

 

  None       Slight         Fairly Strong           Very Strong 

 
  0         1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9         10 

 

4)  After taking this course, my knowledge of how politics, economics, religion and  

other cultural factors influenced the evolution of Latin American societies is: 

 

  None       Slight         Fairly Strong           Very Strong 

 
  0         1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9         10 

 

 

5)  Prior to taking this course, my knowledge of the continuity of past and 

present in Latin American history was: 

 

  None       Slight         Fairly Strong           Very Strong 

 
  0         1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9         10 

 

6)  After taking this course, my knowledge of the continuity of past and 

present in Latin American history was: 

 

  None       Slight         Fairly Strong           Very Strong 
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  0         1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9         10 

 

 

7)  Prior to enrolling in this course, my knowledge of how historical memory is formed 

was: 

 

  None       Slight         Fairly Strong           Very Strong 

 
  0         1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9         10 

 

8)  After completing this course, my knowledge of how historical memory is formed  

is: 

 

  None       Slight         Fairly Strong           Very Strong 

 
  0         1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9         10 

 

 

9)  Prior to taking this course, my knowledge of how historians interpret history was: 

 

  None       Slight         Fairly Strong           Very Strong 

 
  0         1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9         10 

 

 

10)  After taking this course, my knowledge of how historians interpret history is: 

 

  None       Slight         Fairly Strong           Very Strong 

 
  0         1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9         10 
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Appendix C—Hist 1501:  East Asian Civilization Survey Exit 

Questionnaire 

 
In order to assess how well this course has met specific learning outcomes for UCCS Core 

History classes, we would like your answers to the following six questions.  Please indicate 

on the spectrum the point that best reflects your answer to the question. 

 

1)  Prior to enrolling in this course, my knowledge of East Asian history was: 

 

  None       Slight         Fairly Strong           Very Strong 

 
  0         1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9         10 

 

2)  After completing this course, my knowledge of East Asian history is: 

 

  None       Slight         Fairly Strong           Very Strong 

 
  0         1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9         10 

 

3) Prior to taking this course, my knowledge of how politics, economics, religion and  

other cultural factors influenced the evolution of East Asian societies was: 

 

  None       Slight         Fairly Strong           Very Strong 

 
  0         1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9         10 

 

4)  After taking this course, my knowledge of how politics, economics, religion and  

other cultural factors influenced the evolution of East Asian societies is: 

 

  None       Slight         Fairly Strong           Very Strong 

 
  0         1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9         10 

 

 

5)  Prior to taking this course, my knowledge of the continuity of past and 

present in East Asian history was: 

 

  None       Slight         Fairly Strong           Very Strong 

 
  0         1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9         10 

 

6)  After taking this course, my knowledge of the continuity of past and 

present in East Asian history was: 
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  None       Slight         Fairly Strong           Very Strong 

 
  0         1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9         10 

 

 

7)  Prior to enrolling in this course, my knowledge of how historical memory is formed 

was: 

 

  None       Slight         Fairly Strong           Very Strong 

 
  0         1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9         10 

 

8)  After completing this course, my knowledge of how historical memory is formed  

is: 

 

  None       Slight         Fairly Strong           Very Strong 

 
  0         1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9         10 

 

 

9)  Prior to taking this course, my knowledge of how historians interpret history was: 

 

  None       Slight         Fairly Strong           Very Strong 

 
  0         1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9         10 

 

 

10)  After taking this course, my knowledge of how historians interpret history is: 

 

  None       Slight         Fairly Strong           Very Strong 

 
  0         1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9         10 

 

 

  



A Y  2 0 1 2 - 1 3  a n n u a l  r e p o r t  | 77 

 

Appendix D—Assessing Knowledge Area for Core History Courses Rubrics for Evaluating Written Assignments 

 

 Distinguished (A/AB, 8-

10)  
Proficient (B, 6-7.9) Satisfactory (BC/C, 3-5.9) Unsatisfactory (CD-F, 

0-2.9) 
Score 

Thesis or 

Purpose 

Statement 

➤Strong, focused thesis 

clearly 
     stated in introduction 

➤Clearly defined and 

     focused thesis 

➤Thesis stated but not well 

     defined or focused 

➤No, or poorly stated 

thesis 
     

 

Argument 

and 

Analysis 

➤Strong Introduction 

outlining 

     major points of essay 

➤Arguments strongly 

support 
     thesis 

➤Direct causal 

connections 

➤Forceful and logical 

arguments 

➤Insightful ideas 

➤Convincing analysis 

➤Good Introduction indicating 

     direction or emphasis of essay 

➤Arguments explain/develop 

     thesis 

➤Clear causal connections 

➤Supported ideas 

➤Good analysis 

➤Adequate Introduction 

     providing general focus 

➤Arguments only partially 

     develop thesis 

➤Some unsupported or 

     undeveloped ideas 

➤Superficial analysis 

➤No, or weak 

introduction, 

     lacking in focus and 
     direction 

➤Weak, unsubstantiated 

     arguments 

➤No, or poor 

development 
     of thesis  

➤No, or poor analysis 

 

Supportin

g  

Evidence 

➤Excellent command of 

topic 

     and its historical 
context 

➤Good command of topic 

     and its historical context 

➤Limited command of topic 

     and its historical context 

➤Factual errors  

Historical 

Knowledg

e 

➤Excellent use of 

historical 

     scholarship and sources 

➤Good use of historical 

     scholarship and sources 

➤Limited use of supporting 

     scholarship 

➤No, or poor use of 

supporting scholarship 

 

 

 Distinguished (A/AB, 8-

10)  
Proficient (B, 6-7.9) Satisfactory (BC/C, 3-5.9) Unsatisfactory (CD-F, 

0-2.9) 
Score 

Thesis or 

Purpose 

Statement 

➤Strong, focused thesis 

clearly 
     stated in introduction 

➤Clearly defined and 

     focused thesis 

➤Thesis stated but not well 

     defined or focused 

➤No, or poorly stated 

thesis 
     

 

Argument 

and 

Analysis 

➤Strong Introduction 

outlining 

     major points of essay 

➤Arguments strongly 

support 
     thesis 

➤Direct causal 

connections 

➤Forceful and logical 

arguments 

➤Insightful ideas 

➤Convincing analysis 

➤Good Introduction indicating 

     direction or emphasis of essay 

➤Arguments explain/develop 

     thesis 

➤Clear causal connections 

➤Supported ideas 

➤Good analysis 

➤Adequate Introduction 

     providing general focus 

➤Arguments only partially 

     develop thesis 

➤Some unsupported or 

     undeveloped ideas 

➤Superficial analysis 

➤No, or weak 

introduction, 

     lacking in focus and 
     direction 

➤Weak, unsubstantiated 

     arguments 

➤No, or poor 

development 
     of thesis  

➤No, or poor analysis 

 

Supportin

g  

Evidence 

➤Excellent command of 

topic 

     and its historical 
context 

➤Good command of topic 

     and its historical context 

➤Limited command of topic 

     and its historical context 

➤Factual errors  

Historical 

Knowledg

e 

➤Excellent use of 

historical 

     scholarship and sources 

➤Good use of historical 

     scholarship and sources 

➤Limited use of supporting 

     scholarship 

➤No, or poor use of 

supporting scholarship 
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Core Curriculum Assessment Report 

Ethics and Human Nature Knowledge Area 

(PHIL 1001) 
In the AY 2012-13, the Philosophy Department undertook to assess the outcomes for its two core 

courses, PHIL 1001: Philosophy of Human Nature and PHIL 2310: Theory of Ethical Theory, 

which together comprise the Ethics and Human Nature Knowledge Area of the University Core 

of Common Studies (UCCS). This report concerns the assessment of the knowledge area 

learning (KA) outcomes pertinent to PHIL 1001, which was undertaken in the Fall of 2012. 

 

University Core of Common Studies Outcomes: 

At the completion of the Core of Common Studies, the graduate is able to: 

1. Apply the perspectives, concepts and traditions of multiple disciplines to personal, 

professional, intellectual, and societal challenges. 

2. Communicate in modes appropriate to various subjects and diverse audiences. 

3. Pursue an integration of knowledge into a comprehensive, transcendent vision of life. 

4. Act as responsible members of the global human family, with knowledge of, and respect for, 

individuals and cultures in their diversity 

 

Knowledge Area Learning Outcomes 

According to the Learning Outcomes of the Human Nature and Ethics knowledge area, at the 

completion of core studies (PHIL 1001 and 2310) the student will be able to: 

1. Assess views of human nature in various philosophical traditions, including classic Greek and 

Catholic philosophical traditions. 

2. Argue for one of the major ethical theories over another in terms of philosophical cogency and 

practical outcome. 

3. Use philosophical reasoning to develop the student’s own position on central issues in human 

nature and ethics, for example, the relation between mind and body, the problem of freedom and 

determinism, the spiritual and affective dimensions of human life, the extent of human 

knowledge, the justification of moral judgments, and the elucidation of moral norms. 

 

Relationship between Core of Common Studies and Knowledge Area Learning Outcomes 

The Learning Outcomes of the knowledge area are integrated: 

1. The first knowledge area outcome will contribute to the first UCCS outcome: by assessing 

various views and perspectives on human nature, the student will be able to apply these 

perspectives, concepts and traditions to personal, professional, intellectual, and societal 

challenges. 

2. The second knowledge area outcome will contribute to the second and fourth UCCS 

outcomes: by arguing for one of the major ethical theories over another in terms of philosophical 

cogency and practical outcome, one both communicates in a mode appropriate to all rational 

agents and one is enabled to act as a responsible member of the global human family. 

3. The third knowledge area outcome will contribute to the third and fourth UCCS outcomes: by 

using philosophical reasoning to develop the student’s own position on central issues in human 

nature and ethics, one thereby pursues an integration of knowledge into a comprehensive, 

transcendent vision of life and one is enabled to act as a responsible member of the global human 

family. 
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The department has mandated the course objectives for PHIL 1001 and PHIL 2310 in order that 

students may, in a sequenced fashion, learn the requisite skills for the Ethics and Human Nature 

knowledge area. Those for PHIL 1001 are as follows: 

 

PHIL 1001 Course Objectives 

By the end of the course, 

1. The student will be able to state and provide reasons for basic positions concerning the 

relation between mind/soul and body, including the positions held by representative classical and 

Christian thinkers 

2. The student will be able to state and provide reasons for basic positions concerning the nature 

and possibility of knowledge, including positions held by representative classical and Christian 

thinkers. 

3. The student will be able to state and provide reasons for basic positions concerning the nature 

and possibility of freedom as it relates to human choice, including positions held by 

representative classical and Christian thinkers. 

4. The student will be able to state and provide reasons for basic positions concerning 

fundamental features of human sociality, including positions held by representative classical and 

Christian thinkers. 

5. The student will be able to state and provide reasons for the position held by a significant 

thinker from outside the Western tradition on one (or more) of the following problems: the 

relation between mind/soul and body; the nature and possibility of knowledge; the nature and 

possibility of free human choice; fundamental features of human sociality. 

6. The student will be able to compare and contrast the philosophers’ positions studied in the 

course. 

The department understands these courses to be sequenced in such a way that the first course 

(PHIL 1001) satisfies outcomes one and three and the second course (PHIL 2310) satisfies two 

and three, in the following manner: 

 

Relationship between PHIL 1001 Objectives and Knowledge Area Learning Outcomes 

Although the six course objectives are closely interconnected: 

1. Course objectives 5 and 6 will mostly satisfy the first KA outcome: by reflecting on how 

human nature has been conceived and comparing these different views, students will be able to 

assess the views of human nature in various philosophical traditions. 

2. The second KA outcome does not apply to this course. 

3. Course objectives 1 through 4 will mostly satisfy the third KA outcome: by analyzing and 

criticizing the basic components of human nature, students will use philosophical reasoning to 

develop their own positions on central issues in human nature. 

 

Assessment Plan 

The assessment plan for the Knowledge Area Learning Outcomes of the Human Nature and 

Ethics knowledge area involved assessing PHIL 1001 in the Fall and PHIL 2310 in the Spring. 

Since we offer roughly the same number of courses in Fall and Spring with a highly similar mix 

of students, it was decided that this decision would in no way influence the data set. In the Fall, 

the Philosophy Department offered 28 total sections of PHIL 1001: Philosophy of Human 

Nature. We assessed the individual courses of 13 different instructors. Though we asked that 

instructors assess only one course, it should be noted that, since most of these instructors taught 
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more than one course, they were responsible for 24 of the 28 sections (85%). So this study is 

very highly representative of the courses actually offered in Fall 2012. Of the 13 courses 

assessed, Knowledge Area Learning Outcome 3 (Learning Objectives 1-4) was assessed in 7 

sections (accounting for a total of 208 students), Knowledge Area Learning Outcome 1 

(Learning Objectives 5-6) was assessed in 6 sections (accounting for a total of 156 stduens). 

 

Assessment Results 

Please see the attached documents with the raw data. 

 

Assessment Reflection 

Means of Assessment 

The results for the means of assessment for the PHIL 1001 Course learning Objectives indicated 

that a wide variety of assessment methods were being employed both within course and across 

courses. Given its Socratic inheritance, it is important that a majority of philosophy instructors 

(57%) are using student in-class discussion as a means of assessing student competence. Exams 

seem to be the preferred method for assessing all objectives, and given disciplinary standards, it 

is appropriate that essay and short answers were the preferred assessment tool. However, a 

greater percentage of instructors used papers for course objective 6 than for course objectives 1 

through 5. This seems appropriate given that objective 6 would seem to require a more elaborate 

and careful exposition and evaluation on the part of the student. That said, one might have 

wanted to see more writing expected of students. 

