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General Education Assessment Report 2008 
 
Introduction 
 
The Capstone course at St. Charles Community College (SCC) was put in place to provide an 
assessment tool to measure the level of accomplishment by students of five of the nine state 
mandated General Education goals.  The goals are achieved when the student successfully 
completes a set of specific courses in General Education, which have course objectives that 
directly relate to the state goals.  Each General Education category goal is broken down into SCC 
competencies, which are then broken down into specific course objectives.  The individual 
courses in the General Education block address the course objectives through specific 
assignments and activities in the classroom. 
 
The Capstone course was designed over several years involving several committees made up of 
General Education faculty.  It continues to be updated and changed as the faculty use the course 
as an assessment tool and refine how best to obtain education measurements. The course is 
one credit and is taken at any point after the student has completed 30 credit hours of General 
Education course work.  The course is broken into five pieces: Three essays on campus and 
community activities the student participates in; one reflection paper on their educational 
experience; and a final project.  The resulting portfolio is required to be submitted both in hard 
copy and in digital format.  The digital format is kept for the assessment process and the hard 
copies are returned to the student.  The completed portfolio is graded as a pass/fail.  The course 
is facilitated through a web site that is continuously updated with new events and resources. 
 
The first assessment conducted on the Capstone course took place in the summer of 2006.  This 
assessment reviewed the Capstone course portfolios that had been submitted over three 
semesters, Spring 2005, Fall 2005, and Spring 2006.  At that point a total of 455 students had 
enrolled in the class.  Of those students 32 (7%) failed the course, 381 (83.7%) passed, and 42 
(9.2%) withdrew. 
 
The second assessment of the Capstone course took place in the summer of 2008.  This 
assessment covered 6 semesters of submitted Capstone portfolios: Summer 2006, Fall 2006, 
Spring 2007, Summer 2007, Fall 2007, and Spring 2008.  A total of 1,327 enrolled in the class.  Of 
those students 189 (14.2%) failed the class, 972 (73.2%) passed, and 166 (12.5%) withdrew.  A 
misunderstanding of the grading procedure may help explain the increase in failure rate 
between the two assessment processes.   
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General Education Assessment Report 2008 
 
Procedure 
 
The general education assessment process is conducted every other year by taking a random 
sample of student portfolios submitted by the Capstone faculty and assessing them based on 
rubrics created to identify how well the students can show evidence of the state mandated 
goals for Humanities, Social Science, Multicultural/Valuing, Higher Order Thinking, and 
Managing Information. 
 
During the first Capstone assessment in 2006, the team randomly selected 30 portfolios from 
those submitted.  This turned out to be approximately 7% out of 455 total working electronic 
portfolios received by the Capstone Coordinator.  The 2008 assessment team kept that 
approximate percentage and randomly collected 45 out of 733 total working electronic 
portfolios to assess.  The digital portfolios were reviewed to ensure they worked and contained 
all the data needed to assess (three events essays, one final project, and one reflection paper).  
Those that were complete and worked were separated by semester and alphabetized.  A 
starting point was selected by summing the ages of the four assessment team members to reach 
201.  Starting at the 201st portfolio every 16th one was selected from the sample until 45 
portfolios were selected. 
 
The assessment rubrics created for the 2006 assessment were used again in 2008.  No changes 
were made to allow direct comparisons between the two samples.  Each sampled portfolio was 
read to identify the level of accomplishment of each SCC competency in the respective General 
Education category.  Each competency was then evaluated based on a four point rating system 
identified in the rubrics.  An even number of points was used to prevent readers from choosing 
a middle rating of “3”.  The four levels are as follows: 
 
4 – Exceptional: Reflects sophisticated understanding of competency with detailed 
development. 
3 – Accomplished: Reflects a good understanding of competency with adequate development. 
2 – Acceptable: Reflects an understanding of competency with some development. 
1 – Unsatisfactory: Reflects rudimentary understanding of competency and lacks development. 
N/A – Not Applicable 
 
The N/A option was created to ensure that students were not penalized for lack of evidence of a 
particular SCC competency in an essay that did not require them to demonstrate that 
knowledge.  It was used exclusively in the Social Science competency reflecting knowledge in the 
US and Missouri constitutions. 
 
The reading process was conducted over two days with faculty from the General Education 
disciplines.  Each main category (HUM, SS, MCV) had three full-time faculty readers from the 
category disciplines.  The first and second reader assessed the portfolio and assigned a score.  
The third reader acted as the adjudicator and determined what score should be the final score.  
If the first two readers agreed on a score, that score number was transferred to the final score 
sheet.  If the first two readers disagreed, the third reader would re-evaluate the portfolio.  If the 
disagreement was off by one number, the adjudicator would select one of those numbers.  If the 
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disagreement was off by more than one number, then the adjudicator could select either of the 
two previous scores or the numbers in between. 
 
On day one of the reading, the readers assessed all 45 portfolios for the main general education 
categories (HUM, SS, MCV) by faculty from the disciplines covered in each category.  On day two 
all 45 portfolios were assessed based on HOT and MI by faculty regardless of their specific 
discipline.  HOT had five (5) assessing faculty while MI had four (4) assessing faculty. 
 
To reduce the variation of assessment scores by the readers and reduce adjudication, all readers 
were trained on both days to calibrate the interpretation of the SCC competencies and score 
assignments.  The calibration training was accomplished by reviewing three portfolios from the 
previous assessment conducted in 2006. One that was assessed to be Exceptional (4), one that 
was assessed to be Unacceptable (1) and one that was assessed to be somewhere in between (2 
or 3).  Each category group trained on practice portfolios from their respective categories. The 
goal was to get all the readers to interpret scores the same way.   
 
Once the reading was completed the assessment team evaluated the results and completed this 
report.  In the fall of 2008, the report and data results will be presented to the full general 
education faculty for their review and evaluation.  The full faculty will discuss the results and 
suggest implications, improvements, and future action steps.  Once the full faculty response is 
completed and added to the report, the Capstone section of the report will be submitted to the 
Dean’s of both Humanities and Social Science/Business, as these are the areas covered by the 
Capstone course.  The completed Capstone component of the General Assessment report will 
then be added to the full report including the other three areas of study (Science, 
Communications, and Math). 
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General Education Assessment Report 2008 
Humanities Report 
 
According to the state of Missouri, courses in this category have as their goal “To develop 
students understanding of the ways in which humans have addressed their condition through 
imaginative work in the humanities and arts: to deepen their understanding of how that 
imaginative process is informed and limited by social, cultural, linguistic, and historical 
circumstances: and to appreciate the world of the creative imagination as a form of knowledge.” 
 
The college competencies for courses meeting the humanities requirement ask that students be 
able to 

o Describe the scope and variety of works in the Humanities (e..g. literature, 
philosophy, or language). 

o Describe the historical, cultural, and social contexts of philosophy, literature, or 
language. 

o Describe typical criteria that are used for making informed judgments in various 
fields in the humanities. 

o Articulate an informed response to popular or classical works in the humanities. 
 

Specific classes designated as meeting humanities requirements contain specific general 
education objectives connected to college competencies in their course syllabi.   Courses 
meeting the humanities requirement are divided into two groups.  Group I courses include 
ART101,150,160,170; MUS 111,112,231,232,231, 113, 229; THE 122,123,124.  Group II courses 
include any LIT; BUS105; CPT105; any PHL; any foreign language course.  Students must take one 
course from each group with an additional course chosen from either group to complete the 
nine required credits. 

 

Data and Results 
  
Of the 45 portfolios read, 73.3% of students were able to describe the scope and variety of 
works in the Humanities with some degree of acceptability. Four portfolios were judged 
exceptional; twelve were judged accomplished; seventeen acceptable; and twelve were seen as 
unsatisfactory. 
 
Students were able to describe the historical, cultural, and social contexts of philosophy, 
literature, or language in 77.8% of the portfolios. Six of those were exceptional; thirteen 
accomplished; sixteen acceptable; and ten were unsatisfactory.   
 
Students were least able to describe typical criteria that are used for making informed 
judgments in various fields in the humanities (66.7%). In this category, five portfolios were 
judged exceptional; ten accomplished; fifteen were acceptable and fifteen were unsatisfactory.  
 
Students could articulate an informed response to popular or classical works in 73.3% of the 
portfolios.  Four were judged exceptional; fourteen were accomplished; fifteen were acceptable 
and twelve were satisfactory.  
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See the charts which follow for a complete breakdown of data by category and for a comparison 
to previous findings. 

 
 

Data Analysis and Interpretation 
 
Results show an overall decreased percentage of students were able to successfully 
demonstrate humanities competencies.    Students in both evaluative periods demonstrate most 
strongly their ability to put things in historical, cultural or social contexts.  They are weakest in 
describing criteria that are used for making informed judgments in various fields of humanities.  
It would be interesting to know why this is true.  
 
Readers observed that the choice of activities had a significant impact on the student’s ability to 
demonstrate competencies in the humanities.  A significant number of the portfolios reviewed 
could only be evaluated for humanities skills based on the single activity chosen to fulfill this 
requirement.    In fact, some activities completed by students incorporated strong thinking and 
good writing, but did not demonstrate evidence of humanities competencies.  A significant 
number of unsatisfactory scores resulted from completing activities which did not seem to have 
strong connections with the humanities competencies.  Where students chose to expand the 
activity into the longer project, this problem was less frequently encountered.  
 
As discipline faculty are given the opportunity to review humanities activities and the student 
work which resulted, they may choose to make changes in those activities giving more direction 
to both students and instructors.  Both capstone instructors and assessment readers rely heavily 
on disciplines to establish criteria and standards used to evaluate student work.  With four years 
of data from two separate assessment sessions, faculty may have enough information to review 
activities in conjunction with humanities competencies.  That may produce portfolios which 
more strongly demonstrate humanities competencies. 
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Grading Rubric for Assessing Capstone Portfolios 

Category: HUMANITIES 
 

Semester: 2006 (Out of 30)  - 2008 (Out of 45)  Summary  Compilation of MCV Assessment 

 

State Requirement:  

 

 

SCC Competency 

 

 4 – Exceptional:  3 – Accomplished:  2 – Acceptable:  1- Unsatisfactory:  Not applicable 

 

Describe the scope and variety 

of works in the Humanities (e.g. 

literature, philosophy, and 

language) 

06 (5) – 17% (7) – 23% (11) – 37% (7) – 23% (0) – 0% 

08 (4) – 9% (12) – 27% (17) – 37% (12) – 27% (0) – 0% 

      

       

Describe the historical, cultural, 

and social contexts of 

philosophy, literature, or 

language. 

06 (5) – 17% (11) - 36% (9) – 30% (5) – 17% (0) – 0% 

08 (6) – 13% (13) – 29% (16) – 36% (10) – 22% (0) – 0% 

      

       

Describe typical criteria that are 

used for making informed 

judgments in various fields of 

the humanities. 

06 (3) – 10% (9) – 30% (9) – 30% (9) – 30% (0) – 0% 

08 (5) – 11% (10) – 23% (15) – 33% (15) – 33% (0) – 0% 

      

       

Articulate an informed response 

to popular or classical works in 

the humanities. 

06 (3) – 10% (8) – 27% (12) – 40% (7) – 23% (0) – 0% 

08 (4) – 9% (14) – 31% (15) – 33% (12) – 27% (0) – 0% 
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GGrraaddiinngg  RRuubbrriicc  ffoorr  AAsssseessssiinngg  CCaappssttoonnee  PPoorrttffoolliiooss  

  

Describe the scope and variety of works in the Humanities 

   (e.g. literature, philosophy, and language) 

   

      

 
2006 2008 

 
(Out of 30) (Out of 45) 

 
Percentage Percentage 

 
2006 2008 

Exceptional 17 9 
 

5 4 

Accomplished 23 27 
 

7 12 

Acceptable 37 37 
 

11 17 

Unsatisfactory 23 27 
 

7 12 

Not Applicable 0 0 
 

0 0 
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GGrraaddiinngg  RRuubbrriicc  ffoorr  AAsssseessssiinngg  CCaappssttoonnee  PPoorrttffoolliiooss  

CCaatteeggoorryy::    HHuummaanniittiieess  
     

Describe the historical, cultural, and social contexts 

  of philosophy, literature, or language.  

    

       

 
2006 2008 

 
(Out of 30) (Out of 45) 

 

 
Percentage Percentage 

 
2006 2008 

 Exceptional 17 13 
 

5 6 
 Accomplished 36 29 

 
11 13 

 Acceptable 30 36 
 

9 16 
 Unsatisfactory 17 22 

 
5 10 

 Not Applicable 0 0 
 

0 0 
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GGrraaddiinngg  RRuubbrriicc  ffoorr  AAsssseessssiinngg  CCaappssttoonnee  PPoorrttffoolliiooss  

CCaatteeggoorryy::    HHuummaanniittiieess  
    

Describe typical criteria that are used for making informed judgments 
  in various fields of the humanities 

   

      

 
2006 2008 

 
(Out of 30) (Out of 45) 

 
Percentage Percentage 

 
2006 2008 

Exceptional 10 11 
 

3 5 

Accomplished 30 23 
 

9 10 

Acceptable 30 33 
 

9 15 

Unsatisfactory 30 33 
 

9 15 

Not Applicable 0 0 
 

0 0 
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GGrraaddiinngg  RRuubbrriicc  ffoorr  AAsssseessssiinngg  CCaappssttoonnee  PPoorrttffoolliiooss  

CCaatteeggoorryy::    HHuummaanniittiieess  
     

AArrttiiccuullaattee  aann  iinnffoorrmmeedd  rreessppoonnssee  ttoo  ppooppuullaarr  oorr  ccllaassssiiccaall  

  wwoorrkkss  iinn  tthhee  hhuummaanniittiieess  

    

      

 
2006 2008 

 
(Out of 30) (Out of 45) 

 
Percentage Percentage 

 
2006 2008 

Exceptional 10 9 
 

3 4 

Accomplished 27 31 
 

8 14 

Acceptable 40 33 
 

11 15 

Unsatisfactory 23 27 
 

7 12 

Not Applicable 0 0 
 

0 0 
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General Education Capstone Assessment:   
English Assessment Report Response  -  Humanities 2006 - 2008 
 

I.  Department response to 2006 report. 
 
 The department requested additional information be made available to faculty on the 
second round of capstone assessment.  Specifically, we asked  for more information about 
which activities students were choosing , the correlation, if any between activities and 
successful portfolios and between courses taken and quality of work.   
 