Levels of Proficiency 

The results for the levels of proficiency for seemed to be appropriately distributed for all but one 

course objective: for most objectives, there were approximately 50% at the mean, 20% below the 

mean and 30% above the mean. It also seemed appropriate that the more complex objectives, 

namely 5 and 6, proved more difficult, with less than 30% exceeding expectations. However, for 

objective 4, a full 90% either met or exceeded expectations. One likely cause for this seems to be 

that, since instructors seemed (perhaps paradoxically) to spend less time on this issue than on the 

other issues, they were only able to cover it superficially and thus students were able to meet 

what were essentially low standards. This raised the question of whether we are trying to cover 

too much, i.e. whether we should have three, instead of four, objectives associated with 

Outcome. 

 

Assessment Tasks 

Given the above reflection, the executive committee has decided to undertake the following two 

tasks: (1) charge the Undergraduate Committee or some sub-committee thereof to make a 

proposal to the faculty for either formally or informally promoting the use of papers as an 

assessment tool amongst PHIL 1001 instructors; (2) form a departmental subcommittee for 

reviewing and revising the course objectives for PHIL 1001 and the long description of the 

course approved by faculty (see attached document); (3) meet again (a) to discuss the PHIL 2310 

data, both independently and in conjunction with the PHIL 1001 data, so that a more holistic 

analysis of the knowledge area can be achieved and (b) to make further recommendations to the 

faculty based on these reflections. 
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Knowledge Area Assessment Plans for Academic Year 2013-14 

 

Three knowledge areas will be assessed in the coming academic year: Theology, Individual and 

Social Behavior, Science and Nature.  Chairs/Directors and other designated point persons have 

designed assessment plans for these courses, brief summaries of which are listed below: 

 

1) Knowledge Area Assessment: Theology 

15 different courses within the Department of Theology 

 
Both of the theology requirements for the University core will be assessed in 2013-2014. 
The first requirement is a common course, THEO 1001, and the second one is chosen 
among the approved 2000-level courses.  For the first semester they are: 
 

THEO 1001 Introduction to Theology 

THEO 2000 Hebrew Scriptures/Old Testament 
Overview 

THEO 2010 Hebrew Scriptures/Old Testament 
Selected Books 

THEO 2100 New Testament Overview 

THEO 2110 New Testament Selected Books 

THEO 2200 The Bible Through the Ages 

THEO 2210 Theology Through the Centuries 

THEO 2300 Quests for God, Paths of Revelation 

THEO 2310 Explorations in Christian Theology 

THEO 2320 The Event and Meaning of Vatican II 

THEO 2400 Christian Discipleship 

THEO 2410 Christian Faith in Cultural Contexts 

THEO 2500 Theology, Violence and Nonviolence 

THEO 2250 Spiritual Exercises of St. Ignatius 

 
 
Typically, there have been 31 sections of THEO 31 in the fall semester with an 
enrollment of approximately 1200 students and 21 sections in the Spring with an 
enrollment of approximately 700-800 students.  There will be approximately 32 second-
level sections in the Fall with an enrollment of approximately 900-1000 students and 29 
in the spring with an enrollment of 800-900. 
 
Learning Outcomes to be Assessed 
 
The approved core outcomes for the UCCS: “THEOLOGY” Knowledge Area are: 
 
1. Describe theologically the basic content of the Catholic faith in relation to other 
Christian and religious traditions as well as other world views. 

2. Interpret theological texts and frameworks in their historical contexts. 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3. Articulate implications of Christian faith for growth in holiness and promotion of justice 
in the contemporary world.  
 
 
Method of Assessment: 
 
THEO 1001 
 
Currently, the department is experimenting with alternative models of delivering THEO 
1001, so the various sections can be divided into three rather distinct groups:  a) the 
former model which used a common reader and a “canon within the canon” of that 
reader to provide common texts in addition to the common learning outcomes for the 
core; b) an experimental model which will be required of all new adjuncts teaching 
THEO 1001 under the direction of Dr. Julian Hills, which consists of biblical texts paired 
with more contemporary readings; and c) an experimental model funded by a Wabash 
grant to experiment with a large lecture model combined with smaller instructional 
sessions. This will be a team-taught course taught by four faculty members involving 
two adjuncts and four teaching assistants with significant mentoring of teaching 
assistants built into the process. The team is designing the curriculum together to 
capitalize on individual faculty strengths. Rather than a common text, the learning 
outcomes will dictate the kinds of learning activities and assessment activities designed 
for the course.  
 

1. All three knowledge outcomes will be assessed in THEO 1001. 
2. We are recommending that instructors assess outcomes 1 and 2 with some kind 

of objective exam questions, ten items for each outcome. Once these are 
graded, the instructors will be asked to scan and send that portion of the exam to 
the theology office. A random sample of 25% of these will be used to compile the 
aggregate assessment of Theo 1001 for those learning outcomes.  A score of 8-
10 will be considered competent; 6-7 will be considered developing, and 1-5 will 
be considered deficient. The scanned exam questions will be forwarded to the 
theology office. 

3. A short essay will be the basis of assessing the third learning outcome. After it is 
graded by the instructor, it will be sent to the theology office. A departmental 
dyad of faculty will assess these answers as either competent, developing, or 
deficient. 

 
Second level assessment will necessarily vary more than THEO 1001 since there is 
less commonality in the subject matter and texts used in these courses. 
 

1. All instructors will be required to assess two out of three learning outcomes for 
their particular course. 

2. Instructors will be required to submit to the theology office a plan for how they 
intend to assess those learning out comes for their particular course. 
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3. Once the assessment is administered, they will be required to submit the 
assessment activity (exam questions, essay, etc.) to the office where dyads of 
faculty members will determine each according to competent, developing, 
deficient.  

4. Again, a random 25% of materials will be chosen as a representative sample. 
 

2) Knowledge Area Assessment: Individual and Social Behavior 

24 different courses across 3 colleges 

 

 Course Taught by the College of Communications (COMM 1200). Contact: Erik Ugland. 

College of Communication faculty members teaching COMM 1200: Media in Society in fall 

2013 (one or two small sections) and spring 2014 (one large section) will collect information 

from student exams and papers to determine students’ levels of proficiency in meeting the three 

learning objectives for this knowledge area.  Because there is no single course assignment that 

will yield enough information to complete these assessments, the faculty will use three different 

sources, each one tied to one of the three learning objectives. 

 

The faculty teaching all of these sections will work together to ensure that the same assignments 

are given to students in each section, that common rubrics are applied and that the information is 

gathered using the same methods.  Those faculty members will serve as the assessment group for 

the course and will be responsible for gathering, compiling and presenting the results of the data 

gleaned from the three sources described below.  

 

Learning Objective 1:  Understand central concepts, theories, and methods used to explain 

individual and social behavior in one of the social and cultural disciplines. 

 

The first learning objective is focused on knowledge rather than analysis or application, so the 

faculty propose to use 3-5 questions from each of the two multiple-choice exams to gauge 

students’ understanding of the material that is most closely linked to the broader objectives of 

this learning area.  The questions selected will be those that target students’ knowledge of core 

concepts and theories.  Because these exams are computer-scored, the faculty expect to be able 

to collect data for each of the approximately 250-300 students who will take the course in 2013-

14.  Over the preceding summer, the assessment group will develop a scale for categorizing 

students’ answers as “developing,” “meets” or “exceeds.” 

 

Learning Objective 2: Use knowledge of social scientific methods to analyze examples of 

individual and social behavior. 

 

For this learning objective, we propose to use the first of two paper assignments in the course as 

the basis for our assessment.  For this assignment, students are asked to analyze a media 

organizations’ content in light of some of the theories and concepts we discuss in class, which 

are, broadly speaking, about the political economy of mass communication.  The paper 

assignment is designed to get students to apply course material in the analysis of specific content, 

so it should produce good evidence of students’ ability to use “specific methods” to “analyze 

examples,” which are the goals of this learning objective.  The faculty will select a sample of 
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student papers (10 percent of the total, or about 30 papers total), which will be evaluated by two 

of the faculty members who are part of the assessment group.  In the preceding summer, the 

assessment group will develop a rubric for evaluating the papers and categorizing them as either 

“developing,” “meets” or “exceeds.” 

 

Learning Objective 3: Evaluate the applicability of social scientific knowledge for 

understanding individual and social behavior in particular contexts. 

 

For this learning objective, we propose to use the second of two paper assignments.  For this 

assignment, students are asked to identify a key problem, dilemma or phenomenon in mass 

communication that warrants scholarly scrutiny. The paper guidelines then ask students to apply 

the theories, concepts and methods they learned in class to evaluate the problem.  The third ISB 

learning objective is about applying conceptual content “in particular contexts,” which is 

precisely the aim of this paper assignment, so we expect the analysis of students’ papers to yield 

useful results.  The faculty will select a sample of student papers (10 percent of the total, or about 

30 papers total), which will be evaluated by two of the faculty members who are part of the 

assessment group.  In the preceding summer, the assessment group will develop a rubric for 

evaluating the papers and categorizing them as either “developing,” “meets” or “exceeds.” 

 

 

 

 

 Courses Taught by the Department of Economics (ECON 1001, ECON 2003). Contact: 

Joseph Daniels, Chair. 

We offer a single section of Econ1001 in both the fall semester and spring semester. Both 

sections are taught by Dr. Noreen Lephardt, the College of Business Administration’s 

Assessment Representative. Dr. Lephardt will assess both sections and has already completed a 

draft of the Knowledge Area Assessment Form. She will use selected homework, exams, and 

projects and develop an appropriate rubric for assessment. I will be sure to collect artifacts of all 

assessment documents and instruments. 

 

We offer nine sections of Econ2003 in the fall semester and five in the spring semester. One of 

the sections in the fall is a “large” section with enrollment of approximately 120. We will 

conduct assessment in three of the fall sections, including the large section and two sections in 

the spring for a total of five sections. For the smaller sections, two will be selected from those 

offered on Monday, Wednesday, and Friday, and two from those offered on Tuesday and 

Thursday. The sections selected will cover three to five different faculty members, all full-time 

faculty (some tenure/tenure track and some permanent adjuncts). A draft of the Knowledge Area 

Assessment Form has been completed. Selected homeworks, exams, and projects will be used for 

assessment and individual instructors will be given discretion as to the choice of assessment 

instrument. Again I will be sure to collect artifacts of all assessment documents and instruments. 

 

During the summer the Department’s Committee on Undergraduate Programs will review the 

assessment documents and finalize the Knowledge Area Assessment Forms. These forms will be 

ready when the fall term begins. The Committee will also provide assistance to instructors who 
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may be undertaking assessment for the first time. At the end of the spring term, all of the 

assessment artifacts and data will be reviewed by the Committee which will, in turn, share the 

aggregate results to all instructors within the department and make suggestions for improvement. 

It is in this way that – within the Department – we plan to connect assessment to improving 

learning outcomes.  

 

 Course Taught by the Department of Psychology (PSYC 1001). Contact: John Grych, Chair 

 

The assessment of the Core learning objectives in Psyc 1001 will be based on three 

administrations of the course by three different professors in Fall, 2013. We anticipate that 

approximately 600 students will be enrolled in these sections. 

 

1. Understand central concepts, theories, and methods used to explain individual and 

social behavior in one of the social and cultural disciplines. 

 

This objective will be assessed using exams in the course. Each professor divides the course into 

four segments, each of which is punctuated by a multiple choice exam. The assessment of 

learning the concepts, theories, and methods used to explain behavior in the discipline of 

Psychology will be based on the four multiple choice exams, separately for each segment of the 

course and separately by course section, and a total score based on all four exams and aggregated 

over the three sections. Using the professors’ preferred method of converting numerical scores 

into letter grades, students will be sorted into three categories: “Exceeds requirements” = A or 

AB scores; “Meets requirements” = B, BC, C; and “Does not meet requirements” = CD or less. 

 

2. Use knowledge of social scientific methods to analyze examples of individual and 

social behavior. 

 

Research methods utilized in Psychology are introduced in the first segment of the course in each 

class. Students’ knowledge of scientific methods to understand behavior will be assessed in the 

first multiple choice test given in each class.  The number of items used to assess this objective 

will vary across classes.  Students’ scores on these items will be classified into three categories: 

“Exceeds requirements” = 88% or above; “Meets requirements” = 73% - 88%; and “Does not 

meet requirements” = below 73%. 

 

 

Human Factors (Psyc 4330) 

 

The assessment of the Core learning objectives in Psyc 4330 will be based on one administration 

of the course in Spring, 2014. We anticipate that approximately 35 students will be enrolled in 

the course. 

 

1. Understand central concepts, theories, and methods used to explain individual and 

social behavior in one of the social and cultural disciplines.  

 

This objective will be assessed using graded materials in the course: 
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A. The multiple choice items from the midterm exam. Topics include general principles 

of human factors, psychophysics, visual perception and visual displays, auditory perception and 

displays, tactile perception and displays, cognition and cognitive workload analysis, and 

psychomotor skill and control. 

 

B. The multiple choice items from the final exam. Topics include anthropometry and 

workspace design, stress and human performance, accident analysis and prevention, human-

computer interaction, artificial intelligence, complex systems, and larger-scale environments.  

 

C. The industry standards assignment, which is a piece of written work. Details of this 

assignment and other essay assignments will be included in the report. 

 

D. An integrative essay that appears on the final. 

 

The four pieces of information will be aggregated into one metric and weighted in the same 

fashion as these items are weighted to compute the students’ grades. Using the professor’s 

standard method of converting numerical scores into letter grades, students will be sorted into 

three categories: “Exceeds requirements” = A or AB scores; “Meets requirements” = B, BC, C; 

and “Does not meet requirements” = CD or less.  

 

2. Use knowledge of social scientific methods to analyze examples of individual and 

social behavior. 

 

Mastery of scientific methods will be determined by: 

 

A. An integrative essay that appears on the midterm. 

 

B. A concise assignment on linking analysis for a panel of visual displays. 

 

C. Parsing of information for an artificial intelligence application. 

 

The three pieces of information will be aggregated into one metric and weighted to compute the 

students’ grades. The evaluation of students’ proficiency on this learning objective will be 

determined by converting scores on the assignments into letter-grade categories (A, AB, B … F) 

such that  “Exceeds requirements” = A or AB scores; “Meets requirements” = B, BC, C; and 

“Does not meet requirements” = CD or less.  

 

3. Evaluate the applicability of social scientific knowledge for understanding 

individual and social behavior in particular contexts. 

 

Assessment of this objective will also occur through the industry standards assignment, which is 

a piece of written work. Details of this assignment and other essay assignments will be included 

in the report. 
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The evaluation of students’ proficiency on this learning objective will be determined by 

converting scores on the assignment into letter-grade categories (A, AB, B … F) such that  

“Exceeds requirements” = A or AB scores; “Meets requirements” = B, BC, C; and “Does not 

meet requirements” = CD or less. 

 

 Courses Taught by the Department of Social and Cultural Sciences (CRLS 1001, CRLS 

4130, SOWJ 1001, SOCI 1001, SOCI 2200). Contact: Jane Peterson, Chair. 

 

Courses in Department of Social and Cultural Sciences to be assessed during AY 2013-14 

ISB 

Class 

No. 

ISB Class Title Faculty/Sections in Fall 

2013-14 

Faculty/Sections 

in Spring 2013-14 

CRLS 

1001 

Introduction to Criminology Krezwinski (adjunct) -1 

Wheelock – 1 

Zevitz - 2 

 

CRLS 

4130 

Women, Crime, and Criminal 

Justice 

Stroshine - 1  

SOWJ 

1001 

Introduction to Social Welfare 

and Justice 

Cainkar – 1 

Jensen (adjunct) - 1 

 

SOCI 

1001 

Principles of Sociology Jones – 1 

Krezwinski (adjunct) – 1 

Moon – 1 

Williams - 1 

 

SOCI 

2200 

The Family Williams - 1  

 

Assessment timeline for courses in Department of Social and Cultural Sciences 

DATE TASK 

Apr 2013 Meet individually with faculty offering ISB classes in Fall (n=9 faculty) 

Distribute written instructions and assessment form 

Aug 2013 Reminder to Fall ISB instructors – send electronic copy of assessment 

form 

 

Sept 2013 Meet individually with faculty offering ISB classes in Spring 

Distribute written instructions and assessment form 

Dec 2013 Collect assessment data from Fall ISB classes 

Discuss process and results with individual faculty 

May 2014 Collect assessment data from Spring ISB classes 

Discuss process and results with individual faculty 

May 30, 

  2014 

Submit assessment results to CCRC director including: 

  Test questions/answers (objective questions) 

  Rubrics (written questions) 

  Samples from proficiency levels (written questions) 

  1-2 pp. written reflection (target an area of improvement) 
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 Course Taught by the Program in Women and Gender Studies (WGST 1001). Contact:  

Susannah Bartlow 

 

ASSESSMENT MEASURES 

 Direct measures:   

o Rubric review of 5 randomly selected Gendered Narrative assignments (mid-term 

assignment) and 5 randomly selected critical reflection essays (final papers). 

o Course pre-test, mid-semester evaluation, and post-test (administered to gauge 

longitudinal learning). 

 

I will develop a rubric to measure how students’ written work demonstrates increased 

understanding of the course learning objectives.  This rubric will also provide connections 

between the WGST 1001 learning objectives and the individual and social behavior learning 

objectives. 

 

3) Knowledge Area Assessment: Science and Nature 

20 different courses across 3 colleges 

 

Courses Taught by the Department of Biological Sciences (BIOL 1001, BIOL 1009, BIOL 

1410). Contact: Michelle Mynlieff, Professor. 

 

All three courses will include all three learning outcomes.  The enrollment in these courses 

necessitates the use of multiple choice questions as an assessment tool. The three instructors in 

BIOL1001 (Drs. St. Maurice, Petrella, and Manogaran) have been actively involved in 

assessment of the course and will ask three common multiple choice questions relating to each 

outcome as a quiz at the beginning of the semester (nine questions in total).  Three new common 

multiple choice questions relating to each outcome will be asked on a cumulative final exam.  

Dr. Manogaran is also the instructor of BIOL1410 and BIOL1009 will be taught by a temporary 

instructor in the fall of 2013.  In designing the questions to test the learning outcomes in 

BIOL1001 the three instructors will also write variations that can be used in BIOL1009 and 

BIOL1410.  Students answering 8-9 questions correctly will be scored as “exceeds 

expectations”, students answering 5-7 questions correctly will be scored as “meets expectations”, 

and students answering less than 5 questions correctly will be scored as “Needs improvement”. 

 

 Courses Taught by the Department of Biomedical Sciences (BISC 1010, BISC 1015). 

Contact: John Mantsch, Chair. 

Bisc 1010 Contemporary Issues in Nutrition  

Science and Nature Knowledge Area  

Summary Plan for Assessment  

Academic Year 2013/14  

Barbara A Troy MS, RD, CD Course Director  

The anticipated plan for the core assessment of Bisc 1010 for the 3 Science and 

Nature Learning Objectives during the 2013/14 academic year is as follows:  
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1st Learning objective  

A total of 20 knowledge based multiple choice exam questions randomly 

selected from the first 2 exams will be evaluated. Levels of proficiency will be 

determined in 1 of 2 manners.  

Manner 1: All 20 questions will be grouped together and those students correctly 

answering 18 out of 20 exceeded proficiency (A or AB), those students correctly 

answering 15 out of 20 met the proficiency (B. BC, CD), and those correctly 

answering 14 or less out of 20 (D, F) developing the proficiency.  

Manner 2: Each question will be evaluated for the specific item student selected 

based on correct answer (exceeded proficiency) picked the best distractor, but 

incorrect answer (met proficiency) or picked a totally incorrect choice with no 

merit (developing deficiency).  

2nd Learning objective  

A short evaluation form will be devised to assess the student’s actual 

implementation of positive dietary changes learned from doing the 3rd 

assignment (which is either the 3 Day Average Diet Analysis with comments or 

the Eat Healthier lab assignment,). Proficiency will be based on exceeded 

(making all the positive dietary changes learned), met (making a portion, but 

not all,of the positive dietary changes learned) or developing (not making any 

positive dietary changed learned).  

Furthermore, each exam will be reviewed in order to identify and evaluate any 

questions that infer ethics.  

3rd Learning objective  
A 3 Day Average Diet Analysis or Eat Healthier lab will be conducted by each student, including 

a self evaluation and interpretation of what the reports revealed about their nutrient intake and 

myplate.gov food plan. Grading on this assignment will be plugged into proficiency levels as 

described in Manner 1 listed above. 

 

 

BISC 1015, Principles of Human Anatomy and Physiology  
Science and Nature Knowledge Area  

Summary Plan for Assessment; Academic Year 2013/2014; Prepared by the Department of 

Biomedical Sciences Assessment Committee: John Mantsch, Ph.D.; Laurieann Klockow, Ph.D.; 

Kevin Siebenlist, Ph.D.  

The anticipated plan for the assessment of BISC 1015 as it relates to the objectives of the UCCS 

is as follows:  

Objective #1: Demonstrate knowledge of major concepts, tools and methodologies in one of the 

natural sciences.  

Questions will be selected from the course exams that address foundational concepts in anatomy 

and physiology. A total of 6 questions (3 modules x 2 questions) will be used for assessment. 

Performance will be defined for each student as follows: <3 correct = developing; 4-5 correct = 

meets expectations; 6 correct = exceeds expectation. Data will be reported as the distribution of 

students across performance categories.  

Objective #2: Understand processes, limitations, and ethics of scientific inquiry.  
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This objective will be assessed by questions based on three case study modules that will be 

introduced into the course. The modules will consist of a narrative that describes content-related 

scientific or clinical scenarios followed by a series of short-answer questions that the students 

will be required to answer. Topics will focus on the discovery, diagnosis and treatment of 

pathology associated with course content areas. For each case study module, students will be 

required to answer at least 2 questions that address the various dimensions of this objective. Due 

to the large number of students in the class, grading of the modules will be conducted with the 

help of teaching assistants. In order to accommodate this, rubrics will be created.  

Example of a case study module:  

Part 1. Nicole Michaelson, a 14-year-old girl, was skiing when she fell and broke her left leg. As 

she fell, her left leg got caught under the body of another skier who ran into her. An X-ray 

revealed that the fracture was a compound, tibial-fibular fracture just below the knee. The X-ray 

also revealed a torn meniscal cartilage in the knee above the fracture. The girl remained in the 

hospital for 14 days because of an infection of the leg in the area of skin breakage. Her 

immobilized leg was casted after the infection subsided. She remained in a full leg-length cast for 

3 months, after which the upper portion of the cast was removed and she was allowed to start 

bearing weight on the leg.  

Examples of assessment questions for this module:  

Why was her injury more likely to become infected than a routine fracture of the leg?  

What features of the knee joint structure help minimize friction between the thigh bone and the 

leg bone?  

A total of 6 questions (3 modules x 2 questions) will be provided to assess this objective. 

Performance will be defined for each student as follows: <3 correct = developing; 4-5 correct = 

meets expectations; 6 correct = exceeds expectation. Data will be reported as the distribution of 

students across performance categories.  

Objective #3: Use scientific inquiry to solve problems and evaluate information.  

This objective will also be assessed by questions related to the case study modules. For example, 

a continuation of the case described in Objective #2:  

Part 2. The bones ultimately healed, but the girl continued to have left knee swelling ("water on 

the knee") and pain made worse by walking. Arthroscopic examination of the knee revealed a 

meniscus that was still torn 6 months after her injury.  

Similar to the assessment of Objective #2, students will be required to answer two problem-

solving based questions and answers will be graded based on a rubric.  

Examples of assessment questions for the module described in Objective #2:  

How does weight-bearing influence the bone repair process? (i.e. what effect does weight-

bearing have on the orientation of the Haversian systems?)  

Why did Nicole's bones heal much more quickly than her cartilage?  

A total of 6 questions (3 modules x 2 questions) will be provided to assess this objective. 

Performance will be defined for each student as follows: <3 correct = developing; 4-5 correct = 

meets expectations; 6 correct = exceeds expectation. 

 

 Courses Taught by the Department of Chemistry (CHEM 1001, CHEM 1002, CHEM 1014). 

Contact: Scott Reid, Chair. 
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The Science and Nature knowledge area has three learning outcomes, which are assessed in the 

following courses: CHEM 1001, CHEM 1002, CHEM 1014.  In AY 2013-14, these courses will 

be offered as follows: 

 

Fall 2013: 

CHEM 1001 (3 sections) 

CHEM 1002 (1 section) 

 

Spring 2014: 

CHEM 1001 (1 section) 

CHEM 1002 (3 sections) 

CHEM 1014 (1 section) 

 

The instructors in each of these courses (9 total sections) will be asked to identify particular 

measures or sets of measures corresponding with each learning outcome.   Examples, which are 

not meant to be exhaustive, are provided below. 

 

 

1 

Demonstrate knowledge of 

major concepts, tools and 

methodologies in one of the 

natural sciences. 

Use of ACS general chemistry exam, given as a final 
exam in several sections. 

 Selected exam questions from hour exams. 

2 
Understand processes, 

limitations and ethics of 

scientific inquiry. 

Student lab reports – new procedures and rubrics are 
being developed for assessing student lab report. 

 Selected exam questions or course assignments. 

  

3 
Use scientific inquiry to 

solve problems and evaluate 

information.  

Use of ACS general chemistry exam, given as a final 
exam in several sections. 

 Selected exam questions from hour exams. 

 On-line homework questions. 

 

 

This will be our basic procedure.  The department chair will work with individual faculty and lab 

directors in these courses to identify appropriate assessment metrics. 
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Courses Taught by the Department of Physics (PHYS 1001, PHYS 1002, PHYS 1003, PHYS 

1004, PHYS 1007, PHYS 1008, PHYS 1009, PHYS 1013, PHYS 1014, ARSC 1020, ARSC 

1021). Contact: Michael Politano, Professor. 

 

PHYS 1001, 1003, 1013 

 

We will administer the Force Concept Inventory (FCI), which is a widely used and well-

validated assessment instrument, as a pre- and post-test.  We have used this instrument in the 

past and we show normalized gains ([post-test score – pre-test score]/[perfect score – pre-test 

score]) on the next page for PHYS 1003, the course for which we have the most data.  In 

addition, for PHYS 1003 and 1013, we will administer the Mechanics Baseline Test (MBT) as a 

post-test.  Whereas the FCI is designed to provide assessment of students’ qualitative 

understanding of forces, the MBT is designed to provide assessment of a students’ quantitative 

understanding of forces, energy and momentum by having them solve problems.  