              The tally of projects most popular among students which appears in the back of the new 
report is  welcome additional information.  It has also come to our attention that although the 
capstone course requires writing on a pretty sophisticated level, students are not required to 
have completed ENG101 prior to taking the course.  We recommend that it be added. 
    
 We proposed no action in response to the first round of assessment, and we have taken 
no particular action to modify or change curriculum.  During the past two years , we have added 
capstone projects in the humanities category, and more members of the English department 
have taught the capstone course and so have familiarity with the expectations of the course.  
 

II. Faculty response to 2008 assessment report. 
 
 As we read the data for Humanities, it would seem that students have the most 
difficulty meeting expectations in the area of Humanities competencies.  In particular, students 
were least able to describe typical criteria used for making informed judgments with only two-
thirds scoring acceptable or above.  
 Faculty believe that the idea of using common criteria in judging works in the 
humanities is increasingly difficult to “sell” to our students.  Culturally, the idea that most things 
are subjective and “everyone is entitled to their own opinion” is often cited by students.  These 
ideas work against the idea of typical criteria for making informed judgments in any field.   After 
considerable discussion, we agreed that there would be increased focus on this competency in 
our courses meeting the humanities requirement.   
 

Action steps 
 
 1.  Courses meeting humanities requirements for general education are taught with few 
exceptions by full time English faculty. 
 2.  Everyone teaching these courses agreed to be more explicit with students when 
assignments include the use of criteria and the idea of informed judgment. 
 
 3.  We will review activities we have proposed and posted and clarify the event as a way 
to encourage better student performance. 
 4.  English faculty teaching courses that meet this requirement will emphasis that typical 
criteria for evaluation exist and will model their use. 
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General Education Capstone Assessment:   
Visual Art Faculty Response  –  Humanities 2006 - 2008 
 

 

Department response to 2006 report. 
 

The Visual Art Department agrees with the responses in the 2006 report.  We need more 
information on what specific activities/events students were choosing in order to fully 
understand the compiled statistics in the report.  Additionally we would like the opportunity to 
evaluate capstone journal entries that specifically deal with Visual Arts events. 
 

   

Faculty response to 2008 assessment report. 
 
SCC students clearly have the most difficulty meeting expectations in the area of Humanities 
competencies.  In particular, students were least able to describe typical criteria used for making 
informed judgments and they also had difficulty articulating an informed response to popular or 
classical works in humanities.  This may be the result of the unfamiliarity students in general 
may have with the Visual Arts. 

 

 

Action steps 
 

We will review Visual Arts activities we have proposed and posted. We will clarify the event and 
expectations of their response as a way to encourage better student performance.   
 
We will share our analysis with Visual Arts faculty.  We will propose that all Visual Art Faculty 
teaching Gen Ed Humanities courses remind students seeking the AA degree that certain 
expectations for the capstone activities must be met properly. The work SCC students do in the 
Visual Arts discipline is (at least superficially) not defined by the course subject alone.  There is a 
broader purpose to their studies that can be applied to the various categories outlined in the 
assessment reports. 
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General Education Capstone Assessment:   
Foreign Language and Global Education Assessment Report Response – 
Humanities 2006 -2008 
 
Foreign Language Faculty Response to 2006 Report 
 
The Foreign Language and Global Studies courses offered through this program fall 
specifically under the assessment categories of Humanities and Multicultural/Valuing, and 
additionally, as do all of the disciplines, under the across-the-curriculum categories of 
Higher Order Thinking and Managing Information. 
 
As was previously noted, Foreign Language, by definition, is difficult to assess in a general 
across-the-discipline English language framework.  The internal Foreign Language 
Assessment evaluates students’ listening, speaking, reading and writing skills in the foreign 
language through testing, oral performance, written assignments and portfolio items. 
 
The Foreign Language and Global Studies program found the capstone assessment process 
to be a valuable and viable tool in the assessment of certain program objectives.  Concerns 
noted included the students’ preference for certain activities and avoidance of others.  
Another perceived problem area was that the students generally selected activities within 
their comfort zones.  The original objectives of the capstone course wanted students to 
experience new and unfamiliar activities, and form the habit of independent learning.  In 
accordance with those objectives, capstone students should be encouraged to choose 
unfamiliar activities within the capstone course framework. The department noted that 
several activities which were previously submitted have been removed from the list of 
activities currently available to COL 299 students.  This was a concern for the program since 
many of the activities listed do not necessarily reinforce foreign language objectives. 

 
  
Faculty Conclusion and Action Steps from 2008 Data 
 
As noted in the previous report, the majority of the scores in Humanities and 
Multicultural/Valuing were judged “acceptable” or higher.  However, in this later report, a 
larger number of scores fell into the “unacceptable” category. 
 
With this in mind, one action step for the Foreign Language & Global Studies program will 
be to reexamine its curriculum and departmental testing to maximize classroom, homework 
and test activities that address the Humanities and Multicultural competencies as well as 
challenge Higher-Order Thinking and Managing Information skills. 
 
Another course of action for the Foreign Language and Global Studies Program will be to 
develop and submit new activities for the COL 299 capstone course.   
 
There is concern that students may be taking the COL 299 course too early in their General 
Education coursework, and especially in regard to the multicultural category, that students 
may not have even completed the one required course in this category prior to taking the 
Sophomore Portfolio Assessment course. 
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Therefore, an action step the program recommends is that the students take COL 299 as late 
as possible in their SCC coursework, and also that students have completed, or be enrolled 
in, ENG 101 prior to taking the portfolio class since the grading rubrics also take into 
account several English course objectives, and students may be judged “unsatisfactory” due 
to a lack of competency in these areas. 
 
And finally, in order to improve student performance across the curriculum on the various 
assessment activities, our program feels that it would be useful to be able to identify the 
general education categories, and perhaps the specific coursework, that students have 
completed prior to taking COL 299. 
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General Assessment Report- Humanities/Philosophy - 2008 
 

 
The newest data in the humanities assessment report raises many of same issues as the 2006 
report; however, the chief concern appears to be the overall decreased percentage of students 
who were able successfully to demonstrate humanities competencies.  In particular, the report 
states that they are weakest in describing criteria that are used for making informed judgments 
in various fields of the humanities.  The analysis section in the 2008 report suggests the nature 
of the specific “events” students choose may be at work in some of the unacceptable portfolios, 
i.e., that the content of the events themselves do not lend themselves to successful completion 
of the humanities competency.   
 

Action steps and Conclusions 
 
 If the findings of the 2008 are correct, an annual or semi-annual review of the events might be 
instituted for the capstone to insure that events that do not fulfill the humanities proficiencies 
in a robust way may be revised or eliminated. 
 
Although the 2008 report does not consider it, another reason humanities competencies may be 
down overall is the method for choosing individual events.  It is our understanding that there 
are no criteria for choosing an event.  A student having attended no courses in philosophy may 
still choose a philosophy “event.”  It is our view that this too could contribute to unacceptable 
results and could be avoided by placing pre-requisites on the events themselves.  This would 
allow events to be more rigorous and direct the flow of students to events where their academic 
skills are most suited.  
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General Education Capstone Assessment:   
Speech/Global Culture Report Response – Humanities 2006 - 2008 
 
 

Faculty Response to 2006 Report 

 

The Global Culture program has found the capstone assessment process to be one of 

many useful tools in the assessment of specific program objectives.  Concerns noted in 

the discussion during the meeting included the students’ preference for certain activities 

and avoidance of others.  Another perceived problem area was that the students generally 

selected activities within their comfort zones.  The original objectives of the capstone 

course wanted students to experience new and unfamiliar activities, and form the habit of 

independent learning.  In accordance with those objectives, capstone students should be 

encouraged to choose unfamiliar activities within the capstone course framework.  With 

this in mind, the Global Culture program should design and submit activities to challenge 

higher-order thinking skills based on the framework of Bloom’s Taxonomy. *It should be 

noted that previous activities which had been submitted were have been removed the list 

of activities from which students could select to complete.  Hopefully, in the future, any 

and all activities which are submitted by the GLC program for the Capstone course, will 

be notified by the Assessment Team if they warrant inclusion for the course or what 

changes in the activities need to be incorporated into them. 

 

Faculty Conclusion and Action Steps from 2008 Data 

 

In reviewing the data from the 2008 assessment it appears that a majority of students 

scored “Exceptional” to “Acceptable”  in three of the SCC Competencies: 

1)  Students should be able to identify, analyze and articulate their own values as 

well as those of others and recognize how these values affect opinions, decisions, 

and behaviors. 

2)  Consider multiple perspectives inherent in other cultures, recognize distinctive 

viewpoints and biases, deal with ambiguity and articulate an informed position 

3) Demonstrate an understanding of the relationship between the practices/products 

and perspectives of the cultures studied. 

However, nearly 1/3  (29%) of the students scored “Unsatisfactory” in demonstrating an 

understanding of the evolving nature of societies and the interdependence among all 

peoples.   More information is needed before determining “why” a significant percentage 

of students scored this way.  Students who enroll is this course are required to have 

completed only 30 credit hours and it is possible that they may not have taken a course 

under the Multi-Cultural Valuing category.  It would be helpful to know in which 

categories students have completed prior to taking COL 299.    In addition, once the 

capstone portfolios are reviewed by the Capstone Committee and General Assessment 

Reviewers, that individual portfolios are made available to the GLC program in order for 

a more qualitative assessment 
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 GLC 215 (Intercultural Communication) generates the largest number of student credit 

hours  under the GLC prefix.  However, up to this point, the Intercultural Communication 

course has made no pretense of addressing SCC competencies #1 & #4. 

#1.  Students should be able to identify, analyze their own values & articulate their own 

as well as those of others and recognize how these values affect opinions, decisions and 

behaviors. 

#4.  Students should be able to demonstrate an understanding of the evolving nature of 

societies and the interdependence among all peoples. 

One course of action will be to incorporate these competencies into the SPE/GLC 215 

course and align them with course objectives.  In addition, activities will be created by 

faculty members who teach this course so they can provide students an opportunity to 

demonstrate their knowledge and understanding of these competencies.   

 

A second course of action will be to develop and submit new activities specifically for 

the COL 299 capstone course.   This will provide additional options for students to select 

for the Multi-Cultural Valuing category. 
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General Education Capstone Assessment:   
Theatre Assessment Report Response – Humanities 2006 - 2008 
 
 

 
I.  Departmental response to 2006 report. 

 
The data for theatre was limited due to the fact that there are so many learning 
activities from which to choose. We had no idea which of the portfolios included the 
play or film review assignments. The humanities area includes a wide range of areas 
from English to foreign language to philosophy to art, music and theatre. Looking at the 
data in general it seemed on the limited data that the majority were acceptable. 

 
 We proposed more data after the first round of assessment. The criterion of the play 
review was made more general. The earlier criteria was Aristotle’s components and was 
change for the students to address the concept of “understanding, effectiveness and 
ultimate worth”. It was felt that students not familiar with the course objectives for 
Intro to theatre would have an easier time addressing those concepts. 

 
 

II   Faculty response to 2008 assessment report. 
 
Our response to 2008 was much the same as 2006. With such a wide variety of areas 
and disciplines in the humanities it is hard to pick out those projects from our area and 
analyze them.  We need to see what the students are turning in. 

 
 

Action steps 
 
1. We have requested copies of the portfolios after they have been evaluated by 

the capstone committee. We understand that this takes time and have offered 
the suggestion that the students disc be labeled on the outside which activities 
were done (as an index). It would be easier to pass them on to the various 
departments to pull up. 

 
 

2. Although Hal teaches the capstone we feel it might be helpful to have someone 
who teaches Intro to Theatre teach a capstone course for firsthand knowledge of 
how students respond to the assignment. Lonna Wilke in theatre has 
volunteered to teach a capstone. 
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3. We feel that at this time it might be helpful to have someone in art, theatre or 
music on the assessment team that evaluates these projects to give us a better 
idea of their merit. At present I don’t think that anyone from these areas in on 
the current committee. 
 

4. We understand that some sample artifacts will be coming to us soon, which will 
help us gauge whether or not changes need to be made in the activity 
description. 
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General Education Capstone Assessment: 
Multi-cultural/Valuing  
 
Goal:  
 
To develop students’ abilities to understand the moral and ethical values of a diverse society 
and to understand that many courses of action are guided by value judgments about the way 
things ought to be.  Students should be able to make informed decisions through identifying 
personal values and the values of others and through understanding how such values develop. 
They should be able to analyze the ethical implications of choices made on the basis of these 
values. 
 

SCC competencies: 
 

 Students should be able to identify, analyze and articulate their own values as well as 
those of others and recognize how these values affect opinions, decisions, and 
behaviors. 

 Consider multiple perspectives inherent in other cultures, recognize distinctive 
viewpoints and biases, deal with ambiguity, and articulate an informed position. 

 Demonstrate an understanding of the relationship between the practices/products and 
perspectives of the cultures studied. 

 Demonstrate an understanding of the evolving nature of societies and the 
interdependence among all peoples. 
 

General Education Courses fulfilling the Multicultural/Valuing State Goal: 
 

ANT 102, 103, 151, 161 
171, 201, 202, 220 
BUS 255, 105, or 
CPT 105 
ESL 101, 102 
GEO 100, 1012 102 

HIS  145, 146, 160, 201 
MUS  111 
POL  201, 210, 220, 255 
SOC 241 
Any Foreign Language Course 

LIT 200, 241, 271, 272, 
273, 275 
PHL  201 
Any  GLS, GLC 
SPE 215 
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General Education Capstone Assessment: 
Multicultural Valuing Response Report 2006-2008 
 
Students must take a minimum of three (3) credit hours from the General Education courses 
listed above. The General Education courses are structured around individual course objectives 
grounded in the SCC competencies developed by the faculty.  Each General Education course 
syllabus contains the course objectives as they relate to the state mandated goal in addition to 
the individual course objectives designated by the particular instructor. 
 

Data and Results 
 
Of the 45 portfolios read in this 2008 effort, the results of MCV scoring found much of what had 
been evaluated to be considered acceptable by degrees.  Of the four multicultural-valuing 
competencies assessed under the designations “4-Exceptional”, “3-Accomplished”, and “2-
Acceptable” 78.75% of the students fell within that range.   
 
Individually, upon completion of the assessment reading the competencies broke down as 
follows: 

 Students should be able to identify, analyze and articulate their own values as well as 
those of others and recognize how these values affect opinions, decisions, and 
behaviors. 
82% of the portfolios that passed through the assessment/adjudication process for this 
competency indicated that students demonstrated had some degree of acceptability: 
seven portfolios were judged as “Exceptional”, fourteen were judged as 
“Accomplished”, sixteen were judged “Acceptable” and eight were judged 
“Unsatisfactory”. 

 

 Consider multiple perspectives inherent in other cultures, recognize distinctive 
viewpoints and biases, deal with ambiguity, and articulate an informed position. 
82% of the portfolios that passed through the assessment/adjudication process for this 
competency indicated that students demonstrated had some degree of acceptability: 
seven portfolios were judged as “Exceptional”, twelve were judged as “Accomplished”, 
eighteen were judged “Acceptable” and eight were judged “Unsatisfactory”. 
 

 Demonstrate an understanding of the relationship between the practices/products and 
perspectives of the cultures studied. 
80% of the portfolios that passed through the assessment/adjudication process for this 
competency indicated that students demonstrated had some degree of acceptability: 
nine portfolios were judged as “Exceptional”, eleven were judged as “Accomplished”, 
sixteen were judged “Acceptable” and nine were judged “Unsatisfactory”. 
 

 Demonstrate an understanding of the evolving nature of societies and the 
interdependence among all peoples. 
71% of the portfolios that passed through the assessment/adjudication process for this 
competency indicated that students demonstrated had some degree of acceptability: 
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eleven portfolios were judged as “Exceptional”, seven were judged as “Accomplished”, 
and fourteen were judged “Acceptable” and thirteen were judged “Unsatisfactory”. 

 
 
 There may not be a large discrepancy from 2006 but most of what we read did not deviate from 
the middle in a dramatic way.  As was the case with Managing Information (MI) there seemed to 
be no portfolio with any indication of “N/A”.  All the student work seems to indicate, to at least 
some degree, a grasp of all the competencies but the majority of the scores ranged between “3-
Accomplished”, “2-Acceptable” and “1-Exceptional”.  (*See Appendix C for score summary) 
 

Data Analysis and Interpretation 
 
There was a moderation in the percentage range of the MCV scores recorded in 2008.  The lion’s 
share of percentage for 2008 remained in the range of “Exceptional” to “Acceptable” just as it 
had been in 2006.  However the range of scores was greater in 2006.  In 2008 there is a slightly 
higher percentage from “Exceptional” to “Acceptable” than in 2006.  Under the category of 
“Exceptional” 2006 results seem to be of little consequence but perhaps the smaller sample 
coupled with some of the other issue of launching the Capstone can account for this.  Some 
explanation may be derived from the 2008 student population in that there is a better 
understanding or greater degree of acceptance of the Capstone and its intent to evaluate the 
General Education curricula.    Another round of assessment this time with pre-assessment 
training may have had an impact on the readers being more calibrated regarding through a pre-
assessment test-reading as to what constitutes “Exceptional”, “Accomplished”, etc.  The 
category of “Not Applicable” is an issue of some note in 2008.  That it appeared in 2006 as fewer 
than 6% may give it some validity but its absence as appropriate to any of the 45 portfolios 
assessed in 2008 begs the question.  Those who participated in both rounds of assessment 
might agree that while the MCV scores vary widely in 2006 the process was new to both 
students and instructors.   
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Grading Rubric for Assessing Capstone Portfolios 

Category: Multi-Cultural/Valuing 
 

Semester: 2006 (Out of 30 ) – 2008 (Out of 46-55)  Summary  Compilation of MCV Assessment 

 

State Requirement:  

 

SCC Competency 

 

 4 – Exceptional  3 – Accomplished 2 – Acceptable 1- Unsatisfactory Not applicable 

 

Students should be able to identify, 

analyze and articulate their own 

values as well as those of others and 

recognize how these values affect 

opinions, decisions, and behaviors 

06 (2) – 7% (13) – 43% (14) – 47% (1) – 3% (0) – 0% 

08 (7) - 16% (14) – 31% (16) – 35% (8) – 18% (0) - 0% 

      

       

Consider multiple perspectives 

inherent in other cultures, recognize 

distinctive viewpoints and biases, 

deal with ambiguity, and articulate 

an informed position 

06 (2) – 7% (8) – 27% (15) – 50% (4) – 13% (1) – 3% 

08 (7) – 16% (12) – 26% (18) – 40% (8) – 18% (0) – 0% 

      

       

Demonstrate an understanding of the 

relationship between the 

practices/products and perspectives 

of the cultures studied 

06 (1) – 3% (4) – 13% (17) – 57% (5) – 17% (2) – 7% 

08 (9) – 20% (11) - 24% (16) – 36% (9) -20% (0) – 0% 

      

       

Demonstrated an understanding of 

the evolving nature of societies and 

the interdependence among all 

peoples. 

06 (1) – 3% (5) – 17% (12) – 40% (8) – 27% (4) - 13% 

08 (11) – 24% (7) - 16% (14) – 31% (13) – 29% (0) – 0% 
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GGrraaddiinngg  RRuubbrriicc  ffoorr  AAsssseessssiinngg  CCaappssttoonnee  PPoorrttffoolliiooss  
 CCaatteeggoorryy::    MMuullttii--CCuullttuurraall//VVaalluuiinngg  

    
Students should be able to identify, analyze and articulate their own 

 values as well as those of others and recognize how these values 
 affect opinions, decisions, and behaviors. 

   

      

 
2006 2008 

 
Out of 30 Out of 45  

 
Percentage Percentage 

 
2006 2008 

Exceptional 7 16 
 

2 7 

Accomplished 43 31 
 

13 14 

Acceptable 47 35 
 

14 16 

Unsatisfactory 3 18 
 

1 8 

Not Applicable 0 0 
 

0 0 
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GGrraaddiinngg  RRuubbrriicc  ffoorr  AAsssseessssiinngg  CCaappssttoonnee  PPoorrttffoolliiooss  
 CCaatteeggoorryy::    MMuullttii--CCuullttuurraall//VVaalluuiinngg  

    
Consider multiple perspectives inherent in other cultures, recognize distinctive  

viewpoints and biases, deal with ambiguity, and articulate and informed position. 

      

 
2006 2008 

 
Out of 30 

Out of 
45 

 
Percentage Percentage 

 
2006 2008 

Exceptional 7 16 
 

2 7 

Accomplished 27 26 
 

13 12 

Acceptable 50 40 
 

14 18 

Unsatisfactory 13 18 
 

1 8 

Not Applicable 3 0 
 

0 0 
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GGrraaddiinngg  RRuubbrriicc  ffoorr  AAsssseessssiinngg  CCaappssttoonnee  PPoorrttffoolliiooss  
 CCaatteeggoorryy::  MMuullttii--CCuullttuurraall//VVaalluuiinngg  

    
Demonstrate an understanding of the relationship between the 

 practices/products and perspectives of the cultures studied 
 

      

 
2006 2008 

 
Out of 30 Out of 45 

 
Percentage Percentage 

 
2006 2008 

Exceptional 3 20 
 

2 9 

Accomplished 13 24 
 

13 11 

Acceptable 57 36 
 

14 16 

Unsatisfactory 17 20 
 

1 9 

Not Applicable 7 0 
 

0 0 
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GGrraaddiinngg  RRuubbrriicc  ffoorr  AAsssseessssiinngg  CCaappssttoonnee  PPoorrttffoolliiooss  
 CCaatteeggoorryy::    MMuullttii--CCuullttuurraall//VVaalluuiinngg  

    
Demonstrate an understanding of the evolving nature of societies and 
the interdependence among all peoples. 

 

    

      

 
2006 2008 

 
Out of 30 Out of 45  

 
Percentage Percentage 

 
2006 2008 

Exceptional 3 24 
 

2 11 

Accomplished 17 16 
 

13 7 

Acceptable 40 31 
 

14 14 

Unsatisfactory 27 29 
 

1 14 

Not Applicable 13 0 
 

0 0 

      

       

 
 

     

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      



35 

 

  

General Education Capstone Assessment:   

English Assessment Report Response - Multicultural/Valuing 2006 - 2008 
 

I.  Department response to 2006 report. 

 

 The department requested additional information be made available to faculty on the second round of 

capstone assessment.  Specifically, we requested more information about which activities students were 

choosing and the correlation, if any, between activities and successful portfolios and between courses taken 

and the quality of student work.   

 

 The tally of projects most popular among students which appears in the back of the new report is 

interesting welcome additional information.  It has also come to our attention that although the capstone 

course requires writing on a pretty sophisticated level, students are not required to have completed ENG101 

prior to taking the course.  We recommend that it be added. 

    

 We proposed no action in response to the first round of assessment, and we have taken no particular 

action to modify or change curriculum.  During the past two years, we have added capstone projects in the 

multicultural/valuing category, and more members of the English department have taught the capstone 

course and so have familiarity with course expectations 

 

II. Faculty response to 2008 assessment report. 

 

 The department noted that students were generally more successful in demonstrating the 

competencies associated with this area than during the previous assessment period with a significant increase 

in the exceptional category.  There also seems to be an increase in the unsatisfactory category, but that still 

represents only 18% of portfolios evaluated.    

 We are somewhat puzzled by the use of not applicable in this category.  Does this mean that some 

portfolios used events for this area which did not include one or more of the competencies or does it mean 

that students simply failed to address them?    A definition of when and how this category is used would be 

desirable. 

 

 Action steps 

 

 1.  Courses meeting multicultural/valuing requirements for general education are taught with few 

exceptions by full time English faculty. 

 2.  Everyone teaching these courses agreed to be more explicit with students in explaining 

assignments that require cultural contrast and analysis. 

 3.  We will review activities we have proposed and posted and clarify or replace the event as a way to 

encourage better student performance. 

 

 



36 

 

General Education Capstone Assessment:   
Philosophy Assessment Report Response - Multicultural Valuing 2006 - 2008  

 
Submitted by:  Jon Bowman 
 
 
POSSIBLE REASONS FOR REPORTED OUTCOMES 
 

In general, it seems like there was a modest but recognizable improvement in scores from 2006 to 2008.  Factors 
that could contribute to this might include but are not limited to the general expansion of the global studies 
component of the General Education curriculum.  In addition, most newly hired faculty in Arts and Humanities have 
some expertise in these areas and are apparently bringing that into the classroom.  However, while the number of 
exceptional assessments improved, so also did the number of unsatisfactory ones.  I am guessing that as the number 
of outstanding portfolios improved, that made the ones that were below average appear even worst as the 
benchmark for excellence moved higher. 

 
PLAN FOR THE NEXT TWO YEARS 
 

Over the next two years, world religions will remain a course in which students develop such competencies.  
Projects have and will continue to show how world religions are affected and reflexively transformed by global ties of 
interdependence.  Such issues are also addressed regularly in our introductory, ethics, and newly formed 
international justice and postmodernism courses.  Each of these classes includes real ties to relevant contemporary 
debates such as the environment, human rights, and global markets.   

 
CONCLUSIONS AND ACTION STEPS 
 

We would expect that any student that would receive a passing grade in any of our classes should be able to 
demonstrate the required competencies well beyond the acceptable assessment levels.  Any shortcomings thereby 
would most likely be explained by sheer lack of student effort.   One action step includes conveying to students the 
real risk of failing the capstone course which for instructors might require raising their internal standards for a 
passing grade.  A second action step would be to consider changing from Pass/Fail to the standard A, B, C format with 
anything less than a 75% C still to remain as a ‘failure.’  Another action step, for philosophy in particular, includes the 
continued use of essay exam formats in our classes to encourage the threshold for a passing (C), above average (B), 
and outstanding grade (A) remains high enough to motivate maximal student performance and optimum retention of 
material.  So, by the time these criteria are assessed in the capstone course, even if it continues to retain its Pass/Fail 
criteria, students should be well prepared to evaluate multicultural valuing from a critical and informed perspective. 
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General Education Capstone Assessment: 
Social Science/Business Assessment Report  Response -  Multi-Cultural/Valuing (MCV) 
 
Participants:  Nancy Greenwood, Joe Hartnett, Paul Roesler, Ron Pettus, Bill Kristen, Vicki Herbel, Dan Rezny, Travis 
Thompson, Deb Crank-Lewis, Ellen Wilson, Lee Zhong, Dave Van Mierlo, and Barbara Sullivan  
 

Response to the 2006 Report: 
Disciplines creating a MCV report responded only to the 2008 data as the 2006 cycle did not address MCV. 
 