 

PHYS 1002, 1004, 1014 

 

We will administer the Brief E&M Assessment (BEMA), which is also a widely used instrument.  

Because the students’ initial knowledge state of E&M is so poor, this instrument is generally 

given as a post-test only at most institutions. 

 

PHYS 1008 

 

Although a standardized assessment instrument exists for college-level astronomy (the 

Astronomy Diagnostic Test), the instructor of this course prefers to give the same exam questions 

from year to year to assess students’ understanding.  For example, three years ago he began to 

use a packet of interactive exercises to augment the lecture.  He notes that since then, his exam 

scores have consistently shown a 10% increase.  This practice of assessment will be continued in 

AY 2013. 

 

PHYS 1007 and 1009 

 

Regrettably, there are no standardized assessment instruments for meteorology or earth science 

at the college level.  In these courses, quizzes are used for formative evaluation and exams for 

summative evaluation.  This practice of assessment will be continued in AY 2013. 

 

 

ARSC 1020/1021  

 

These courses encompass such a wide range of content material that no suitable standardized 

instrument exists for assessment.  Rather, exams and lab practicals are used to assess students’ 

understanding.  This practice will be continued in AY 2013. 
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FCI data for PHYS 1003 

       Year  FCI gain 
 

Notes 
   2002 0.26 

 
only 1 section 

  2003 0.23 
 

simple average of all 4 section's gains 

2004 0.35 
     2005 

      2006 0.3 
     2007 

      2008 
      

2009 0.38 
 

all sections, but only small number of 
pretests 

2010 0.33 
 

all sections 
  2011 0.4 

 
all sections 
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24 November 2012 

 

Report on the defining characteristics of the University Core of Common Studies (UCCS) 

 

I.  Components of the UCCS 

The UCCS was implemented in fall 2003, and the opportunities for students to develop 

proficiencies with skills and knowledges associated with it have expanded dramatically over the 

past decade.  Initially, 51 undergraduate courses were approved to fulfill one of the requirements 

associated with the UCCS; as of academic year 2012-13, 154 courses have now been approved.   

 

A.  Knowledge areas 

The UCCS is composed of nine distinct knowledge areas, and all undergraduates students are 

required to take 36 credits (generally, 11-12 courses) to fulfill their Core requirements: 

 

Knowledge Areas  

Rhetoric (2 courses) 

Mathematical Reasoning (1 course) 

Science and Nature (1 course) 

Individual and Social Behavior (1 course) 

Histories of Cultures and Societies (1 

course) 

Literature/Performing Arts (1 course) 

Human Nature and Ethics (2 courses) 

Theology (2 courses) 

Diverse Cultures (1 course) 

 

Each of the nine knowledge areas has three learning outcomes, which can be found at 

http://www.marquette.edu/coreinfo/.   

 

B.  Integrated Core Learning Outcomes (ICLOs) 

In addition, the UCCS also has four Integrated Core Learning Outcomes: 

 

Integrated Core Learning Outcomes 

1. Apply the perspectives, concepts and traditions of 

multiple disciplines to personal, professional, 

intellectual, and societal challenges.  

2. Communicate in modes appropriate to various 

subjects and diverse audiences.  

3. Pursue an integration of knowledge into a 

comprehensive, transcendent vision of life.  

http://www.marquette.edu/programs/core/rhetoric.shtml
http://www.marquette.edu/programs/core/math.shtml
http://www.marquette.edu/programs/core/sn.shtml
http://www.marquette.edu/programs/core/isb.shtml
http://www.marquette.edu/programs/core/hcs.shtml
http://www.marquette.edu/programs/core/litarts.shtml
http://www.marquette.edu/programs/core/hn.shtml
http://www.marquette.edu/programs/core/theo.shtml
http://www.marquette.edu/programs/core/dc.shtml
http://www.marquette.edu/coreinfo/
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4. Act as responsible members of the global human 

family, with knowledge of, and respect for, 

individuals and cultures in their diversity. 

 

II.  Key influences on the UCCS 

As a Catholic-Jesuit institution of higher learning, Marquette University has a rich and diverse 

heritage that continues to be enlivened.  Influences on the UCCS would include: 

1. The Catholic Church, and its official statements on the role of Catholic universities, most 

notably Ex Corde Ecclesiae. 

2. The Association of Jesuit Colleges and Universities, the consortium of institutions of 

higher education founded by the Jesuits in the United States.  Of particular relevance is  

its 2010 consensus statement "The Jesuit, Catholic Mission of U.S. Jesuit Colleges and 

Universities" (2010). 

3. The Society of Jesus, whose publications range from the 1599 Ratio Studiorum to 

present-day reflections such as Superior General Adolfo Nicolás's 2010 Mexico City 

address, "Depth, Universality, and Learned Ministry: Challenges to Jesuit Higher 

Education Today." 

4. Marquette University's mission statement and other related documents, such as the 

University's "Statement on Human Dignity and Diversity."   

5. Documents created by Marquette University's Core Curriculum Review Committee, 

particularly the 2002 "Preamble to the Core of Common Studies" and the associated 

"Report of the Core Curriculum Review Committee." 

Some of these documents directly influenced the initial formulation of the UCCS.  The more 

recently published documents have influenced ongoing conversations about the courses and 

requirements appropriate for the UCCS. 

 

In addition, the UCCS has been and continues to be influenced by important research in 

disciplinary fields of higher education and debates over the role of higher education playing out 

in the culture as a whole.  This diverse array of influences cannot be made to cohere entirely into 

a single vision of education for students, and the UCCS was designed to acknowledge the 

importance of training students to participate in the most significant ongoing debates of the 21st 

century. 

 

III.  Distinctive features of the UCCS 

A.  Values central to the University's mission are threaded throughout the distribution 

requirements, which are consistent with norms and best practices of leading institutions of 

higher education across the country.  The nine knowledge areas that constitute the UCCS are 

similar to the area distributions in general education requirements across the country.  A 

comparison between the distribution and total credit hour requirements of Marquette and its 

benchmark institutions, in other words, would be notable for its similarities more than 

differences.  Nonetheless, the courses that fulfill the UCCS at Marquette and the learning 

outcomes associated with them point to some of the distinctive elements of the educational 

experience provided for our undergraduates: 

(1) Rhetoric.  One or two courses in college-level writing are required at most 

institutions of higher education in the United States based on the idea that university 

http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/john_paul_ii/apost_constitutions/documents/hf_jp-ii_apc_15081990_ex-corde-ecclesiae_en.html
http://www.ajcunet.edu/AJCU-Publications
http://www.ajcunet.edu/The-Jesuit-Catholic-Mission-of-U.S.-Jesuit-Colleges-and-Universities
http://www.ajcunet.edu/The-Jesuit-Catholic-Mission-of-U.S.-Jesuit-Colleges-and-Universities
http://www.bc.edu/sites/libraries/ratio/ratiohome.html
http://www.ajcunet.edu/ajcunet/files/ccLibraryFiles/Filename/000000000822/Mexico%20City%20Report_07-11.pdf
http://www.ajcunet.edu/ajcunet/files/ccLibraryFiles/Filename/000000000822/Mexico%20City%20Report_07-11.pdf
http://www.marquette.edu/about/mission.shtml
http://www.marquette.edu/about/diversity.shtml
http://www.marquette.edu/coreinfo/preamble.shtml
http://www.marquette.edu/coreinfo/review.shtml
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study requires advanced critical thinking, reading, writing, speaking, and listening skills 

as well  and the idea that almost all careers require effective communication skills.  The 

two-course rhetoric requirement at Marquette University serves these functions: English 

1001: Academic Literacy at Marquette University teaches students how to teach 

themselves to write as college students, and English 1002: Public Sphere Literacy teaches 

students how to teach themselves to write as citizens. The two-curse rhetoric rhetoric 

requirement at Marquette also continues the centuries-long Jesuit tradition of placing 

rhetoric as the foundation of the curriculum—necessary not only to develop skills of 

persuasion but also to identify and articulate an individual's most profoundly held 

beliefs.  As John W. O'Malley, S.J., describes it in his reflections on the 400th 

anniversary of the Jesuit Ratio Studiorum, "rhetoric was at the center of the curriculum; 

that is, it taught oratory, the power to move others to action—action in a good cause." 

(2) Diverse cultures.  A one-course requirement related to issues of diversity in the 

United States, global education, or non-Western cultural practices has become a 

ubiquitous feature of general education requirements across American institutions of 

higher learning.  Cross-cultural engagement has been a hallmark of Jesuit education since 

the 16th century, exemplified by the practices of inculturation associated with Matteo 

Ricci and other Jesuits in China, India, and Japan.  The importance of engaging with 

other cultures, traditions, and beliefs has been reaffirmed in recent years by the presidents 

of the institutions comprising the  AJCU, who declared in 2010 that "global engagement 

has become an essential element of our rationale as colleges and universities."  The 

current Superior General of the Society of Jesus, Father Adolfo Nicolás, has similarly 

asserted the importance of making intercultural engagement a central part of Jesuit 

education.  To counter what Father Nicolás describes as the global "inequity of 

knowledge distribution," Jesuit institutions of higher education across the world are 

called upon to develop more globalized networks.  Diverse cultures courses at Marquette 

University are thus not solely focused on learning alternative views and cultural traditions 

across the world; they also focus on how student learners develop to a more accurate 

assessment of their own attitudes and beliefs through cross-cultural engagements.  The 

commitment by Marquette University to provide opportunities for transformative 

education is evidenced, among other places, in the third learning outcome of the Diverse 

Cultures knowledge area: "Critically reflect upon one's personal and cultural 

presuppositions and how these affect one's values and relationships." 

 

B.  The Integrated Core Learning Outcomes represent one of the most distinctive features of the 

UCCS, in which the University attempts to articulate its highest aspirations for students in terms 

of measurable outcomes of student achievement.  Benchmark institutions with religious 

affiliations commonly have learning outcomes associated with specific courses or distribution 

areas associated with their core or general education requirements.  Marquette is relatively 

distinctive in its efforts to articulate the learning outcomes that would emerge from the 

integration of the various requirements into a coherent whole.  The Integrated Core Learning 

Outcomes articulate the highest aspirations of the institution for its students in two particular 

regards: 

(1) Integration.  The notion that each of the knowledge area requirements integrates with 

the others has its basis, in part, in the Catholic, Jesuit tradition on which Marquette 

University was founded.  Indeed, Pope John Paul II identifies the integration of 

http://www.ajcunet.edu/The-Jesuit-Catholic-Mission-of-U.S.-Jesuit-Colleges-and-Universities
http://www.ajcunet.edu/The-Jesuit-Catholic-Mission-of-U.S.-Jesuit-Colleges-and-Universities
http://www.ajcunet.edu/ajcunet/files/ccLibraryFiles/Filename/000000000822/Mexico%20City%20Report_07-11.pdf
http://www.ajcunet.edu/ajcunet/files/ccLibraryFiles/Filename/000000000822/Mexico%20City%20Report_07-11.pdf
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knowledge as one of the necessary features of higher education in the Catholic tradition: 

"In a Catholic University, research necessarily includes (a) the search for an integration 

of knowledge, (b) a dialogue between faith and reason, (c) an ethical concern, and (d) a 

theological perspective."  (Ex Corde Ecclesiae, Part I.A.1.¶15).  The commitment to 

integrate individual courses is also consistent with best practices identified by national 

organizations devoted to higher education pedagogy, such as the American Association 

of Colleges and Universities.  Integrated Core Learning Outcomes one and three 

explicitly identify the integration of knowledge across disciplines as a crucial component 

of the skills students develop through the UCCS. 

(2) Education directed toward the promotion of social justice.  Since the early 1970s, 

the promotion of social justice has been identified as a key component of Jesuit higher 

education, with then Superior General Pedro Arrupe declaring that "our prime 

educational objective must be to form men-and women-for-others."  Similar sentiments 

have been echoed repeatedly, notably in the 2010 consensus statement by the Presidents 

of Jesuit institutions of higher learning: "Our primary mission is the education and 

formation of our students for the sake of the kind of persons they become and their wide 

influence for good in society in their lives, professions, and service."
20

  Marquette 

University articulates this goal in terms of its fourth ICLO, which differs from analogous 

outcomes of benchmark institutions in its focus on action rather than simply 

identification: "Act as responsible members of the global human family, with knowledge 

of, and respect for, individuals and cultures in their diversity." 

 

C.  The University is continuing to develop a curricular structure and methods of assessment 

consistent with its highest aspirations.  While the University has made dramatic improvement in 

its assessment of student learning over the past decade, the UCCS remains an area that demands 

further attention.  Integrated Core Learning Outcomes three and four, in particular, are difficult 

to measure, but do suggest the University's commitment to ensuring that its mission guides 

curricular design. 