Response to the 2008 Report: 
The General Education Faculty from Social Science/ Business met to review as a group the Social Science 
data.  Since many of the same individuals teach courses that come under the heading of MCV that discussion 
was taken up following the Social Science analysis.  The same Social Science/Business disciplines, with the 
exception of Psychology were a part of the MCV conversation.  The 2008 report was evaluated and discussed. 
 
The data was analyzed and various reasons were put forward as to the contributing factors affecting results.  
There was discussion regarding particular events chosen by students and the efficacy of the experiences to 
address a given competency.  The experience of Capstone teachers, the interaction of Capstone students 
through successive semesters, a perceived acceptance of the Capstone experience and the overall level of 
preparedness of students may be contributing factors in the degree of Acceptable (2) through Exceptional (4) 
being assigned to the competency analysis in this round of assessment. 
 
Like Social Science, the issue of sample size regarding Capstone portfolio evaluation was raised as a concern 
worthy of further examination.  The Capstone level may be the most appropriate venue for this concern. 
 

Conclusion and action steps to be addressed by the Social Science/Business faculty teaching courses 
addressing MCV. 

 

1. Continue to address objective/competencies with all full-time faculty. 
 

2. Endeavor to encourage participation in the Assessment/Capstone process with adjunct 
faculty by interaction and to explore the issue of compensation to promote adjunct 
awareness/involvement. 

 

3. Continue to encourage involvement and educational opportunities for all MCV faculty.  Also 
to educate students regarding the connection between course objectives/competencies and 
course assignments. 

Hours 

4. The discourse on assessment issues concerning Social Science seemed to lend a venue to the 
concerns facing the MCV faculty.  Since many (Anthropology, Business/Computers, 
Geography, History, Political Science and Sociology) but not all (English as a Second 
Language, Music, Foreign Language, Literature, Philosophy, Global Studies/Culture, Speech) 
of the disciplines  were represented in the Social Science meeting the conversation about 
MCV became an extension of that meeting. The Humanities side of the MCV discussion took 
place in the various discipline meetings within the Humanities thus a summary conclusion 
was unavailable for the MCV category. In future, a separate meeting with all the MCV 
disciples and their representatives would be a more inclusive milieu for reviewing the data 
and reaching more organic conclusions. 3dit 
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General Education Capstone Assessment: 
Social Science  
 
Goal: 
 
To develop students understanding of themselves and the world around them through study of content and the 
processes used by historians and social and behavioral scientists to discover, describe, explain, predict human 
behavior and social systems. Students must understand the diversities and complexities of the cultural and social 
world, past and present, and come to an informed sense of self and others.  Students must fulfill the state statute 
requirements for the U.S. and Missouri constitutions. 

 
SCC Competencies: 
 

  Describe and explain the constitutions of the US and Missouri 

  Explain social institutions, structure, and processes across a range of historical periods, places, and/or 
cultures. 

  Develop and communicate hypothetical explanations, predictions, and descriptions of human behavior 
within an historical, spatial and/or social context 

  Draw on the social sciences to evaluate the diversity and complexity of contemporary local and global issues 
to provide a better understanding of the student’s relationship to the social issues. 

 
 

General Education Courses fulfilling the Social Science State Goal: 
 
9 Credit hours from the following: 
 
One course from Group I:  History 101, 102, 115, 270, Political Science 101,102 
One course from Group II:  Anthropology, Economics 100,110, 120 Geography, Psychology 101, Sociology 101,102 
Criminal Justice 140,175 
Plus one additional course from Group I or II OR 
 Any additional History or Political Science Course 
 

Data and Results 
 
As pictured in the charts from the 2008 assessment, 6% of the students scored in the Exceptional or Accomplished 
range while 4% were in the unsatisfactory range for the competency regarding the MO Constitution.  Most of the 
selected events however, do not address this competency and for 89% of the students the NA (Not applicable) score 
was given This is actually an improvement in both the number of events where the competency was address (5 of 45 
, 10% in 2008 compared to 2 of 30 ,7,%in 2006) and in the percentages of “Accomplished” and “Exceptional” scores ( 
6% in ‘08 VS 0% in’ 06). 
For competency (2),”Explaining social institutions “…..the improvement was more dramatic.  80% of the students 
scored in the acceptable or above range in ’08 compared with 64% in ’06 and the percent of “exceptional” scored 
doubled while the percent of unsatisfactory scores dropped by 17%. 
For competency (3)” Develop and communicate hypothetical explanations”…. 
The total percentage of students who scored “acceptable” or above remained relatively constant from ’06 to ’08, the 
number of students scoring “exceptional” jumped from 13% to 36 %. And the number of “unsatisfactory” scores 
dropped from 27% to 22%. 
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For competency (4)  “Draw on the social science to evaluate the diversity and complexity….” The “unsatisfactory 
scores dropped from 33% to 22 % while the “Acceptable” and higher improved from 67% to 78% with the greatest 
increase in the higher (“exceptional” and “accomplished” areas. 
 

Analysis and Interpretation 
 
Across the board there was improvement in the total number of “acceptable” scores in ’08 when comparing to “06 
and a decrease in the number of NA and “unsatisfactory” scores. Of equal interest is also a shift to a higher 
percentage of the “acceptable and higher” being in the range of “accomplished” and “exceptional”. In addition to the 
general improvements in the understanding of the competencies by both the faculty assigned to the courses and the 
students themselves, the Social Science Division had taken specific steps that may account for this improvement. All 
faculty members teaching the general education courses assessed by the Capstone course, full-time and adjunct, had 
not only reviewed the competencies and listed them in their syllabi but also been required to indicate which of the 
assignments in each of their courses was to address improvement in each of the competencies. This may have led to 
both an increase in the link between the competency and the course objectives and also encouraged a greater 
number of assignments that in fact lead to fulfilling of the objectives and demonstration of the competencies.  
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Grading Rubric for Assessing Capstone Portfolios 

Category: Social Sciences 
 

Assessment: 2006 (Out of 30)- 2008 (Out of 45)   Summary  Compilation of MCV Assessment 

 

State Requirement:  

 

 

SCC Competency 

 

 4 – Exceptional 3 – Accomplished 2 – Acceptable 1- Unsatisfactory Not applicable 

 

Describe and explain the constitutions of 

the US and Missouri 

06 (0) – 0% (0) – 0% (0) – 0% (2) – 7% (28) – 93% 

08 (1) – 2% (2) – 4% (0) - 0% (2) – 4% (40) – 89% 

      

       

Explain social institutions, structure, and 

processes across a range of historical 

periods, places, and/or cultures. 

06 (6) – 20% (5) – 17% (8) – 27% (11) – 37% (0) – 0% 

08 (18) – 40% (10) – 22% (8) – 18% (9) – 20% (0) – 0% 

      

       

Develop and communicate hypothetical 

explanations, predictions, and 

descriptions of human behavior within an 

historical, spatial, and/or social context. 

06 (4) – 13% (13) – 43% (6) – 20% (8) - 27% (0) – 0% 

08 (16) – 36% (11) -  24% (8) – 18% (10)  - 22% (0) – 0% 

      

       

Draw on the social sciences to evaluate 

the diversity and complexity of 

contemporary local and global issues to 

provide a better understanding of the 

student’s relationship to the social issues. 

06 (5) – 17% (4) – 13% (11) -37% (10) – 33% (0) - 0% 

08 (12) – 27% (14) – 31% (9) – 20% (10) – 22% (0) – 0% 
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Grading Rubric for Assessing Capstone  
  Category: Social Science 

     
Describe and explain the constitutions of the US and Missouri 

 

      

 
2006 2008 

 
Out of 30 Out of 45 

 
Percentage Percentage 

 
2006 2008 

Exceptional 0 2 
 

0 1 

Accomplished 0 4 
 

0 2 

Acceptable 0 0 
 

0 0 

Unsatisfactory 7 4 
 

2 2 

Not Applicable 93 89 
 

28 40 
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Grading Rubric for Assessing Capstone  
  Category: Social Science 

    
Explain social institutions, structure, and processes across a range of  

historical periods, places, and/or cultures. 
   

      

 
2006 2008 

 
Out of 30 Out of 45 

 
Percentage Percentage 

 
2006 2008 

Exceptional 20 40 
 

6 18 

Accomplished 17 22 
 

5 10 

Acceptable 27 18 
 

8 8 

Unsatisfactory 37 20 
 

11 9 

Not Applicable 0 0 
 

0 0 
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Grading Rubric for Assessing Capstone  
  Category: Social Science 

    
Develop and communicate hypothetical explanations, predictions, 

 and descriptions of human behavior within an historical, 
  spatial, and/or social context. 

   

      

 
2006 2008 

 

Out of 
30 Out of 45 

 
Percentage Percentage 

 
2006 2008 

Exceptional 13 36 
 

4 16 

Accomplished 43 24 
 

13 11 

Acceptable 20 18 
 

6 8 

Unsatisfactory 27 22 
 

8 10 

Not Applicable 0 0 
 

0 0 
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Grading Rubric for Assessing Capstone  
  Category: Social Science 

 
   Draw on the social sciences to evaluate the diversity and complexity 

of  contemporary local and global issues to provide a better understanding  

of the student's relationship to the social issues. 
  

      

 
2006 2008 

 
Out of 30 

Out of 
45 

 
Percentage Percentage 

 
2006 2008 

Exceptional 17 27 
 

5 12 

Accomplished 13 31 
 

4 14 

Acceptable 37 20 
 

11 9 

Unsatisfactory 33 22 
 

10 10 

Not Applicable 0 0 
 

0 0 
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General Education Capstone Assessment: 
Assessment Report Response - Social Sciences  2006-2008 
 
 
Participants:   Nancy Greenwood, Joe Hartnett, Marvin Tobias, Vy Rajagopalan, Paul Roesler, Ron Pettus, Beth 

Finders, Bill Kristen, Vicki Herbel, Lisa Stoner, Dan Rezny, Travis Thompson, Deb Crank-Lewis, Ellen 
Wilson, Lee Zhong, Dave Van Mierlo,  Barbara Sullivan 

 

1.  Faculty response to 2006 Report: 
 
 

a. The General Education Faculty from Social Science and Business met as a group. 
The programs included where History, Political Science, Geography, Psychology,   Sociology, 
Anthropology, Criminal Justice and Economics. The responses and action steps from the 2006 report 
were read and discussed. 

 
b. From the discussion it was determined that the competencies and state goals were discussed with 

the adjuncts as stated in action step (1).  We felt that we had done a good job of connecting the 
competencies and goals to the assignments in our own classes and had met with the adjuncts to help 
them do the same. We felt that we had not discussed the capstone course itself and that in addition, 
some of the full time instructors also need to be better informed about the capstone course and 
processes.  

 
c.  Action step (1) was accomplished by working on assessment worksheets (individually and in groups) 

during Fall’07 and ’08 though not during Inservice. Full-time faculty in Social Science met with a large 
group of adjuncts and then met individually with other adjunct, where they reviewed course 
objectives and explained how to use the worksheets to match assignments with course objectives 
and competencies. The worksheets were collected in Fall’07 and returned for further reviewed and  
the process was repeated  in Fall’08. BUS/ECO also fulfilled action step (1), but met individually with 
adjuncts. They are still in the process of completing the ’08 revision.   . 

 
 
 
 2. Faculty Conclusion and Action Steps from ’08 Data 
 

a.  The General Education Faculty from Social Science and Business met as a group. 
The programs included where History, Political Science, Geography, Psychology,      Sociology, 
Anthropology, Criminal Justice and Economics. The data from the 2008 report was read and 
discussed. 
 

 
b.  The data was evaluated and reasons for the results were discussed. Of particular concern was the 

number of #NA’s  for the competency for  U.S. and  MO  Constitution. This was determined to be 
resulting from a lack of HIS/POL events that students were likely to choose for their events. This 
needs to be addressed at the capstone level.  Some possible explanations for the overall 
improvement in the data from ‘06-‘08 outcomes were: Capstone teachers are communicating more 
with each other, students are talking to each other (possibly even sharing work) and perhaps learning 
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from each other; there may be less resistance to the course now that it has been in place for a 
number of years; students being better prepared for what to expect from the course. 

 
c. .From the discussion of our conclusions about the data and what we should try to do over the next 

two years it was determined that we need to raise concern about validity of data based on sample 
size and have this addressed  at capstone level.  

 
d. Conclusion and action steps to be addressed by the SS, Bus and Econ faculty include 

 

 1. Continue with procedure of addressing objectives/competencies with all full-time faculty 
members. 
 

 2. Try to encourage more participation in the process by continuing to meet with adjuncts, by 
generating conversation/discussion after these meeting, and by making a request compensation 
for participation for adjuncts.  

 
3. In addition, educate the entire BSS faculty regarding the purpose of capstone and creation of 
events. Educate all faculty members about the capstone course. This may encourage other full 
time faculty to teach a capstone course and/or help with the process. Explain to students how 
assignments address the course objectives. Perhaps list that on an assignment sheet so they can 
make the connection. Utilize course objectives more prominently in the classroom rather than 
merely listing them on the syllabus.  
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General Education Capstone Assessment: 
Assessment Report Response - Higher Order Thinking 

 
Goal: 
 
To develop student’s ability to distinguish among opinions, facts and inferences; to identify underlying or implicit 
assumptions, to make informed judgments and to solve problems by applying evaluative standards. 

 
SCC Competencies 
 

 To make observations, recognize problematic elements, and to organize information. 

  Analyze and synthesize information from a variety of sources and apply the results to resolving 
complex situations. 

  Make and defend conclusions using relevant evidence and reasoned arguments. 

  Reflect on and evaluate their critical-thinking processes 

 
Curricular Integration:  
 
All courses in the General Education area are designed to address Higher Order Thinking.  Individual course objectives 
incorporate contingent on the preferences of instructors and the demand of the curricula.  The various course syllabi 
indicate the objectives which best address the development of higher order thinking strategy. 

 
 
Data and Results 
 
In general the data for Higher Order Thinking shows a consistent pattern that is mixed in its message of change from 
’06 to ’08. .  For each competency there was an increase in the number of “unsatisfactory” scores yet a dramatic 
increase in the number of “exceptional” ones as well.  
 
For competency (1) “make observations, recognize problematic elements….” The “acceptable” and higher dropped 
from 97% to 91%  increasing in “unsatisfactory” from 3% to 9%)  from ’06 to ’08 while the “exceptional” scores 
increased from 10% to 36%. A similar pattern was found for competency (2) “ Analyze and synthesize information….”  
with “acceptable” and above dropping from 90% in ’06 to 77% in ’08 and “unsatisfactory” jumping from 10% to 22%. 
.  Yet, there was an increase in the “exceptional” scores from 7% to 33%.  This trend is also evident in competency 
(3)” Make and defend conclusion….” Where “acceptable” and higher dropped from 97% to 78%, “unsatisfactory” 
increasing from 3% to 22% and “exceptional” scores increased from 7% to 36% and again in competency (4) the 
pattern remains.  Here “reflect on an evaluate….” where the total “acceptable” and higher dropped from 83% to 78 
% and unsatisfactory increased from 17% to 24% the number of “exceptional” increased from 3% to 29%. 
 

 
 
Analysis and Interpretation 
 
Each and every course in the General Education Assessment is supposed to address and develop issues related to 
higher order thinking.  It is one of the basic elements thought to distinguish Higher Education from other forms of job 
training. While the data from this assessment does show changes from the 2006 assessment, not all of them are 
positive ones.  The overall number of students who are at the “exceptional” level has grown dramatically, yet the 
number at the “unsatisfactory” level has increased as well.  One might conclude that those that “get it” are REALLY 
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starting to get it, while too many students remain unable to process and utilize the information at the level one 
would expect for the college student.  The assignments designed to encourage higher order thinking may need to be 
given even greater emphasis in the individual courses. 
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Grading Rubric for Assessing Capstone Portfolios 

Category: Higher Order Thinking 
 

Semester: 06 (Out of 30) and 08 (Out of 45)   Summary  Compilation of MCV Assessment 

 

State Requirement:  

 

 

SCC Competency 

 

 4 – Exceptional. 3 – Accomplished 2 – Acceptable 1- Unsatisfactory Not applicable 

 

To make observations, recognize 

problematic elements, and to 

organize information. 

06 (3) – 10% (14) – 47% (11) – 37% (1) – 3% (0) – 0% 

08 (16) – 36% (10) – 22% (15) – 33% (4) – 9% (0) – 0% 

      

       

Analyze and synthesize information 

from a variety of sources and apply 

the results to resolving complex 

situations. 

06 (2) – 7% (9) – 30% (16) – 53% (3) – 10% (0) – 0% 

08 (15) – 33% (11) – 24% (9) – 20% (10) – 22% (0) – 0% 

      

       

Make and defend conclusions using 

relevant evidence and reasoned 

argument. 

06 (2) – 7% (8) – 27% (20) – 67% (1) – 3% (0) – 0% 

08 (16) – 36% (11) – 24% (8) – 18% (10) – 22% (0) – 0% 

      

       

Reflect on and evaluate their 

critical-thinking processes 

06 (1) – 3% (4) – 13% (20) – 67% (5) – 17% (0) – 0% 

08 (13) – 29% (11) – 24% (10) – 22% (11) – 24% (0) -  0% 
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Grading Rubric for Assessing Capstone Portfolios 
 Category:  Higher Order Thinking 

   To make observations, recognize problematic elements, and to organize information. 

      

 
2006 2008 

 
Out of 30 Out of 45 

 
Percentage Percentage 

 
2006 2008 

Exceptional 10 36 
 

3 16 

Accomplished 47 22 
 

14 10 

Acceptable 37 33 
 

11 15 

Unsatisfactory 3 9 
 

1 4 

Not Applicable 0 0 
 

0 0 
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GGrraaddiinngg  RRuubbrriicc  ffoorr  AAsssseessssiinngg  CCaappssttoonnee  PPoorrttffoolliiooss  
              CCaatteeggoorryy::    HHiigghheerr  OOrrddeerr  TThhiinnkkiinngg  

               AAnnaallyyzzee  aanndd  ssyynntthheessiizzee  iinnffoorrmmaattiioonn,,  ffoorrmm  aa  vvaarriieettyy  ooff  ssoouurrcceess  aanndd  
              apply the results to resolving complex situations. 

               

                   

 
2006 2008 

 
Out of 30 Out of 45 

             

 
Percentage Percentage 

 
2006 2008 

             Exceptional 7 33 
 

2 15 
             Accomplished 30 24 

 
9 11 

             Acceptable 53 20 
 

16 9 
             Unsatisfactory 10 22 

 
3 10 

             Not Applicable 0 0 
 

0 0 
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GGrraaddiinngg  RRuubbrriicc  ffoorr  AAsssseessssiinngg  CCaappssttoonnee  PPoorrttffoolliiooss  
 CCaatteeggoorryy::    HHiigghheerr  OOrrddeerr  TThhiinnkkiinngg  

  MMaakkee  aanndd  ddeeffeenndd  ccoonncclluussiioonnss  uussiinngg  rreelleevvaanntt  eevviiddeennccee  aanndd  rreeaassoonneedd  aarrgguummeenntt..  

       

 
2006 2008 

 
Out of 30 Out of 45 

 
Percentage Percentages 

 
2006 2008 

Exceptional 7 36 
 

2 16 

Accomplished 27 24 
 

8 11 

Acceptable 67 18 
 

20 8 

Unsatisfactory 3 22 
 

1 10 

Not Applicable 0 0 
 

0 0 
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GGrraaddiinngg  RRuubbrriicc  ffoorr  AAsssseessssiinngg  CCaappssttoonnee  PPoorrttffoolliiooss  
 CCaatteeggoorryy::    HHiigghheerr  OOrrddeerr  TThhiinnkkiinngg  

   RReefflleecctt  oonn  aanndd  eevvaalluuaattee  tthheeiirr  ccrriittiiccaall--tthhiinnkkiinngg  pprroocceesssseess  
  

       

 
2006 2008 

 
Out of 30 

Out of 
45 

 
Percentage Percentage 

 
2006 2008 

Exceptional 3 29 
 

1 13 

Accomplished 13 24 
 

4 11 

Acceptable 67 22 
 

20 10 

Unsatisfactory 17 24 
 

5 11 

Not Applicable 0 0 
 

0 0 
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General Education Capstone Assessment: 
Assessment Report Response – Higher Order Thinking 

 
Represented:   English, Communication,  Art, Foreign Language, Music, Philosophy, and Theater 
from Humanities.   Psychology, Sociology, History, Political Science, Business from Business, 
Geography, Anthropology, Criminal Justice, and Economics 
 
General education faculty who met to discuss data gathered in the area of higher order thinking 
offer the following observations in response to the report.  There was a general agreement that 
while there is always room for improvement, data looks generally optimistic as a reflection of 
student learning. 
  

 Larger samples may increase the reliability of the scores. 
 

 Given that the institution has an open door policy, scores appear very respectable. 
 

 Agreed that variation from the 2006 report can be attributed to factors not connected 
with student achievement but reflected in earlier sections of the report, e.g. decreased 
student resistance to the course. 

 
Faculty proposed that in the coming two year cycle the following actions be taken. 
 

 Information on HOT competencies should be shared with all adjuncts and with 
new faculty. 
 

 General education faculty should discuss setting a goal for student achievement. 
 

 Capstone events should be reviewed by each discipline to ensure connections to 
HOT. 

 
 Reevaluate prerequisites for enrollment in capstone beyond 30 credits 

completed. 
 

 Have another discussion on the use of standardized testing as a part of 
assessment. 

 
 There was a general agreement that while there is always room for 

improvement, data looks generally optimistic as a reflection of student learning. 
 
 

.  
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General Education Capstone Assessment 
Assessment Report Response - Managing Information  
 
Goal: 
 
To develop students’ abilities to locate, organize, store, retrieve, evaluate, synthesize, and 
annotate information from print, electronic, and other sources in preparation for solving 
problems and making informed decisions. (These skills are addressed by the General Education 
courses across the curriculum.) 
 

SCC Competencies: 
 

 Frame appropriate questions and recognize the need for information. 

 Obtain information for a variety of sources and be able to critically analyze and evaluate 
the information for accuracy and relevance. 

 Organize, synthesize, and integrate information efficiently into their knowledge base. 

 Apply information for effective decision making and problem solving. 

 Apply principles of academic honesty in use and presentations of information. 

 Present information clearly, concisely, and with respect. 
 

Curricular Integration: 
 
Across the board General Education classes address the competency of managing information 
(MI) in a variety of modalities.  Individual course objectives incorporate the management of 
information contingent on the preferences of instructors and the demands of the curricula.  The 
various course syllabi indicate the objectives which best speak to the SCC competencies under 
the state goal of Managing Information. 
 

Data and Results 
 
Of the 45 portfolios read in this 2008 effort, the results of MI scoring found much of what had 
been evaluated to be considered acceptable by degrees.  Of the four multicultural-valuing 
competencies assessed under the designations “4-Exceptional”, “3-Accomplished”, and “2-
Acceptable” 75% of the students fell within that range.   
Individually, upon completion of the assessment reading the competencies broke down as 
follows: 

 Frame appropriate questions and recognize the need for information. 
77% of the portfolios that passed through the assessment/adjudication process for this 
competency indicated that students demonstrated had some degree of acceptability: six 
portfolios were judged as “Exceptional”, fifteen were judged as “Accomplished”, 
fourteen were judged “Acceptable” and ten were judged “Unsatisfactory”. 

 Obtain information for a variety of sources and be able to critically analyze and evaluate 
the information for accuracy and relevance. 
78% of the portfolios that passed through the assessment/adjudication process for this 
competency indicated that students demonstrated had some degree of acceptability: 
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seven portfolios were judged as “Exceptional”, fourteen were judged as 
“Accomplished”, fourteen were judged “Acceptable” and ten were judged 
“Unsatisfactory”. 

 Organize, synthesize, and integrate information efficiently into their knowledge base. 
75% of the portfolios that passed through the assessment/adjudication process for this 
competency indicated that students demonstrated had some degree of acceptability: 
seven portfolios were judged as “Exceptional”, eleven were judged as “Accomplished”, 
sixteen were judged “Acceptable” and eleven were judged “Unsatisfactory”. 

 Apply information for effective decision making and problem solving. 
73% of the portfolios that passed through the assessment/adjudication process for this 
competency indicated that students demonstrated had some degree of acceptability: 
five portfolios were judged as “Exceptional”, eleven were judged as “Accomplished”, 
seventeen were judged “Acceptable” and twelve were judged “Unsatisfactory”. 

 Apply principles of academic honesty in use and presentations of information. 
62% of the portfolios that passed through the assessment/adjudication process for this 
competency indicated that students demonstrated had some degree of acceptability: 
seven portfolios were judged as “Exceptional”, eleven were judged as “Accomplished”, 
ten were judged “Acceptable” and seventeen were judged “Unsatisfactory”. 

 Present information clearly, concisely, and with respect. 
85% of the portfolios that passed through the assessment/adjudication process for this 
competency indicated that students demonstrated had some degree of acceptability: 
five portfolios were judged as “Exceptional”, sixteen were judged as “Accomplished”, 
seventeen were judged “Acceptable” and seven were judged “Unsatisfactory”. 

 
The largest number of scores for the competencies (see Appendix A, Scoring Rubric), based on 
the final adjudication reading for each folder was in levels 2-“Acceptable” category.  The other 
competencies in order of evaluation by the readers ranked as follows: 3-“Accomplished”, 1-
“Unsatisfactory” and 4-“Exceptional”.  The indicator of “Not Applicable” does not seem to have 
found a credible place at this table at present.  (See Appendix c for specific Scores taken from 
the final adjudicated score sheets.)   A comparison of data between the 2006 and 2008 reports 
may also be perused in the Appendices. 
 

Data Analysis and Interpretation 
 
With faculty input and experience with our current format some changes have evolved since the 
previous 2006 evaluation of our assessment program.  Most of those changes are described in 
the “Summary and Conclusions” section of this 2008 report.   
 