 

To the extent that this report is charged with reflecting on challenges and opportunities for the 

UCCS, perhaps the most significant area for further consideration would be appropriate models 

of sequencing or curricular mapping courses.  A number of options are currently under 

consideration to help students to integrate further the knowledges and skills they develop; such 

options would include capstones and greater coordination among courses across the nine 

knowledge areas associated with the UCCS.  A highly structured and sequenced approach to 

disciplines has been a hallmark of Jesuit education, and continues to be identified in 

contemporary discussions.  References are apparent in nationally recognized works such as A 

Jesuit Education Reader (Chicago: Loyola Press, 2008).  In 2005, then Superior General of the 

Society of Jesus Reverend Peter-Hans Kolvenbach, S.J. declared that a "systematically organized 

pedagogy" should remain a hallmark of Jesuit higher education, even while acknowledging that 

the universal sequences outlined in the Ratio Studiorum were no longer appropriate.  On a very 

practical level, a more intentionally sequenced curriculum would facilitate assessment, providing 

clearer sites for measuring student learning and identifying areas for improvement.   

 

                                                 
20

 The Jesuit, Catholic Mission of U.S. Jesuit Colleges and Universities (2010) 

http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/john_paul_ii/apost_constitutions/documents/hf_jp-ii_apc_15081990_ex-corde-ecclesiae_en.html
http://www.ajcunet.edu/jesuit-education-and-ignatian-pedagogy
http://www.ajcunet.edu/jesuit-education-and-ignatian-pedagogy
http://www.ajcunet.edu/The-Jesuit-Catholic-Mission-of-U.S.-Jesuit-Colleges-and-Universities
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Currently, the undergraduate bulletin of Marquette University does suggest that the UCCS was 

constructed with the aim of having students taking the course requirements in a "tiered fashion" 

as follows: 

1. "Examining the World" (Rhetoric and Mathematical Reasoning) 

2. "Engaging the World" (Individual and Social Behavior, Diverse Cultures, Literature and 

Performing Arts, Histories of Cultures and Societies, and Science and Nature) 

3. "Evaluating the World" (Human Nature and Ethics and Theology).   

As a practical matter, students do tend to take their Rhetoric and Mathematical Reasoning 

requirements before many of their other requirements; however, this is by no means a universal 

practice, and there is little if any other intentional sequencing of courses associated with the 

UCCS. 

 

D.  The relationship of the Core and the curricula of the undergraduate colleges has been 

designed to balance a high degree of autonomy for the undergraduate colleges to shape their 

individual curricula with a University-wide "core" experience shared by all undergraduates.  

The 2010 "Summary of Jesuit College and University Graduation and Core Hours" in the journal 

Conversations on Jesuit Higher Education indicates that Marquette has fewer Core hour 

requirements than the other institutions that comprise the AJCU.  Of the 28 member institutions, 

only Creighton and Gonzaga require fewer than the 36 semester hours associated with 

Marquette's UCCS.  Benchmark institutions Boston College, Georgetown University, and 

University of Loyola-Chicago require 45, 42, and 48 credits respectively.  The differences from 

Boston College and Georgetown University are more significant in light of the fact that the total 

credit hours required for graduation at these institutions is lower than the requirement at 

Marquette (120 versus 128), so their core requirements represent a higher percentage of total 

course hours toward an undergraduate degree. 

 The lower number of course hour requirements at Marquette University relative to its 

AJCU peers is consistent with an institutional history of maximizing flexibility for 

undergraduates and enabling the various undergraduate colleges to tailor the UCCS according to 

each college's needs.  The University commitment to balancing college autonomy and 

University-wide engagement represents an ongoing challenge that is also a distinctive feature of 

Marquette.  The University has in recent years sought to position itself as a nationally recognized 

research institution while preserving its historical commitment to providing an experience for its 

undergraduates associated with smaller liberal arts institutions.  Central to this balance is a core 

curriculum that enables students to engage with each other across colleges without enforcing a 

uniform set of requirements. 

 

E.  The UCCS preserves a strong commitment to its Catholic, Jesuit heritage in its affirmation 

that all students, regardless of major or college, take coursework directly related to 

philosophical and theological questions.  Indeed, the four requirements associated with the 

Theology and Human Nature and Ethics requirements constitute 33% of the total credit hours 

associated with the UCCS.  This standard is quite consistent with Catholic benchmark 

institutions, though distinct from public and non-Catholic private benchmark institutions. 

 

F.  The UCCS helps to provide undergraduates at Marquette University the skills and 

knowledges to become innovative leaders in a global, 21st century economy and to develop their 

http://bulletin.marquette.edu/undergrad/theuniversitycoreofcommonstudies/
http://epublications.marquette.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1007&context=conversations
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fullest potentials as human beings and citizens.  Recognizing that technologies, theories, and 

practices across the professions change rapidly, Marquette University invests in developing its 

students' capacities in critical thinking, self-reflection, and transferable skills.
21

 

  

                                                 
21

 Chris Lowney, among others, has argued that the education provided by Jesuit institutions is well suited to a 

variety of fields, training students to be flexible and responsible leaders.  See Heroic Leadership: Best Practices 

from a 450-year-old Company that Changed the World (Chicago, Loyola, 2003). 
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MODELS FOR INCREASING INTEGRATION AMONG COURSES IN THE 

UNIVERSITY CORE OF COMMON STUDIES  

 

Summary findings: 

Marquette University could more fully realize the ideals of integration underlying the University 

Core of Common Studies (UCCS) by implementing one or more of five possible models.  

Increasing integration among UCCS courses could increase student satisfaction, raise student 

proficiency with learning outcomes, and reflect ideals of Jesuit pedagogy. 

 

To view a graphic summary of the five models, see Appendix A. 

 

I. Purpose and Process: 

This report provides models for establishing a more intentionally integrated UCCS.  The charge 

to produce this report came from the University Board of Undergraduate Studies, whose 12 

November 2012 "Request for Proposal for Integration Plan for the University Core of Common 

Studies" outlines the CCRC responsibility to provide a report by the end of March 2013. 

 

Throughout this report there are several guiding assumptions.  These include: 

1. The highest priority guiding any curricular change should be improvement to student 

learning.  While assessment of student learning is important, curricular change should not 

be guided first and foremost by the desire to create a more comprehensive system of 

assessment. 

2. The models presented in this report are not necessarily mutually exclusive, but could be 

combined. 

3. This report focuses on those requirements associated with the UCCS.  It does not address 

College Curricula, which are often confused in the minds of students and other 

stakeholders with the UCCS.  Members of the CCRC recognize that it is not within the 

purview of the committee to make recommendations on College Curricula; however, a 

fully integrated undergraduate experience would need to account for the requirements 

associated with these curricula. 

4. Any initiatives to improve integration among areas of the UCCS should be undertaken in 

conjunction with a broader process of UCCS review, in coordination with other 

significant University stakeholders including UBUS, the Office of the Provost, University 

Academic Senate, and the undergraduate Colleges. 

5. The foundational philosophy of Ignatius of Loyola and Jesuit traditions of higher 

education emphasizing the importance of critical thinking, reflection, and discernment 

must guide any curricular change to the UCCS.   

6. Developing a distinctive educational experience based upon Jesuit traditions at Marquette 

University can simultaneously serve two functions: providing crucial skills to a 

generation of students who have been trained in an environment of high-stakes testing 

that often comes at the expense of integrative learning; securing this institution's position 

in an increasingly competitive higher education landscape. 

 

It is important to note that the findings in this study are consistent with ongoing University 

efforts to expand high-impact practices.  These practices, as outlined by the American 

http://www.aacu.org/leap/hip.cfm
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Association of Colleges and Universities, represent evidence-based pedagogies that are 

increasingly apparent among respected institutions of higher learning across the country, and 

among peer and aspirational institutions from Marquette University.  From the perspective of the 

CCRC, any viable proposal for curriculum revision would need to work with existing initiatives 

on campus. 

 

II. Data Sources and Findings: 

In preparation for this report, members of the CCRC engaged in research of best practices among 

more than 30 institutions of higher education across the country (see Appendix B).  Keen to 

build on existing initiatives and to make evidence-based decision-making wherever possible, 

members also consulted a number of existing documents and assessment reports.  They would 

include: 

1. "Report on the defining characteristics of the University Core of Common Studies 

(UCCS)," 24 November 2012.  This report was prepared in response to queries for the 

University self-study document associated with the HLC reaccreditation process.  It lists 

key influences that guide the UCCS, and identifies integration and sequencing as areas 

meriting review and possible revision. 

2. "Response to UBUS report to the University Academic Senate," 23 September 2012.  

This document responds to initial questions from the Chair of the UAS regarding the 

status of assessment initiatives for the UCCS, and provides a rationale for preserving the 

current nine knowledge areas.  It endorses the development of a more thoughtful, 

intentional structure for the UCCS. 

3. "2012 Annual Report of University Core of Common Studies," 20 July 2012. 

4. Reflections section of "2012 Annual Assessment Report" 

5. "2012 Graduating Senior Survey" 

 

Additional materials associated with ongoing efforts to improve University academic advising 

were also consulted, and are referenced in Appendix C. 

 

The impetus toward developing greater integration among courses associated with the UCCS 

comes in part from the history of Jesuit education, which emphasizes the necessary 

interconnections among fields of knowledge (see "Report on the defining characteristics of the 

University Core of Common Studies (UCCS)").  Attention to integration is also being driven by 

the development of national best practices by organizations such as the American Association of 

Colleges and Universities, which is devoting considerable resources to developing more fully 

integrated models of general education.  Indeed, AACU publications have asserted that such 

integration is a hallmark of liberal education, and a necessary component of a 21st century 

education. 

 

Significant research indicates the economic benefits to students of having a well-integrated 

liberal arts education.  Particularly in the wake of the 2007 economic downturn, employers are 

raising their expectations of graduates and the kinds of skills future employees must possess.  A 
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2010 survey of employers indicates that 91% of employers say that they are “asking employees 

to take on more responsibilities and to use a broader set of skills than in the past.”
22

 

 

The impetus toward developing a more fully integrated UCCS at Marquette University is also 

driven by assessment data, both local and national.  Data indicates that integration is a hallmark 

of Marquette education for students entering their first year; however, Marquette loses its edge in 

this area relative to peers in the AJCU and nationally over the course of an undergraduate's 

career.  By a statistically significant margin (p<.001), first-year students at Marquette report a 

higher likelihood of having "Worked on a paper or project that required integrating ideas or 

information from various sources" than students from other Jesuit institutions, members of our 

Carnegie Class, and the national mean reported on the NSSE 2010.
23

  The same survey, however, 

indicates that by senior year there is no statistically significant difference between Marquette 

students and the national mean, and Marquette students are less likely by a modest statistically 

significant margin (p<.01) to indicate working on projects requiring integration than students at 

other Jesuit institutions.  Improvements in integration, then, represent an opportunity to build on 

existing strengths of Marquette relative to its peers, and offer an opportunity to present potential 

students a compelling case for choosing Marquette University within a competitive higher 

education landscape. 

 

II.A. Assessment data findings: 

1. Graduating Senior Survey.  Indirect measures of student proficiency with learning 

outcomes via surveys of student satisfaction tend to be relatively positive.  On the 2012 

Graduating Senior Survey, for example, 76.1% of participants indicated that the UCCS 

contributed markedly or moderately to their ability to apply the perspectives, concepts 

and traditions of multiple disciplines to personal, professional, intellectual, and societal 

challenges (ICLO 1).  A comparable number, 74.0%, indicated comparable levels of 

perceived improvement in their ability to pursue an integration of knowledge into a 

comprehensive, transcendent vision of life.  

2. National Survey of Student Engagement 2010.  On a four-point Likert scale (1=Never 

and 4=Very often), first-year students at Marquette University had a mean result of 3.38 

on the question regarding integration referenced above; the mean result among seniors 

was 3.39.  In contrast to Marquette University, among all three comparison groups 

                                                 
22

 “Raising the Bar: Employers’ Views on College Learning in the Wake of the Economic Downturn” (AACU and 

Hart Research Associates, 2010).  In a 2012 presentation to the AACU entitled "The Economic Value of Liberal 

Education," Debra Humphreys pointed to the following statistics as indicators of the increasing importance of a 

well-integrated liberal education: 

 91% of employers say that they are “asking employees to take on more responsibilities and to use a broader 

set of skills than in the past” 

 90% of employers say that their “employees are expected to work harder to coordinate with other 

departments than in the past.” 

 88% of employers say that “the challenges their employees face are more complex than they were in the 

past.” 

 88% of employers agree that “to succeed in their companies, employees need higher levels of learning and 

knowledge than they did in the past” 

Data accessed from http://www.aacu.org/leap/What_is_liberal_education.cfm 

23
 National Survey of Student Engagement 2010 Mean Comparisons. 

http://www.aacu.org/leap/What_is_liberal_education.cfm
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(Jesuit, Carnegie Class, and NSSE 2010), the mean result among seniors was higher than 

it was among first-year students.  This higher result means that the effect size between 

Marquette and its comparison groups largely disappears at the senior level, and actually 

becomes negative when compared to Jesuit institutions.  Among first-year students, effect 

size is .26, .41, and .34 relative to Jesuit, Carnegie Class, and NSSE 2010 respectively; 

among seniors, effect size relative to these comparison groups is -.11, .14, .06. 

3. Senior capstone/experience ICLO assessment.  For academic year 2012-13, 15 capstone 

or senior experience courses across six of the eight colleges offering undergraduate 

degrees engaged in a pilot study to assess the four Integrated Core Learning Outcomes.  