A comparison of percentages between 2006 and 2008 has seen a moderation of scores.  In 2008 
there is less variability suggesting perhaps that students are beginning to accept, if not embrace, 
the Capstone experience.  75% of the scores fell between the designations of “Exceptional” 
“Accomplished” and “Acceptable”.  Another factor may be a broader population assessed in 
2008 as compared to the initial 2006 group; working out the kinks in the process of getting 
students who met the criteria in a Capstone section and then assessing the sample taken from 
that initial effort.    
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These more evenly distributed score may reflect a change in the student population from the 
beginning to the current assessment format.   Many instructors, perhaps those most closely 
involved with the assessment process whether as Capstone teachers, readers or both may be 
doing a better job incorporating the various competencies into their syllabi.  We may be looking 
at a disparity in terms of which events are chosen and which are disregarded by Capstone 
students.   Antidotal, readers involved in assessing portfolios have remarked that while students 
may have resisted the Capstone initially they often come to see its validity as a reflection tool as 
evidenced in their reflection papers. 
 
Perhaps the biggest surprise came for the competency involving academic honesty.  There was a 
high “4-Unsatisfactory” rating on this round of assessment.   Some of the readers remarked that 
some portfolios contained work that was either duplication or a near duplicate of work found in 
the portfolios of different students.  Discussion ensued regarding the practice of allowing 
students to pick up their work at the end of the semester and that perhaps that policy needs to 
be revisited with recommendations as to the recirculation of work.  Another point was made 
concerning students in different capstone sections turning in the identical event as another 
student in another section. “Not Applicable” still seems superfluous as a component of 
evaluation.  
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Grading Rubric for Assessing Capstone Portfolios 

Category: Managing Information 
 

Semester: 06 (Out of 30) and 08 (Out of 45)   Summary  Compilation of MCV Assessment 

 

State Requirement:  

 
SCC Competency 

 
4 – Exceptional  3 – Accomplished 2 – Acceptable. 1- Unsatisfactory:  Not applicable 

 

Frame appropriate questions and recognize the 

need for information. 

(3) – 10% (7) – 23% (18) – 60% (2) – 7% (0) – 0% 

(6) – 13% (15) – 33% (14) – 31% (10) – 22% (0) – 0% 

     

      

Obtain information for a variety of sources and be 

able to critically analyze and evaluate the 

information for accuracy and relevance. 

(5) – 17% (6) – 20% (16) -  53% (3) – 10% (0) – 0% 

(7) – 16% (14) -31% (14) – 31% (10) – 22% (0) – 0% 

     

      

Organize, synthesize, and integrate information 

efficiently into their knowledge base. 

(5) – 16% (5) – 16% (20) – 67% (0) – 0% (0) – 0% 

(7) – 16% (11) – 24% (16) – 35% (11) – 24% (0) – 0% 

     

      

Apply information for effect decision making and 

problem solving. 

(1) – 3% ( 11) – 37% (17) – 57% (1) – 3% (0) – 0% 

(5) – 11% (11) -  24% (17) – 38% (12) – 27% (0) – 0% 

     

     

      

Apply principles of academic honesty in use and 

presentations of information. 

(2) - 7% (10) – 33% (13) – 43% (3) – 10% (1) – 3% 

(7) – 16% (11) – 24% (10) – 22% (17) – 38% (0) – 0% 

     

      

Present information clearly, concisely, and with 

respect. 

(4) – 13% (7) – 23% (15) – 50% (3) – 10% (0) – 0% 

(5) – 11% (16) – 36% (17) – 38% (7) – 15% (0) – 0% 
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GGrraaddiinngg  RRuubbrriicc  ffoorr  AAsssseessssiinngg  CCaappssttoonnee  PPoorrttffoolliiooss  
 CCaatteeggoorryy::  MMaannaaggiinngg  IInnffoorrmmaattiioonn  

   Frame appropriate questions and recognize the need for information. 

 

      

      

 
2006 2008 

 
(Out of 30) 

(Out of 
45) 

 
Percentage Percentage 

 
2006 2008 

Exceptional 10 13 
 

3 6 

Accomplished 23 33 
 

7 15 

Acceptable 60 31 
 

18 14 

Unsatisfactory 7 22 
 

2 10 

Not Applicable 0 0 
 

0 0 
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GGrraaddiinngg  RRuubbrriicc  ffoorr  AAsssseessssiinngg  CCaappssttoonnee  PPoorrttffoolliiooss  
  CCaatteeggoorryy::    MMaannaaggiinngg  IInnffoorrmmaattiioonn  

   Obtain information for a variety of source and be able to critically 

  analyze and evaluate the information for accuracy and relevance. 

  
       

       

 
2006 2008 

 
(Out of 30) 

(Out of 
45) 

 

 
Percentage Percentage 

 
2006 2008 

 Exceptional 17 16 
 

5 7 
 Accomplished 20 31 

 
6 14 

 Acceptable 53 31 
 

16 14 
 Unsatisfactory 10 22 

 
3 10 

 Not Applicable 0 0 
 

0 0 
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GGrraaddiinngg  RRuubbrriicc  ffoorr  AAsssseessssiinngg  CCaappssttoonnee  PPoorrttffoolliiooss  
 CCaatteeggoorryy::    MMaannaaggiinngg  IInnffoorrmmaattiioonn  

   Organize, synthesize, and integrate information efficiently into their knowledge base. 

      

      

 
2006 2008 

 
(Out of 30) 

(Out of 
45) 

 
Percentage Percentage 

 
2006 2008 

Exceptional 16 16 
 

5 7 

Accomplished 16 24 
 

5 11 

Acceptable 67 35 
 

20 16 

Unsatisfactory 0 24 
 

0 11 

Not Applicable 0 0 
 

0 0 
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GGrraaddiinngg  RRuubbrriicc  ffoorr  AAsssseessssiinngg  CCaappssttoonnee  PPoorrttffoolliiooss  
 CCaatteeggoorryy::  MMaannaaggiinngg  IInnffoorrmmaattiioonn  

   AAppppllyy  iinnffoorrmmaattiioonn  ffoorr  eeffffeecctt  ddeecciissiioonn  mmaakkiinngg  aanndd  pprroobblleemm  ssoollvviinngg..  

 

       

      

 
2006 2008 

 
(Out of 30) 

(Out of 
45) 

 
Percentage Percentage 

 
2006 2008 

Exceptional 3 11 
 

1 5 

Accomplished 37 24 
 

11 11 

Acceptable 57 38 
 

17 17 

Unsatisfactory 3 27 
 

1 12 

Not Applicable 0 0 
 

0 0 
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GGrraaddiinngg  RRuubbrriicc  ffoorr  AAsssseessssiinngg  CCaappssttoonnee  PPoorrttffoolliiooss  
 CCaatteeggoorryy::  MMaannaaggiinngg  IInnffoorrmmaattiioonn  

   Apply principles of academic honesty in use and presentations of information. 

 

      

      

 
2006 2008 

 
(Out of 30) 

(Out of 
45) 

 
Percentage Percentage 

 
2006 2008 

Exceptional 7 16 
 

2 7 

Accomplished 33 24 
 

10 11 

Acceptable 43 22 
 

13 10 

Unsatisfactory 10 38 
 

3 17 

Not Applicable 3 0 
 

1 0 
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GGrraaddiinngg  RRuubbrriicc  ffoorr  AAsssseessssiinngg  CCaappssttoonnee  PPoorrttffoolliiooss  
 CCaatteeggoorryy::  MMaannaaggiinngg  IInnffoorrmmaattiioonn  

   Present information clearly, concisely, and with respect. 
  

      

      

 
2006 2008 

 
(Out of 30) 

(Out of 
45) 

 
Percentage Percentage 

 
2006 2008 

Exceptional 13 11 
 

4 5 

Accomplished 23 36 
 

7 16 

Acceptable 50 38 
 

15 17 

Unsatisfactory 10 15 
 

3 7 

Not Applicable 0 0 
 

0 0 
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General Education Capstone Assessment: 
Assessment Report Response:  Managing Information 2006-2008 
 
 
Group Report:  History, Political Science; Geography; Anthropology; Criminal Justice; 

Sociology; Psychology; Business; Economics; Art; Music; Literature; 
Foreign Language; Philosophy; Speech; Theater 

 
 

I. Faculty Response to 2006 Report 
 
The 2006 General Education Assessment Report did not address Managing Information 
separately so the faculty was unable to respond to it this year. 
 

II. Faculty Conclusion and Action Steps from 2008 Data 
 
Evaluation of Report and Suggested Reasons for Outcomes 
 
The faculty noticed that each SCC competency had an increase in the percent of portfolios that 
were assessed to be “1-Unsatisfactory” in the 2008 data.  After reviewing the report conclusions 
and much discussion, several suggestions were made for this change.    
 

1. The Assessment team calibrated their assessment of each competency prior to assessing 
the portfolios in 2008 and this might have made each assessment level more clear in 
their minds. 

2. The student population in the Capstone course was broader in the 2008 assessment due 
to the fact that there were no waivers.  It was suggested that those who sought and 
received a waiver might be students who were adamantly against taking the Capstone 
and therefore once that group was required to take it their work would reveal their 
resentment at taking the class.  This would produce a larger number of substandard 
portfolios in the 2008 group. 

3. The faculty still has concerns that the sample size is too small, but is unclear how to 
determine what would be an acceptable size. 

4. The faculty is unclear on how to improve the outcomes of the assessment without 
“teaching to the assessment measure” in the Capstone class.  Some thought it was not 
likely that proposing a change in the classroom would elicit the desired change in the 
assessment process.  It was suggested that the way to improve the assessment 
outcomes was to change the Capstone events to more directly require the desired 
outcomes. 

 
On a positive note, some of the report data improved between the two assessment periods.  
There was an across the board decrease in the number of portfolios assessed to be “2-
Acceptable” and various competencies made improvements in the “3-Accomplished” and “4-
Exceptional” categories.  One suggestion for these improvements was the improved attitudes 
toward the class from both the students and the faculty. 
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Conclusions and Action Steps for Next Two Years 
 
After review of the 2008 data and discussion among the General Education faculty, several 
suggestions were made to address the concerns of the assessment results for Managing 
Information. 
 

1. Consider making ENG 101 a Pre- or Co- requisite for the Capstone course to improve the 
students’ ability to managing the reference material required in the essays and more 
formal long paper or project. 

2. Research the use of campus wide anti-plagiarism software to make it more difficult for a 
student to use a previously submitted event essay or to get a paper from the internet. 

3. Examine how to get the MI competencies more in the forefront of all faculty’s minds 
including the adjuncts.  Some suggested including the HOT and MI competencies on our 
syllabi and/or including them in adjunct training and/or in new faculty orientation. 

 
Many suggestions were made to change the Capstone course itself.  Although these do not all 
address Managing Information directly, they were enough of the discussion to warrant 
inclusion.  Many of these suggested Action Steps will be considered this semester when the 
Capstone course is reevaluated and, if accepted, implemented by the Spring 2009 semester. 
 

1. The suggestion to make an in-service session devoted to updating events was made, but 
others thought it would not be well enough attended to make a difference. 

2. Several faculty expressed the need to have experienced Capstone faculty present when 
events were being updated to get guidance on how best to make changes to them in the 
future. 

3. Faculty expressed that the events need to more clearly focus on the competency it was 
developed to highlight. 

4. The desire to see examples of high quality portfolios and event essays was expressed. 
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General Education Capstone Assessment: 
Summary and Conclusions 2006 - 2008 
 
This year the assessment team had the opportunity to compare two cycles of assessment on the 
same type of artifact collection and the same assessment process. This allowed the team to 
evaluate how the changes implemented between the two cycles worked and see several places 
for improvement in the future. Each Category section of this report details how the data 
compares between the two assessment cycles and the corresponding faculty responses.  This 
section will review the issues that were identified in the 2006 assessment, how they were 
addressed, and what improvements were achieved by 2008. 
 
The 2006 assessment cycle had a few issues that needed to be corrected for the 2008 review.  
One of the main issues was the writing of the report.  In the 2006 cycle, the process of collecting 
and collating the report data and written material was put together by the Capstone team, but 
then re-worked later.  This re-working left out several key components including the omission of 
one of the state mandated category reports.  This issue is being corrected in the 2008 report by 
a more detailed outline of what will go into the Capstone section of the report and closer 
monitoring of the Capstone section of the report during its development.  Once the portfolio 
assessment analysis and the full faculty response is written and added to the report, the 
completed Capstone section of the report will be submitted to the respective Deans who will 
then work with the other Dean to include the other three (3) category reports to complete the 
2008 report. 
 
Another issue with the report was a lack of uniformity of data presentation and inadequate 
documentation of the assessment procedure.  In 2006, each Category coordinator wrote their 
respective section from a general outline without much detail of what to include.  This year, the 
team created a more detailed outline of what information should go in each section to make 
each category and analysis section more uniform, and limit repetition.  The previous report 
omitted a section detailing the procedure used to accomplish the assessment.  This year a 
Procedure section was added with this detail. 
 
A third issue in the 2006 report was that the responses of the full faculty to the data analysis 
were not clearly addressed.  There were several suggestions made in 2006 that will be reviewed 
here including what responses were made to the suggestions.  Some of the suggestions have 
been resolved, some are currently being worked on, and others will be addressed in the future. 
 

Resolved 
 

1. Faculty requested that the Capstone course credit assignment be reviewed and 
increased.  This was accomplished.  The Capstone course is now offered as a hybrid, a 
lab, or an on-line course.  The class is designated as 100% lab and is scheduled for 2 lab 
hours or 1 hour of class time and 1 hour of on-line work if designated as a hybrid.  This 
changes the credit system to .8 credits per hour resulting in 1.6 credit hours of pay per 
course for the faculty. 