Of these 15 courses, only 2 were able to measure the learning outcomes most explicitly 

requiring a high level of integrative thinking: learning outcome one (Apply the 

perspectives, concepts and traditions of multiple disciplines to personal, professional, 

intellectual, and societal challenges.) and learning outcome three (Pursue an integration 

of knowledge into a comprehensive, transcendent vision of life.).  Three other courses 

were initially designed to measure these outcomes, but instructors subsequently decided 

that their coursework would be unable to measure them directly.  The low participation 

rates suggests a point that circulates widely across Marquette University on an anecdotal 

level: faculty across the Colleges believe that students acquire proficiency with the 

Integrated Core Learning Outcomes, but they cannot identify specific curricular sites in 

which students would gain this proficiency.  That capstone or senior experience 

courses—courses designed explicitly to provide students the opportunity to draw together 

and integrate their disciplinary studies—cannot provide direct information on the 

relationship between disciplinary study and coursework taken for the University Core of 

Common Studies indicates that the University should explore options for improving 

delivery of the learning outcomes associated with the UCCS. 

 

II.B. General observations: 

While greater integration of coursework—and particularly general education or so-called "core" 

courses—has become a key concern among institutions of higher education, preserving 

flexibility of student schedules continues to be a higher priority.  That is, highly structured, 

closely integrated sequences of courses are not the norm in the United States academy currently.  

Rather, the three primary models of achieving integration are: 

1. A tiered method in which area requirements are fulfilled by taking two courses, one of 

which is cast as more "foundational," and is a prerequisite for the second level course.  

Institutions utilizing a tiered method would include Loyola University–Chicago and 

Santa Clara University. 

2. The creation of course clusters, which are often organized around a shared theme or 

question.  Institutions utilizing course clusters would include Dickinson College, Sarah 

Lawrence College, and Washington University. 

3. An integrated capstone course specifically associated with the general educational core 

requirements.  Such capstones can be University-wide courses or discipline-specific 

courses tailored to integrate with core coursework.  Institutions utilizing integrated 

capstones would include St. Thomas University. 

 

Marquette is perhaps singular among institutions of higher learning in having two different sets 

of learning outcomes associated with the UCCS (one set of outcomes associated with 
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"knowledge areas"; one set of outcomes associated with the "Integrated Core Learning 

Outcomes").  The UCCS is composed of nine distinct knowledge areas, and all undergraduates 

students are required to take 36 credits (generally, 11-12 courses) to fulfill their Core 

requirements: 

 

Knowledge Areas  

Rhetoric (2 courses) 

Mathematical Reasoning (1 course) 

Science and Nature (1 course) 

Individual and Social Behavior (1 course) 

Histories of Cultures and Societies (1 

course) 

Literature/Performing Arts (1 course) 

Human Nature and Ethics (2 courses) 

Theology (2 courses) 

Diverse Cultures (1 course) 

 

Each of the nine knowledge areas has three learning outcomes, which can be found at 

http://www.marquette.edu/coreinfo/.  In addition, the UCCS also has four Integrated Core 

Learning Outcomes: 

 

Integrated Core Learning Outcomes 

1. Apply the perspectives, concepts and traditions of 

multiple disciplines to personal, professional, 

intellectual, and societal challenges.  

2. Communicate in modes appropriate to various 

subjects and diverse audiences.  

3. Pursue an integration of knowledge into a 

comprehensive, transcendent vision of life.  

4. Act as responsible members of the global human 

family, with knowledge of, and respect for, 

individuals and cultures in their diversity. 

 

The distinctiveness of having two sets of learning outcomes associated with the UCCS is not in 

itself a reason to change the current system.  To the credit of Marquette University, the ICLOs 

enable the institution to articulate its commitment to integration among disciplines explicitly, and 

to articulate its highest aspirations not solely on the level of University mission but also on the 

level of measurable outcomes. 

 

II.C. Considerations for advising: 

Marquette University Student Government has been advocating strongly for improvements to 

academic advising, and has in the past year worked closely with the Office of the Provost to 

yield improvements in this area.  With respect to the UCCS, problems of advising are often the 

result of a lack of clearly stated rationales for why students should opt for one course over 

another; there is a similar lack of a clearly stated rationale for how the courses work together as 

an integrated whole. 

 

http://www.marquette.edu/programs/core/rhetoric.shtml
http://www.marquette.edu/programs/core/math.shtml
http://www.marquette.edu/programs/core/sn.shtml
http://www.marquette.edu/programs/core/isb.shtml
http://www.marquette.edu/programs/core/hcs.shtml
http://www.marquette.edu/programs/core/litarts.shtml
http://www.marquette.edu/programs/core/hn.shtml
http://www.marquette.edu/programs/core/theo.shtml
http://www.marquette.edu/programs/core/dc.shtml
http://www.marquette.edu/coreinfo/
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Whatever curricular revisions are ultimately made to the UCCS will need to be communicated to 

major and pre-major advisors across the undergraduate colleges to ensure that our students make 

the best choices for their coursework and, where appropriate, to take UCCS courses that connect 

with their disciplinary coursework. 

 

III. Discussion of models for increasing integration among courses associated with UCCS 

 

III.A. Model one: Consolidating or Eliminating Integrated Core Learning Outcomes 

Given that Marquette is perhaps singular in having two levels of learning outcomes associated 

with its core curriculum (the 27 knowledge area learning outcomes and 4 Integrated Core 

Learning Outcomes), one model for achieving integration would be to combine the outcomes 

into a single set, and eliminating 

redundancies.  This revised set of learning 

outcomes might be produced by 

combining one or more of the current 

Integrated Core Learning Outcomes with 

the existing knowledge area learning 

outcomes (e.g., Santa Clara University).  

Alternatively, a new set of outcomes could 

be devised to emphasize interdisciplinarity 

and integration of learning.  Rather than 

identify a specific set of learning outcomes 

tied to each of the nine knowledge areas, 

University stakeholders could identify a 

set of learning outcomes associated with 

the UCCS as a totality, and courses 

associated with the various knowledge 

areas would contribute to one or more of 

the revised set of learning outcomes (e.g., 

Notre Dame). 

 

The rationales for eliminating the 

Integrated Core Learning Outcomes could 

be encapsulated as follows: 

1. Marquette's learning outcomes will 

be more consistent with peer and 

aspirational institutions; 

2. Currently, there is some overlap 

between knowledge area learning 

outcomes and Integrated Core 

Learning Outcomes;
24

 

                                                 
24

 For example, ICLO 2 states that students will develop the ability to "communicate in modes appropriate to various 

subjects and diverse audiences."  The rhetoric knowledge area learning outcome 2 states that students will learn to 

"produce effective written, visual and oral texts, given diverse purposes, genres and audiences."  Another example 

of potential overlap would be ICLO 3 and Human Nature and Ethics knowledge area learning outcome 3 which state 

respectively that students will learn to "pursue an integration of knowledge into a comprehensive, transcendent 

Best practices for a single set of learning 

outcomes (Notre Dame and Santa Clara): 
 

Notre Dame has cross-disciplinary encompassing 

outcomes: 

 Pursue knowledge and evaluate its consequences 

o Think critically, abstractly and logically to 

evaluate and solve problems 

o Integrate new information to formulate 

principles and theories and display an 

openness to different viewpoints  

o Share the desire for intellectual creativity 

and the acquisition of knowledge  

 Communicate clearly and effectively in both written 

and oral forms 

 Demonstrate knowledge and abilities in chosen 

areas of study 

o Develop an understanding of resources and 

procedures of fields and the ability to use 

them. 

o Possess an appropriate core of knowledge 

in chosen fields 

 Appreciate their social and moral responsibilities 

o Reflect upon the spiritual, moral, and 

ethical dimensions of life 

o Display the moral dimensions of their 

decisions and actions  

o Contribute to society as an active member. 

Santa Clara University has outcomes tied to knowledge 

areas, much like Marquette, but are designed to be more 

easily measurable.. 

http://www.scu.edu/provost/ugst/core/upload/learningobjectives.pdf
http://www3.nd.edu/~corecrlm/
http://www.scu.edu/provost/ugst/core/upload/learningobjectives.pdf
http://www.scu.edu/provost/ugst/core/upload/learningobjectives.pdf
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3. A single set of learning outcomes could provide the opportunity for the University to 

establish learning outcomes that cross disciplines, rather than having more narrowly 

focused, disciplinary learning outcomes. 

 

This model has the merit of requiring the least resources and would be the easiest to effect.  The 

potential pedagogical benefit of this model is that it would create the potential to define the core 

in terms of a set of broad skills rather than reproducing disciplinary boundaries, as is currently 

the case.  Disciplinary knowledge is, of course, crucial to the development of skills, and 

disciplinary boundaries help to confirm the range of studies a student has undertaken.  

Nonetheless, developing a more explicitly interdisciplinary set of outcomes need not come at the 

expense of developing disciplinary knowledge.   

 

Institutions that are viewed as leaders using this model would include University of Southern 

California (for its non-disciplinary requirements), Boston College (for its "common approach"), 

and the University of Kentucky (for its clear articulation of the rationale for what courses do, not 

just the learning outcomes associated with them). 

 

Considerations: while eliminating the Integrated Core Learning Outcomes would resolve some 

nagging assessment issues (particularly the difficulty in assessing ICLOs 3 and 4), it risks 

deemphasizing the importance of integration in the curriculum.  The current model makes clear 

that the UCCS was envisioned to integrate disciplinary knowledges in ways that are consistent 

with the ideals of Jesuit education (see "Report on the defining characteristics of the University 

Core of Common Studies (UCCS)".  Changing the learning outcomes of the UCCS to be more 

calibrated with peer and aspirational institutions does not necessarily lead to curricular change at 

Marquette University.  The key question going forward with model one needs to be: can 

Marquette articulate what makes the UCCS distinctive among institutions of higher learning and 

peers in the AJCU? 

 

III.B. Model two: Incentivizing curricular revisions in existing capstone/senior experience 

courses 

The Core assessment development grant initiative was piloted in academic year 2012-13, and 

will be continued through at least academic year 2013-14.  The initiative provided the 

opportunity for individual faculty members to design and/or revise existing assignments in their 

major-specific culminating course that require students to engage the skills and knowledges they 

develop through their UCCS coursework.  Faculty were provided a small stipend to engage in 

professional development during the summer preceding their course, and were asked to meet 

together in a workshop prior to the semester to discuss standards, design assessment procedures 

and a common rubric, and to calibrate expectations among faculty participating in the assessment 

regarding levels of student proficiency identified on the rubric.  Assessment data from these 

courses has been submitted for 6 of the 15 courses to date, with the other 9 expected by May 

2013. 

 

                                                                                                                                                             
vision of life" and "use philosophical reasoning to develop the student’s own position on central issues in human 

nature and ethics, for example, the relation between mind and body, the problem of freedom and determinism, the 

spiritual and affective dimensions of human life, the extent of human knowledge, the justification of moral 

judgments, and the elucidation of moral norms." 
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If the assessment data proves sufficiently rigorous, Marquette University could expand this 

initiative across the campus and on an ongoing basis. 

 

One of the great strengths of this model is that it explicitly ties UCCS and major coursework.  

While Graduating Senior Surveys indicate that students perceive themselves to be acquiring the 

learning outcomes associated with the UCCS, other surveys indicate that many students have 

difficulty perceiving the immediate relevance of the UCCS (data forthcoming from MUSG).  To 

some degree, similar concerns about general education requirements are ubiquitous among 

American colleges and universities currently, exacerbated by the recent economic downturn 

which has created more acute pressures to link university coursework to job preparation.  To 

some degree, perceptions of the UCCS have to do with insufficient articulation of the rationales 

underlying the Core, which should start occurring as early as Freshmen Orientation in order to 

help students to think that their coursework as an integrated set of knowledges and skills.  This is 

particularly important as incoming students have been immersed in high-stakes testing 

educational environments produced by the No Child Left Behind Act and associated state 

policies, in which classroom learning was often narrowly targeted toward specific assessments. 

 

Owing to a wide range of formats across the Colleges, it is difficult to establish a comprehensive 

count of all capstone/senior experience courses.  While some departments and units utilize a 

specific course number (4997), others have practica, internships, student teaching, and other 

educational experiences that might also be considered to be similar in aim.  However, resource 

allocation could be controlled by specifying a set number of courses that could be incentivized 

per College.  Additionally, if each faculty member participating in the revision process gets a 

one-time professional development grant, ongoing expenses would be relatively low. 

 

Considerations: incentivizing revisions to existing capstone/senior experience courses offers the 

potential for the greatest flexibility for University departments and units; it also offers the 

potential for the greatest explicit integration of the curricular work students engage in for the 

courses associated with the UCCS and those associated with their major.  However, this same 

flexibility means that coherence and compliance would be potential issues; if there is not 

significant coherence and buy-in at the level of the individual Colleges, rigorous assessment of 

student success will continue to be difficult.  Additionally, given the relatively significant 

turnover among instructors teaching these courses, the CCRC will have to work closely with 

units across campus on an ongoing basis to ensure widespread participation. 

 

III.C. Model three: Developing an electronic portfolio system for undergraduates using D2L 

An electronic portfolio provides students the opportunity to collect, to organize, and ultimately to 

reflect upon their experiences across their undergraduate career.  Using an electronic portfolio, 

students can engage in intentional, integrated reflection on key questions or issues across 

multiple courses in ways that are not currently possible when each course is a discrete 

educational experience unconnected to the majority of other courses a student will take.  If they 

are well-designed, electronic portfolios enable students to take genuine ownership over their 

educational experience and to have the basis for materials to present future employers or 

graduate schools. 
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Rapid developments in electronic portfolio technologies have meant that there is now a wide 

variety of potential platforms for storing and organizing artifacts of student academic work.  