 
2. Faculty requested the pass/fail designation be evaluated to determine if the course 

should be converted to a graded course.  For the first two years of the course the faculty 
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was under the impression that the course was a graded class, but in fact it was being 
recorded through the campus grading system as a pass/fail course.  This was addressed 
after the first assessment once we realized the discrepancy.  In this regard, Capstone 
faculty have had experience teaching the course both ways.  After the confusion was 
cleared up and the faculty began to grade solely as a pass/fail course the determination 
was that this format was much more desired. 

 
It was also suggested that the faculty come to some agreement as to what constitutes a 
passing grade and what should be failed.  After several discussions, the faculty agreed 
that passing should require a relatively high percentage of offered points.  They faculty 
agreed to 75% of the course points would need to be achieved for a passing grade.  Each 
faculty member still has control over the total points in their respective classes.  There is 
ongoing discussion of how to grade specific sections of the portfolio and whether there 
should be a more uniform approach to grading the course. 

 
3. The sample size was irregular.  In 2006, a total number of portfolios to be sampled was 

determined, and then the portfolios were divided by semester and counted.   A 
proportional ratio was determined for each semester and an appropriate number of 
portfolios was randomly selected until a correct proportion was taken from each 
semester.  This meant that one semester which had very few portfolios had a very small 
sample size (only 4).  It was suggested by a faculty member that a larger sample was 
needed to get any significant data. 
 
This year the portfolios were separated by semester, but the sample was taken 
regardless of which semester they were in.  In 2006, approximately 7% of the total 
number of working portfolios was sampled.  This year the same approximate percentage 
was maintained, but as there were more total portfolios, that required a sample of 45 
portfolios.  This sample was randomly selected by identifying a starting point (the 
summed age of all the team members – 201) and then selecting every 16th portfolio to 
rotate through all the portfolios and collect a total of 45. 
 

4. Faculty was interested in which events were used and which were not.  In 2006, the 
Capstone assessment team did not record how often specific events were selected by 
students and which were ignored.  This year as the digital portfolios were reviewed for 
the assessment process a record was kept of which event the student selected and 
whether or not the student chose to do a final paper or a creative project.  See appendix 
for data results. 
 

5. Faculty were concerned that many students did not take the Capstone course seriously 
and this lack of commitment was reflected in the poor assessment scores.  When the 
Capstone course was first introduced, it was not required for graduation and was 
voluntary for students.  This created a group of students that was skewed toward the 
more motivated student.  Once the course became a requirement, we had a few 
semesters during which we could not get enough teachers to teach to accommodate all 
the students who needed it to graduate.  This created a situation in which some 
students who did not get into an available section were waived.  Generally, the students 
who registered early got into a section and those who procrastinated did not.  This also 
created a skewed group of students again highlighting the more motivated student.  
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After we began to get a sufficient number of sections the waiving of students ceased.  
The assessment in 2006 had both of these issues to consider, but the assessment in 
2008 had neither.   We feel this led to a higher overall score for the 2006 assessment 
because the resulting assessment material was skewed toward the more motivated 
student. 

 

Currently being worked on 
 

1. As many of the General Education courses covered in the Capstone course are taught by 
adjuncts, it was suggested they be included in the assessment process.  They would 
need to understand how their individual class assignments directly relate to a student 
achieving the state mandated education goals.  Different departments and disciplines 
handled this differently.  Social Science held one-on-one meetings with the adjuncts in 
the general education courses and discussed the assessment and Capstone process.  The 
adjuncts were then asked to identify which SCC competency was addressed by their 
specific course assignments. 

 
2. Most faculty had the desire to raise the assessment scores in their respective areas.  

Making a connection between classroom assignments and SCC competencies should 
help accomplish this. 

 
3. Faculty are biased by their own discipline.  In the Capstone course, faculty are required 

to facilitate students to demonstrate their general education knowledge and many 
faculty find it difficult to disregard their own discipline. 

 

Will be addressed in the upcoming year(s) 
 

1. The Capstone course should be evaluated to ensure it is accomplishing SCC assessment 
goals.  It was decided by a faculty committee that the Capstone course format should be 
maintained and changed very little until the 2008 assessment process was complete.  
This would allow a comparison of two similar cycles before any changes were 
considered and implemented.  The course is scheduled for full review in Fall, 2008 by 
the full General Education Faculty. 

 
2. Evaluation of the entire General Education Assessment process including how to 

adjudicate.  The Capstone faculty committee agreed to maintain the basic format of the 
General Education assessment of the Capstone course for 2008 to allow a direct 
comparison of two similar cycles.  The assessment adjudication system was addressed in 
the training and calibration of the assessment readers (see Procedure Section for 
details).   

 
Along similar lines, the faculty also requested the review of the following, which will all 
be addressed in the Fall, 2008 evaluation of the Capstone course and the entire SCC 
assessment process: 

 
a. The Capstone events to ensure they reflect the SCC competencies; 
b. The General Education course objectives to ensure they reflect the SCC 

competencies; 
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c. The General Education course assignments to ensure they reflect the course 
objectives. 
 

3. Faculty questioned how knowledge that is learned in the classroom, but is not reflected 
in the Capstone portfolio, is measured.  The specific example was the SCC competency 
related to the US and Missouri constitutions.  If a student does not choose the specific 
event designed to measure the level of knowledge of these topics there is no way to 
identify their level of accomplishment.  One suggestion was to make some events 
mandatory.  This possibility will be considered when the course is fully evaluated in the 
fall of 2008.   

 
4. Faculty was interested in how well their individual events were handled by the students.  

In the fall of 2008, a review of the Capstone course is planned and, if the event system is 
maintained, the full general education faculty will be asked to update or change their 
event.  At that point, an example of each event will be presented to the faculty who 
created the event for review.  The faculty member will be asked to ensure that the 
response presented by the student is what was expected and if not to alter the event to 
elicit a more appropriate response.  Several events were used repeatedly, but seldom 
was the desired SCC competency revealed in the resulting essay.  Other events were 
never used and need to be re-evaluated to encourage a better response from the 
students. 

 
There is ongoing discussion on what to do about events that are selected by too many 
students.  The students are beginning to “share” their work and the faculty need to find 
a way to prevent plagiarism.  One suggested option was to remove those events from 
the web site after each semester or at least change them dramatically.  Another 
suggestion is the usage of a computerized plagiarism system to catch duplicate event 
essays.  This will be reviewed in the Fall, 2008. 

 
5. Some faculty discussed how realistic it is to expect a student with only 30, or so, credits 

of general education courses to be able to demonstrate the SCC competencies at all, let 
alone the state mandated requirements.  Some suggested that traditional college aged 
students are not mentally developed enough to display the critical thinking skills 
outlined in the state mandated goals.  This is difficult to address, as we are required to 
submit an assessment of the goals whether we think the students are ready or not… 

 
6. A suggestion was made that learning the relationship between the Capstone event 

selection process and assessment scores would be interesting.  For example, do some 
events allow a student to demonstrate an SCC competency better than other events?  
This can be addressed when faculty review their respective Capstone events to see how 
the students have interpreted them.  If the faculty makes the event guidelines with the 
SCC competencies in mind and the student successfully completes the event, the 
evidence should appear in the assessment. 

 
A similar relationship could be found between the general education courses the 
student selects and the assessment results.  For example, if a student takes a certain 
combination of courses, are they able to better demonstrate the SCC competencies in 
the assessment process?  This can be addressed by the faculty identifying which SCC 
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competency their course is designed to address and ensuring that they have specific 
course assignments to do so. 

 
The faculty responses to this year’s report will be appended to the respective categories after 
the reports are written.  Any suggestions by the full faculty for this year will be addressed in the 
next General Education Assessment report. 
 
In addition to the changes directly requested by faculty members, there were also systematic 
changes applied to the facilitation of the Capstone course itself. These included: 
 

1. Improving communication with counseling.  Initially, the counselors were not sure what 
the course was and who was required to take it or when resulting in students getting 
varied and often incorrect information.  Steps were taken to clear up any confusion with 
the counselors through individual meetings and information sheets.  This resulted in 
several improvements including students in the Capstone classroom with a better 
attitude about the class because they knew what they were getting into and students 
signing up at the appropriate time in their course work. 

2. Improving communication with students.  As the course became more familiar to 
students on campus they became more comfortable with taking it.  The students talk to 
each other and found that the class was not as bad as they thought it would be and 
began to have less resistance to it. 

3. Addressing classroom time.  Beginning in the Summer of 2008 the course format was 
changed from lecture to lab format allowing a more appropriate amount of time in the 
classroom for the hands on guidance needed as well as in-class work required of the 
students. 

4. Campus wide participation.  The number and variety of both teachers teaching the 
Capstone course and those doing the General Education Assessment process has 
increased allowing more faculty on campus to be involved with the assessment process 
and become knowledgeable with how their individual courses fit into the Capstone 
course and the campus wide assessment process. 

5. Experience.  The Capstone faculty became more comfortable with the format of the 
Capstone course as they gained experience teaching the course.  Many glitches have 
been worked out and both faculty and students feel a notable amount of improvement 
in the course.  Each semester had a training component for the course and the faculty 
that took advantage of it noted marked levels of increased comfort with the class.  
There was an increased common body of pedagogic knowledge as faculty learned from 
each other. 
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General Education Capstone Assessment 
Looking Ahead - 2008 

During the next two year period, humanities and social science instructors will have both 
challenges and opportunities.    One challenge for the coming year is maintaining an overall level 
of assessment awareness among faculty teaching in capstone areas.  Significant numbers of 
faculty new to the institution have been hired since the capstone course and accompanying 
assessment processes were established.  Those faculty have varying levels of understanding of 
the connections between the courses they teach and the capstone course.  In addition, they 
may have a limited understanding of the relationship of that course to general education 
assessment.   The review of data acquired from the capstone portfolios may not be sufficient to 
complete their understanding of these relationships.  A periodic review of the general education 
assessment process and its importance to the college might also be useful in improving the level 
of faculty awareness. 

As a related matter, assessment leadership training can be assumed to lag behind current best 
practice.  For several years, no monies have been budgeted to send faculty assessment leaders 
to assessment conferences.  Faculty leadership in assessment is crucial if assessment is to have 
an impact on classroom instruction and student success.  Maintaining a good awareness of best 
practices and sharing that information with other faculty is a part of that leadership 
responsibility. 

An ongoing review of the capstone course and the events that comprise its core is a way of 
improving general education faculty’s involvement in assessment.  The complete review of 
student responses to assignments by general education faculty can sharpen the focus of the 
course and increase connections to general education courses. 

A review of the management of the capstone course should include not only a change and 
updating of events, but an overview of course management processes including dealing with 
academic dishonesty in the form of plagiarism.  This might include reviewing how best to return 
students portfolios.    In addition, capturing student achievement when the presentation has 
dimensions beyond the written word is not possible under the current system.  As events and 
projects are reviewed, creators might suggest alternatives to a written summary.  For example, 
filming presentations might be considered as an alternative.  This raises technology access issues 
and budget issues for the campus.  

As a practical matter, access to computer hardware capable of reading student portfolios lags 
behind the format in which students are submitting them.  This has impacted the process in 
significant ways.  The computer usually available to the work-study student assisting the 
assessment team was not of sufficient capacity to open some of the larger files comprising some 
of the portfolios.  The assumption was that there had been student error.  When, for logistic 
reasons, that student had to be moved to a better/newer computer, that which appeared 
hidden before and thus dismissed out of hand could now be revealed. If complete it became 
part of the pool from which the random sample was pulled.  This brings to light the connection 
between budget and assessment.  As a part of the assessment process is noting student ability 
to manage information, lack of adequate evaluative tools becomes an issue of assessing.  
Faculty cannot validate the content of electronic portfolios nor can those portfolios be opened 
and printed. 
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Finally, should the state mandate the use of a standardized test, the incorporation of that 
testing into current practices will need review both in terms of practice (who takes what, when, 
where, and how) and in terms of the data provided by such a test.   
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Other General Education Assessments Disciplines 
English Writing Assessment Report:  2006, 2007, 2008 
 
 

Writing Assessment Objectives:   
 
As a part of general education requirements, students are required to complete two college 
level courses in writing:  English Composition I and II.  Their purpose is not to teach everything a 
student might ever need to know about writing, but to create a set of skills which can be used in 
a variety of ways in any number of fields.  (See English Composition I and II objectives attached). 
 
For purposes of assessment, the English Department has grouped Composition objectives into 
three categories:  Content; Style and Correctness; and Documentation and Use of Sources.   Four 
levels of accomplishment in those categories have been defined and used to create an analytic 
scoring guide. Student essays are rated on a scale of 1-4 in each of the three categories. 
 

Process:   
 
In 2006, 2007, and 2008 two types of student essays were collected.   During spring 2006, the 
department used a common set of readings distributed to all students enrolled in ENG102 as a 
basis for a final paper.  Students received the readings during the week prior to final exams and 
actually wrote the final essay during the two hour exam period.  While they were allowed to 
construct the works cited list prior to writing the exam and to carry one page of notes into the 
computer room, the final writing took place in the context of a limited time in one of several 
computer classrooms.   
 
The elimination of a formal final exam schedule which allowed for uninterrupted periods of two 
hours for writing caused English faculty to rethink the ways in which student writing could be 
sampled.  During spring 2007and 2008teachers of English Composition II were asked to select 
one of their own assignments and provide copies of student papers written in response to that 
assignment.   Students submitting work in this sample were unencumbered by time constraints 
and could use a variety of writing strategies.   
 