Electronic portfolios could be organized through programs explicitly designed for such or 

through social networking programs. 

 

A wide variety of software is available, including Mahara, 

ePortfolio.org, Chalk and Wire, Live Text, and Task Stream.  

Social media applications could also be mobilized, such as 

WordPress.com and Google.  These services tend to have 

yearly fees or require advertisements.  Several Marquette units 

are already using e-portfolio systems on an ad hoc basis: the 

College of Education has all of its majors utilizing this 

technology to ensure compliance with Department of Public 

Instruction requirements and reaccreditation.  The Colleges of 

Nursing and Communication are also utilizing e-portfolios.  

To acquire a University-wide license, however, would 

currently involve significant ongoing expense.  The Associate 

Vice Provost for Educational Technology Jon Pray estimates 

such a license would cost $60,000 per year. 

 

Another possibility for implementing an electronic portfolio 

system would be to utilize the existing D2L platform.  

According to this model, each entering freshmen class would 

constitute a "class" in D2L, which would remain open for five 

years.  Current technological considerations suggest that if the 

class were imported as a single batch, this could be done with 

relatively minimal labor.  With some more labor, College-

specific "classes" could be created every year (e.g., entering 

class of 2014 College of Engineering, entering class of 2014 College of Nursing, etc.).  The 

advantage of the college-specific classes would be the ease with which college-specific 

assessment data could be gathered, which is an important consideration for College-based 

reaccreditation.  For example, during the recent reaccreditation visit for the College of 

Engineering, such information was specifically requested and, under the current assessment 

regime, it was impossible to gather useful data with this degree of specificity. 

 

If the primary goal of an electronic portfolio would be for pedagogical purposes (rather than an 

electronic portfolio designed to be shown to potential employers), it could be organized so that 

students would submit artifacts for each of their core courses (See Appendix D: example of 

hypothetical D2L Core portfolio).  This would potentially enable the integration of other 

materials as well, such as the First Year Reading.  Such a portfolio system would offer students 

the opportunity to view artifacts of their progress at Marquette University at a glance, facilitating 

student reflections on the connections among their diverse courses. 

 

Electronic portfolios are increasingly becoming apparent across the higher education landscape, 

and ones specifically tied to general education or core curricular requirements are used at 

institutions such as Boston University and Clemson University. 

Best practices for 

electronic portfolios: 

Boston University 

Pioneered in 2008, widely cited 

at national conferences such as  

AACU.  Sample student 

electronic portfolios can be 

found on their assessment site. 

Clemson University 

E-portfolio connects 

dashboard and Google Docs, 

enabling students to have 

internal materials for 

pedagogical purposes and 

external materials for 

potential employers. 

http://www.bu.edu/cgs/citl/eportfolios-and-assessment/
http://www.clemson.edu/academics/programs/eportfolio/index.html
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Considerations: platforms and service providers for electronic portfolios are changing rapidly, 

and any implementation plan needs to account for the high likelihood that adopted technologies 

will become outdated quickly, requiring ongoing labor and potentially additional financial 

resources.  Privacy issues and FERPA regulations will need to be taken into consideration.  Any 

system implemented will require ongoing labor from members of the CCRC and ITS to ensure 

accuracy of data and student records, which will need to be updated as necessary.  Perhaps most 

importantly, careful thought will need to be put into the emphasis on the portfolio, whether its 

function is primarily pedagogical (and thus internal to the University) or professional (and thus 

external to the University). 

 

III.D. Model four: Creating micro-sequences of UCCS courses based on shared theme, problem, 

or question 

A number of colleges and universities are promoting integrative learning by organizing groups of 

courses according to a shared theme, problem, or 

question.  Sustainability has become a particularly 

prominent example in the past 10 years.  Former 

president of Cornell University Frank Rhodes argued 

in 2006 that "the concept of sustainability could 

provide a new foundation for the liberal arts and 

sciences," a statement which has been echoed 

repeatedly by leaders in research and liberal arts 

institutions.
25

  Other institutions offer multiple 

themes or course "clusters" rather than a single 

overarching concept, and each undergraduate selects 

one of 5-8 options.  Sarah Lawrence College, for 

example, offers a diverse range of options, from 

"Health, Science, and Society" to "Games and 

Interactive Media" to "Ethnic and Diasporic Studies."  

Clusters could be designed to highlight areas of 

research strength among Marquette faculty, and 

might be used by the Office of Admissions and other 

University units working to highlight distinctive 

elements of Marquette for prospective students. 

 

Micro-sequences of 2-3 interrelated courses could be produced in two different ways: 

1. professional development grants to faculty to increase cross-disciplinary connections 

among courses 

2. improved academic advising designed to link student interests to sets of courses linked to 

them. 

 

III.D.1 Professional development grants: 

                                                 
25

 Cited in Neil B. Weissman, "Sustainability & Liberal Education: Partners by Nature," Liberal Education 98.4 

(Fall 2012), 6. 

Best practice for 

combining micro-

sequences of courses and 

high-impact practices:  

Santa Clara University has designed 

"Pathways" of 4 courses (3 for 

Engineering students) linked to a 

unifying theme.  The Pathways are 

part of a core curriculum that 

integrates high-impact practices: 

experiential learning and writing-

intensive projects for all students (see 

Appendix F). 

http://www.slc.edu/undergraduate/clusters/index.html
http://www.slc.edu/undergraduate/clusters/index.html
http://www.scu.edu/provost/ugst/core/pathways/
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There are a number of successful models for incentivizing curricular innovation.  Generally, they 

involve small one-time direct cash grants to individual faculty to add or revise components in 

courses taught on a regular basis.  Some of the most well-regarded models involve some ongoing 

faculty-to-faculty conversation to help facilitate cross-disciplinary work. 

 

Best practices for developing sustainability components in existing courses: 

The Piedmont/Ponderosa Project  

(Emory University) 
The Penstemon Project 

(Santa Clara University) 

Faculty workshops to gain national visibility for 

environmental education: 

 one-day workshop during summer to 

develop syllabi 

 faculty spend remainder of summer 

continuing to develop syllabi 

 follow-up dinner in March to encourage 

further reflection and cross-fertilization 

 rotating group of 2-3 faculty leaders 

facilitates each program 

 parallel one-day workshop for 10-15 

graduate students 

 $1000 stipend for each participant 

 

Faculty workshops to add sustainability 

components to existing courses: 

 three one-day workshops (15 faculty in each) 

 workshops are "paper-free," with each 

participant receiving a free iPad ($499 each) 

rather than a cash stipend 

 

 

A more resource-intensive model of professional development would involve team teaching.  

Numerous institutions, such as Boston University, link incoming students to a group of 2-3 

faculty, who teach courses together.  Given the high number of UCCS courses taught by 

participating, adjunct, or non-regular faculty, team teaching is unlikely to represent a resource-

efficient way of achieving integration for the UCCS, although it could offer very interesting 

opportunities on a smaller scale. 

 

III.D.2 Advising: 

It is widely recognized by University faculty and students alike that 

a central problem with the UCCS is the relative absence of any 

sequencing among the requirements.  In addition, the low priority 

major advisors tend to place on courses associated with the UCCS 

relative to courses associated with a student's major means that a 

student's experience of the Core is often piecemeal, with no 

apparent connection among courses.  It could be the case, however, 

that this widely recognized challenge offers an opportunity to 

improve how the Core is delivered to students.  Particularly for 

those undergraduate Colleges with highly regimented student 

curricula (e.g., Business, Engineering, Nursing), close coordination 

between the CCRC and major advisors might enable the creation of 

de facto sequences of how students fulfill their UCCS requirements 

in each of the undergraduate Colleges.  If, for example, it is known 

that for a particular major, students will have one slot available for 

Core courses in each of their first four semesters, then advisors 

Best practice for 

curriculum maps: 

Marquette University 

Mechanical Engineering 

provides clear slots for 

when Core courses are to be 

taken, offering the 

opportunity for tailoring 

UCCS requirements to 

student interests. 
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could coordinate a schedule for students.  Such curriculum maps might, in turn, open up 

opportunities for cross-disciplinary collaboration between instructors of UCCS courses and 

major courses.  Again, if sufficient information could be gathered on student schedules, then 

instructors of UCCS courses whose research specialties or interests overlap with students in a 

particular college could schedule their courses accordingly.  This could lead to affinities such as 

a Philosophy course taught by a philosopher of science populated heavily by Engineering majors 

or an Anthropology course taught by a social scientist with expertise in social work might offer a 

course populated by Nursing majors.  Efforts to create such affinities across courses, however, 

should be balanced with the need to create educational experiences in which students engage 

with peers from a diverse set of disciplines. 

 

Model five: Creating a University-wide integrated capstone course as part of the UCCS 

Capstone courses and projects are listed among the 10 "high-impact practices" promoted by the 

AACU.  Such courses are offered as part of the departmental major and as the culminating 

experience for general education or core curriculum requirements at institutions across the 

country.  At St. Thomas University in Minnesota, for example, every student takes a "Bridge 

course" as the culminating point for their core curriculum.  Other institutions have integrative 

seminars for their core curricula at the freshman level, such as the University Seminar for Notre 

Dame. 

 

The strength of an integrated senior capstone course for the UCCS would be that it would 

provide a site for explicit integrative learning consistent with research on learning transfer for 

students.  Such a course would have additional potential benefits: providing a clear, coherent site 

for assessment of learning outcomes; reinforcing institutional identity and shared experience 

among undergraduates.  Particularly if the course involved explicit reflections on both the 

connections among courses previously taken and how coursework prepares students for their 

post-Marquette life, it could provide an opportunity for discernment consistent with Jesuit 

pedagogies. 

 

Given the current financial situation for Marquette University, an alternative would be to 

redefine an existing course requirement for the UCCS to be an integrated capstone.  The most 

obvious candidate for this would be the second Theology course requirement (the first Theology 

requirement is mandated to be THEO 1001; the second can be fulfilled through taking any one of 

16 approved courses).  Redefining the course to have a prerequisite of senior standing and 

focusing on explicitly integrating UCCS coursework vis-à-vis questions of central theological 

importance would be consistent with traditions of Jesuit education that insist upon the 

importance of having students develop a strong grounding in a number of fields before 

undertaking theology. 

 

If redefining the second Theology requirement proves infeasible, two other candidates would 

represent viable options.  The Human Nature and Ethics knowledge area also currently requires 

two courses, so a second-level course in Philosophy could be redefined.  This move has a 

complication that is not the case for Theology, which is that the two existing course requirements 

for Human Nature and Ethics correspond to two separate courses (i.e., the first requirement is 

fulfilled by a course on human nature, PHIL 1001, and the second is fulfilled by a course on 

ethics, PHIL 2310).  The third alternative would be to redefine the current Diverse Cultures 

http://www.stthomas.edu/admissions/undergraduate/majorsacademics/corecurriculum/
http://www.stthomas.edu/admissions/undergraduate/majorsacademics/corecurriculum/
https://www3.nd.edu/~corecrlm/rationales/seminar.htm
https://www3.nd.edu/~corecrlm/rationales/seminar.htm
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requirement.  The advantage of redefining this requirement is that it is not associated with any 

one department, so certain potential political obstacles might be diminished.  The requirement 

could be redefined such that at least several of the knowledge area requirements would be 

previously fulfilled, perhaps something along the lines of "Questions of Diversity in a Global 

Context" with the Individual and Social Behavior requirement as a prerequisite.  Redefining the 

Diverse Cultures requirement has several impediments: the fact that the requirement is not 

associated with a particular department means that it might be difficult to get instructors to 

coordinate their courses in any meaningful fashion for there to be a coherent set of outcomes, 

which is a problem that currently affects this requirement but would be more salient if it were a 

course designed to integrate other courses.  Second, it would be difficult to ensure that this 

course would be taken at the senior level, particularly given that roughly 25% of courses 

currently approved to fulfill the Diverse Cultures requirement are lower division. 

 

A more modest pilot program might be considered: The Helen Way Klingler College of Arts and 

Sciences currently requires as a part of its College curriculum a third Theology course.  If the 

Theology department were interested, that third course might be redefined as an integrated Core 

capstone.  Given the lower number of students participating, this might provide the opportunity 

to test the success of this model, to identify logistical hurdles, and to provide the opportunity to 

collect assessment data to verify its worth to stakeholders across the Colleges. 

 

Considerations: the creation of an entirely new integrated course would require significant, 

sustained University resources and labor.  If the course were cast as a culminating experience, 

the rationale for it to be taught by participating or non-regular faculty would be weak, making 

staffing an additional potential impediment.  Revising an existing UCCS requirement to establish 

a capstone could avoid much of this expense.  Regardless of other considerations, the most 

important one would be to ensure significant buy-in from departments associated with whichever 

course is revised. 

 

Combining models: a two-tiered core? 

The five models explored in this report are not necessarily mutually exclusive.  Indeed, it could 

be the case that some combination of them would deliver the highest impact on student learning 

without having to utilize the most resource intensive options. 

 

With this consideration in mind, it is important to note that there is an implicit "foundational" set 

of courses within the UCCS.  Of the 12 total course requirements, 4 are specified for all 

undergraduates: ENGL 1001, PHIL 1001, PHIL 2310, and THEO 1001.  Given the current 

structures of these courses, it is possible that these courses could be modified to draw upon each 

other more intentionally.  Particularly if advisers were given information to encourage students 

to take these courses in a specified sequence, there could be the possibility of revising the 

courses with sequential learning and development in mind, which could be measured.  Any such 

assessments would not provide evidence regarding the effectiveness of the Core as a whole, but 

they would provide distinct measures of at least one third.  Given the centrality of Philosophy 

and Theology to the academic mission of the institution, such assessments might be particularly 

relevant to some of the most ambitious outcomes currently associated with the ICLOs. 
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Here, again, caution is in order.  These courses are taught by departments with internationally 

renowned faculty, and are not to be viewed as "service" courses whose contents should be 

determined by external stakeholders.  Any revisions to these courses to create a more fully 

integrated UCCS should have significant buy-in among the departments that offer them.  As a 

starting place, it might be helpful to engage in a summit of faculty and chairs from these 

departments along with the CCRC and other relevant stakeholders to explore the connections 

among these courses. 

 

IV. Moving forward: 

Vice Provost Gary Meyer, in conjunction with the CCRC, has prepared an application to 

participate in the 2013 Institute on Integrative Learning and the Departments: Faculty Leadership 

for the 21st-Century.  This would provide an opportunity for a small-group of key players from 

across institution to advance the recommendations of the University Board of Undergraduate 

Studies and other stakeholders.  The Marquette University team has been selected, consisting of 

Sarah Feldner (Associate Professor of Communications and member of the CCRC), Kerry 

Kosmoski-Goepfert (Associate Dean of Undergraduate Programs and Clinical Associate 

Professor of Nursing), Shaun Longstreet (Director of the Center for Teaching and Learning), 

Kristina Ropella (Executive Associate Dean and Professor of Biomedical Engineering), and John 

Su (Director of the University Core of Common Studies and Professor of English).  Decision is 

pending, to be announced in April 2013. 

 

Whether or not the Marquette University proposal is accepted for the AACU Summer Institute, 

members of the CCRC look forward to hearing from the UBUS on their recommendations.  

Based upon recommendations from UBUS and the Office of the Provost, a smaller working team 

could be assembled to explore implementation options during summer 2013. 
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Appendix A: Summary of five models for increasing integration of  UCCS 

 

 Model one: 

Eliminating 

Integrated 

Core 

Learning 

Outcomes 

Model two: 

Capstone/senior 

experiences in 

majors 

Model three: 

D2L/electronic 

portfolio  

Model four: 

Micro-

sequencing 

based on 

current 

patterns of 

enrollment 

Model five: 

A University-

wide 

integrated 

capstone 

course 

Basic idea Eliminate 

separate 

categories of 

knowledge 

area learning 

outcomes 

and ICLOs, 

creating one 

smaller set of 

outcomes. 

Incentivize 

instructors to 

modify existing 

capstone/senior 

experience 

courses to 

integrate 

disciplinary 

materials with 

skills and 

knowledges 

developed in 

core courses. 

Use D2L to 

create 

electronic 

portfolios for 

each entering 

class of 

freshmen, who 

will place 

materials from 

each Core 

course on to a 

single site. 

Incentivize 

instructors to 

draw explicit 

connections 

among groups 

of 2-3 courses, 

perhaps along a 

shared theme 

or question. 

Create or 

convert an 

existing 

requirement to 

a senior-level 

course 

explicitly 

designed to 

integrate 

materials 

learned in 

knowledge 

area courses. 

Status Under 

discussion 

Piloting AY 

2012-13, 2013-

14 

Pilot for first 

year reading 

2013 

Under 

discussion 

Under 

discussion 

Strengths This model 

requires 

minimal 

ongoing 

labor. 

This model 

could help 

students to 

integrate 

explicitly 

disciplinary 

coursework and 

Core courses 

without 

additional course 

requirements. 

This model has 

the greatest 

potential for 

integration 

across all 

courses, and 

establish a 

platform for 

explicit 

reflection and 

assessment of 

integration. 

This model 

would not 

require 

significant 

ongoing 

resources, and 

might connect 

Core courses 

more explicitly 

to disciplinary 

coursework, if 

coordinated 

with Colleges. 

Integration 

could be 

encouraged 

and measured 

explicitly, 

rather than 

indirectly or 

through some 

reverse-

engineered 

method. 

Whose labor 

would 

increase? 

This model 

would 

represent a 

net labor 

decrease for 

all 

stakeholders. 

Instructors of 

capstone/senior 

experience 

courses.  

Whomever is 

charged with 

assessment. 

Members of the 

CCRC or others 

involved in 

assessment of 

the Core.  

Students would 

need to double-

submit 

assignments; 

instructors 

would need to 

remind students 

Instructors of 

Core courses; 

advisors in 

each College, 

who would be 

tasked with 

helping 

students to 

identify a 

micro-

sequence. 

Instructors 

who would be 

assigned to the 

new integrated 

Core capstone 

courses. 
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to double-

submit 

assignments. 

What must be 

changed? 

Knowledge 

area learning 

outcome; 

ICLOs 

Individual 

capstone/senior 

experience 

courses would 

need to be 

redesigned with 

a module/ 

assignments. 

Coordination 

with the 

registrar to 

create 

"classes," close 

coordination 

with Core 

instructors to 

encourage 

student 

participation 

Instructors of 

Core courses 

would need to 

be put into 

conversation 

with each 

other; CCRC 

would need to 

connect with 

advisors in 

colleges to 

determine 

potential 

themes for 

micro-

sequences 

Course must 

be created and 

approved.  If a 

current 

requirement is 

to be 

converted, 

then the 

requirement 

would need to 

be identified, 

and 

stakeholders 

would need to 

be committed. 

Additional 

resources 

required 

Minimal One-time 

professional 

development 

grants for 

instructors 

teaching senior 

capstone 

courses. 

If D2L used, 

additional 

platform 

resources 

would not be 

necessary, 

though it would 

require 

additional 

labor. 

One-time 

professional 

development 

grants for 

instructors 

teaching Core 

courses in a 

mini-sequence. 

Very 

significant, 

unless an 

existing Core 

requirements 

were 

converted, in 

which case 

additional 

resource 

requirements 

could be 

minimal. 

Other 

considerations 

Would this 

model be 

consistent 

with the 

ideals of 

integrated 

education 

associated 

with Jesuit 

pedagogy?   

Capstone courses 

are already 

densely 

scheduled with 

disciplinary 

materials; could 

materials 

associated with 

the Core be 

added or 

integrated 

without creating 

significant 

burdens on 

instructors? 

This model will 

require a 

notable 

increase in 

labor, though 

improvements 

in technology 

could diminish 

this. 

Strong 

communication 

among 

instructors and 

advisers in 

colleges will be 

essential.  

Student 

councils in the 

Colleges will 

be key players 

as well to 

ensure that 

students have 

sufficient 

information to 

make good 

enrollment 

decisions. 

Creating a new 

course will 

have 

significant 

political 

resistance, 

aside from 

resource 

considerations.  

Converting an 

existing Core 

requirement 

might be 

consistent with 

models of 

Jesuit 

education, if 

done 

thoughtfully. 



A Y  2 0 1 2 - 1 3  a n n u a l  r e p o r t  | 117 

 

Appendix B: Best practices among peer/aspirational institutions taken from CCRC 

research during Fall 2012 

 

In preparation for this report, members of the CCRC engaged in research on best practices at 

peer and aspirational institutions across the country.  Institutions were selected on the basis of 

either the expertise of committee members regarding institutions viewed as innovative leaders or 

Marquette University's metrics for determining benchmark institutions. 

 

The Office of Institutional Research and Assessment helped the CCRC to identify the following 

benchmark institutions: 

 

Academic Affairs Institutional Benchmarking Institutions: 

  AJCU 
Non-Jesuit, 
Religious 
Tradition 

Other 

LEADERS Boston C  Baylor U George Washington U  

  Fordham U Brandeis U U Miami 

  Georgetown U  U Notre Dame Rice U  

  C of Holy Cross Pepperdine U Syracuse U  

  Santa Clara U  Villanova U Vanderbilt U 

      Wake Forest U  

        

COMPETITOR
S 

Creighton U  U Dayton U Illinois Champaign Urbana 

  U Loyola - Chicago  St. Norbert C  UW La Crosse 

  Saint Louis U  U St. Thomas UW Madison 

      UW Milwaukee  

      UW Platteville  

      UW Whitewater  

        

PEERS U San Francisco  Catholic U  American U  

  U Loyola - Chicago Duquesne U  Clark U  

  Saint Louis U  U San Diego  U Denver 

    SMU  Howard U 

      Lehigh U 

      Northeastern U 

      U Tulsa 

 

 

  

http://www.bc.edu/offices/avp/core/
http://www.baylor.edu/content/services/document.php?id=68338
http://columbian.gwu.edu/undergraduate/programs/gpac
http://www.fordham.edu/academics/colleges__graduate_s/undergraduate_colleg/fordham_college_at_r/core_curriculum/index.asp
http://www.brandeis.edu/acserv/advising/gradreq/coreclasses.html
http://www.miami.muohio.edu/documents_and_policies/bulletin10/miami_plan/index.html
http://bulletin.georgetown.edu/collegegen.html
http://www.nd.edu/~corecrlm/
http://registrar.rice.edu/students/distribution_credit/
http://www.holycross.edu/academics/requirements/
http://seaver.pepperdine.edu/ge/newstudents/
http://thecollege.syr.edu/students/undergraduate/advising_academic_support/_pdfs_docs/LAC%202012.pdf
http://www.scu.edu/provost/ugst/core2009/
http://www1.villanova.edu/villanova/artsci/current_students/undergrad/core.html
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/catalogs/undergrad/UGAD.pdf#asdegree
http://static.wfu.edu/files/pdf/academics/ugb2011-2012.pdf
http://www.creighton.edu/admissions/prospectivestudents/admitted/registerforfallclasses/collegeofartssciencesregistration/guidelines/corecurriculumrequirements/index.php
http://www.udayton.edu/gened/gen_ed_guide/index.php
http://www.las.illinois.edu/students/requirements/gened/
http://luc.edu/core/
http://www.snc.edu/catalog/info_gened.htm
http://www.uwlax.edu/records/Timetable/GeneralEducation.htm
http://www.slu.edu/college-of-arts-and-sciences-home/undergraduate-student-resources/core-curriculum/components-of-the-core
http://www.stthomas.edu/admissions/undergraduate/majorsacademics/corecurriculum/
http://www.ls.wisc.edu/gened/Req.htm
http://www4.uwm.edu/academics/ger.cfm
http://www.uwplatt.edu/academics/catalogs/undergraduate/current/gened.html
http://www.uww.edu/gened/requirements
http://www.usfca.edu/catalog/core/
http://arts-sciences.cua.edu/advising/ba-bs-requirements.cfm
http://www.american.edu/provost/gened/
http://www.duq.edu/academics/degrees-and-programs/core-curriculum
http://www.cau.edu/Academics_Core_Curriculum.aspx
http://www.sandiego.edu/admissions/undergraduate/academics/general_requirements.php
http://smu.edu/gened/ucexp.asp
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Appendix C: Information on current practices of advising across the undergraduate 

colleges taken from CCRC research Fall 2012 and Fitzgibbons report 

 

"Final Report on the State of Undergraduate Academic Advising at  

Marquette University," Spring 2012, Submitted by John P. Fitzgibbons, S.J., Associate Provost 

for Faculty Development. 

 

"Academic Advising: Data from Recent Surveys," October 2012, Institutional Survey Steering 

Committee. 

 

"Marquette University Colleges' Responses to Academic Advising Inquiry" 
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Appendix D: hypothetical D2L core portfolio content page 
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Appendix E: curriculum map of Marquette University Mechanical Engineering 
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Appendix F: Santa Clara University's visual diagrams for its core curriculum 

 

Santa Clara University articulates the rationales underlying its core curriculum through a series 

of visual diagrams.  For example, it uses a DNA strand to convey the connections between core 

and major coursework: 

 

 
 

It also provides a visual for the connections among the core requirements themselves: 
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 College Curriculum Review Committee academic year 2012-13 

 

Member Area 

Dr. Sarah Wadsworth Klingler College of Arts and Sciences: English 

Dr. Rebecca Sanders Klingler College of Arts and Sciences: Mathematics 

(sabbatical Spring 2013) 

Dr. Naveen Bansal Klingler College of Arts and Sciences: Mathematics 

(sabbatical replacement) 

Dr. Alan Ball Klingler College of Arts and Sciences: History 

Dr. John Karkheck Klingler College of Arts and Sciences: Natural Sciences  

Dr. Lowell Barrington Klingler College of Arts and Sciences: Social Sciences  

Dr. Lyle Dabney Klinger College of Arts and Sciences: Theology 

Dr. Susanne Foster  Klingler College of Arts and Sciences: Philosophy 

Dr. Anthony Pennington-

Cross 

College of Business Administration (sabbatical Fall2012) 

Dr. Sarah Feldner Diederich College of Communication (sabbatical Spring 

2013) 

Sumana Chattopahyay Diederich College of Communication (sabbatical 

replacement) 

Dr. Martin Scanlan  College of Education 

Dr. Kyle Kim College of Engineering 

Mr. Robert Paxton College of Health Sciences 

Dr. Ruth Ann Belknap College of Nursing 

Dr. Maureen McAvoy College of Professional Studies 

Mr. Samuel Schultz Undergraduate Student (MUSG) 

XXX Faculty Representative from a Cultural Diversity Program  

Dr. John Su (Chair) Director Core Curriculum (non-voting) 

 

 

 