 In all cases (2006, 2007, and 2008) participation among faculty was strongly encouraged, but 
not enforced.  Student samples were selected randomly from among those enrolled in ENG102 
after the last drop date.  A master printout of enrollment was used and students were selected 
by identifying every sixth student on the list.   Faculty were given a list of students selected, and 
papers from those randomly identified students were read by English faculty using the same 
scoring guide for all three years.    Fewer papers were collected and scored in Spring 2007 than 
during Spring 2006 or Spring 2008. 

 
Data and Interpretation:  
 
 In the area of content (focus, synthesis, and coherence) students in all samples exhibited the 
strongest skills (exceptional or accomplished) with 68% of students in 2006, 65% of students in 
2007 and 48% of students in 2008.  Style and correctness was seen as either exceptional or 
accomplished in 53% of samples in 2006, in 65% of samples in 2007, and in 38% in 2008.  In all 
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samples, documentation and use of sources was seen as the weakest area in student work with 
44% of essays deemed either exceptional or accomplished in 2006, 35% in 2007, and 38% in 
2008.    
The department is concerned by the decrease in skills observed in the most recent (2008) 
readings of student samples.  However, the type of papers gathered and read differed 
significantly from 2006 to 2007 and 2008.  The 2006 papers were written in response to a 
common assignment with clearly articulated directions for both students and faculty.  In both 
the 2007 and 2008 writing, samples were drawn by faculty from one of their own assignments 
with the direction that the assignment be a good illustration of course objectives. 
 
It should be noted that more than 50% of writing classes are taught by adjunct faculty and that 
one third of the adjunct faculty population has been new in each of the past four years.  
Approximately 28-30 adjuncts teach within the department in any given semester.  Until fall 
2008, all hiring and supervision of adjuncts were the responsibility of the chair who also teaches 
a minimum of two classes per semester.  No formal mentoring system has been in place and the 
curricular drift has grown over time.  In fall 2008, an assistant chair with responsibility for 
scheduling and supervising adjuncts was added to increase the connections between the 
department and the adjunct pool. 
  
Detailed data and a copy of the analytic scoring guide follow. 
 

Action Steps: 
 
Beginning Spring 2009, faculty will conduct a review of writing competencies in English 
Composition I followed by a textbook review and selection process.  In the latter case, every 
effort will be made to involve adjunct faculty in the selection of new texts.   
 
Assessment using portfolios of writing will be explored further.  In spring 2008, a small number 
of faculty (both full and part-time) experimented with gathering portfolios using a process 
described by Edward M. White in “The Scoring of Writing Portfolios: Phase 2” and published in 
College Composition and Communication in 2005.  In that article, he suggested that the key to 
large readings of portfolios lay in a clear goals statement and the reflective letter written by the 
student.  The idea was that in the letter, students would identify course objectives and point to 
specific sections in their essays where they believed that those objectives had been achieved.  
The key to efficient scoring was the reflective letter. 
 
Of the 30 portfolios gathered about one third (11) were not able to be scored by this method 
because they either lacked a reflective letter or the letter was insufficiently specific.  The 
remaining portfolios were deemed readable, but soon presented their own challenges.  For 
example, students had been asked to reflect on their ability to “support an interpretive stance 
using logic and sources” and referred to a personal opinion or argument that was not supported 
by any reference to source material.  Such situations were found in most of the portfolios.  Thus, 
no numerical data is reported from this experiment.  However, we believe that we learned 
several things from this first attempt.  Should we desire to pursue this as a way to assess student 
learning, we would need to focus on certain things. The language of our objective statements 
needs to be student accessible.  The reflective letter needs to be worth something on the 
student’s grade so that they will spend the necessary time creating it.  More information needs 
to be provided to both teacher and student prior to putting the portfolio together. 
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During 2008-2009 the department will suspend exit assessment.  During that time, we will 
review all curricular statements for composition and possible methodologies available for exit 
testing.  The statewide assessment committee will also be reviewing this topic and their 
decisions may contribute to ours. 
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ENGLISH EXIT ASSESSMENT 
                                                            

                                                               Content - Focus, Synthesis, and Coherence 
                                                          

                                                               

 
2006 2007 

 

(Out 
of 
53) 

(Out 
of 
20) 

                                                         

 
Percentage Percentage 2006 2007 

                                                         4 - Exceptional 30 35 
 

16 7 
                                                         3 - Accomplished 38 30 

 
20 6 

                                                         2 - Acceptable 21 30 
 

11 6 
                                                         1 - Unsatisfactory 11 5 

 
6 1 
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ENGLISH EXIT ASSESSMENT 
    

       Style and Correctness 
     

    

(Out of 
53) 

(Out of 
20) 

 

 
2006 2007 

 
2006 2007 

 

 
Percentage Percentage 

 
10 6 

 4 - Exceptional 19 30 
 

18 7 
 3 - Accomplished 34 35 

 
16 6 

 2 - Acceptable 30 30 
 

9 1 
 1 - Unsatisfactory 17 5 
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ENGLISH EXIT ASSESSMENT 
   

      Documentation and use of sources 
   

      

 
2006 2007 

 

(Out of 
53) 

(Out of 
20) 

 
Percentage Percentage 

 
2006 2007 

4 - Exceptional 19 20 
 

10 4 

3 - Accomplished 25 15 
 

13 3 

2 - Acceptable 28 40 
 

15 8 

1 - Unsatisfactory 28 25 
 

15 5 

      

       

 
 

     

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      



86 

 

Other General Education Assessments Disciplines 
Analytic Scoring Guide for English Composition II Finals 

 
Content:  Focus, Synthesis, Coherence 
 
 4—The student formulates and defends a strong thesis that takes a position on 
the topic.  That thesis is supported by varying perspectives synthesized from the 
assigned readings.  The paper is structured in a coherent manner. 
 
 3—The student uses a thesis which is more descriptive than assertive.  Synthesis 
is demonstrated by using supporting information from the assigned readings.  The paper 
is structured coherently. 
 
 2—The student uses a descriptive thesis and takes no position on the topic.  The 
paper moves from source to source as it discusses the topic and various writers’ views. 
 
 1—The student has a generally unformulated thesis implied in the paper, but it is 
not supported by multiple perspectives.  The paper’s structure lacks a recognizable 
logic. 
 
Correctness and Style 
 
 4—The student demonstrates a maturity of style through use of diverse 
sentence structure, effective and appropriate diction (word choice), and the 
establishment of a consistent tone.  Few errors in grammar, spelling, or punctuation 
occur. 
 
 3—The student uses generally effective sentence structure with acceptable 
diction.  Transitions from one aspect of the subject to another may lack transitional 
connectives.  Some errors of a minor nature in spelling, grammar, or punctuation may 
occur. 
 
 2—The student uses one or two sentence patterns almost exclusively resulting in 
a halting, immature style.  Significant lack of transitions weakens the logical connections 
between ideas and/or the support for those ideas.  Mechanical errors are obvious and 
annoying. 
 
 1—The student demonstrates a significant problem with sentence structure 
including several major sentence errors which along with errors in agreement create 
confusion.  Coherence is impaired by the lack of transitional connectives and by 
confusing pronoun reference. 
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Documentation and use of sources 
 
 4—The student uses and documents the work of others to support the thesis 
making appropriate distinctions between long and short quotations as well as 
paraphrasing.  Documentation conforms to MLA documentation rules and includes 
appropriate parenthetical citation and incorporates a works cited list.   Sources chosen 
demonstrate the ability to distinguish reliability and applicability of information and 
conclusions found in the texts of others. 
 
 3—Student successfully makes distinctions in the use of information from texts.  
Errors in either citation form or works cited are minor. 
 
 2—Student confuses long and short quotations and paraphrase use.  Significant 
errors in MLA style. 
 
 1—Student makes little distinction between long and short quotations and fails 
to cite paraphrased material.  Questionable sources are used or reliable sources cited in 
a misleading context.  Many errors in MLA occur. 
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Other General Education Assessments Disciplines 
Math – College Algebra (MAT 160)  
 
I.  Introduction and Background 
 
In order to improve the teaching/learning process, the mathematics faculty at St. Charles 
Community College have implemented an assessment program.  Because College Algebra is the 
math course that the majority of our Associate of Arts students take as their math requirement, 
we have chosen to assess students in this course.  The assessment tool that we use is a Pre/Post 
Test based on the College Algebra objectives listed below. 

 
College Algebra (MAT 160) Objectives 
 
1.  Identify and graph families of functions, find their inverses and zeros, and solve 
     related equations. 
2.  Solve systems of equations, linear and non-linear, using an appropriate method 
     including matrix methods. 
3.  Recognize equations and sketch a graph of the conic sections. 
4.  Distinguish between general varieties and special types of sequences and series and 
     use appropriate formulas for finding summations and nth terms. 
5.  Generate a binomial expansion and find a specified nth term. 
 
(Managing information and higher order thinking are inherent in each of the above-listed 
objectives) 
 
During Fall of 2006, Spring of 2007, Fall of 2007, and Spring of 2008, the Pre/Post Assessment 
Test was used in College Algebra.  The Pre/Post Test is a five-question open-ended test which 
students are given during the first week of classes and then again at the end of the course.  
Most instructors insert these five questions into their final exams to ensure that students are 
giving their best effort.  The Pre/Post Test format provides baseline information on our students 
the first week of class and then provides evidence of learning that has occurred during the 
semester. 
 
At the end of each semester, results from those students who passed the course with a grade of 
C or better are analyzed.  These are the students whom we expect to have a basic mastery of 
the College Algebra objectives.  Mathematics faculty use the same grading process to grade 
both the Pretest and the Posttest, giving partial credit in a consistent manner for both tests.  
Faculty then record the scores as a percentage correct for each question on the Pretest and 
Posttest and give this data to the Math Assistant Department Chair.  The Math Assistant 
Department Chair then standardizes the data so that all numbers are consistent with the same 
meaning.  For example, a score of 6/10 on a problem is the same as a score of 3/5, both 
representing 60% correct. 
 
From the Fall of 1999 through the Spring of 2003, the mathematics department assessed College 
Algebra students in a different manner.  A test bank of questions was created by the math 
faculty, with questions addressing each of the College Algebra objectives listed previously.  Ten 
questions were randomly selected and weighted as follows:  three questions from Objective #1, 
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three questions from Objective #2, two questions from Objective #3, one question from 
Objective #4, and one question from Objective #5.  These ten questions were then distributed to 
all faculty teaching College Algebra and were given to the students at (or near) the end of the 
semester.  Most instructors included these questions on their final exams, but note that these 
questions were given only at the end of the semester.  The Pre/Post format was not used during 
this time. 
 
Students recorded their answers on scantron sheets.  Because scantron sheets were used, no 
partial credit was given and answers were graded as right or wrong.  Faculty then recorded each 
student's final exam score (without the assessment test included) and course grade (as a 
percentage) on the scantrons and returned them for analysis.  This analysis included descriptive 
statistics, a regression analysis, and an item analysis for each question.  The switch to a Pre/Post 
Test format was made to enable us to determine the actual "value added" during the course of 
the semester in College Algebra.  Thus, it is a valid form of assessing general education 
objectives and more specifically, College Algebra objectives. 
 
After the Spring of 2003, the mathematics department did not perform department-wide 
assessments again until the Fall of 2005.  Some faculty members did perform pilot assessments 
on their own during this time while waiting for directives from the Assessment Committee and 
Administration. 
 
During the Fall of 2005 and Spring of 2006, the Pre/Post Assessment Test was used as a pilot in 
College Algebra. 
 
From Fall of 2006, continuing through Spring of 2008, the Pre/Post Assessment Test was used 
across the board with all instructors teaching College Algebra. 
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II. Data and Results 
 
The data is organized by objective number and by semester in the following table.  For both the 
Pretest and Posttest, the mean and standard deviation of scores is given.  Because the data was 
recorded as a percentage correct for each question, the mean represents the average score that 
students received on this question.  A mean of 53.5 implies that students scored an average of 
53.5% correct on that exercise.  
 
Also a Pass Rate is given for each question on both the Pretest and Posttest.  This pass rate 
represents the percentage of students who scored a passing score of at least 70% correct on 
each question. 
 
 

Semester Question 1 
Objective 5 
(Binomial 
Theorem) 

Question 2 
Objective 1 
(Inverse 
Function) 

Question 3 
Objective 1 
(Sketch 
Polynomial) 

Question 4 
Objective 2 
(Gaussian 
Elimination) 

Question 5 
Objective 3 
(Sketch Ellipse) 
 

FA 2005 
(N=187) 

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 

Mean 
Std. Dev. 
Pass Rt. 

μ=1.6 
σ=6.7 
0% 

μ=53.5 
σ=38.7 
45.5% 

μ=6.2 
σ=20.4 
4.3% 

μ=40.5 
σ=38.1 
31.0% 

μ=2.2 
σ=9.6 
.5% 

μ=38.2 
σ=43.3 
32.6% 

μ=1.6 
σ=7.0 
0% 

μ=48.4 
σ=37.9 
38.0% 

μ=1.4 
σ=7.0 
0% 

μ=45.2 
σ=40.3 
35.8% 

SP 2006 
(N=198) 

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 

Mean 
Std. Dev. 
Pass Rt. 

μ=3.7 
σ=12.6 
.5% 

μ=58.0 
σ=37.0 
49.5% 

μ=2.3 
σ=10.9 
.5% 

μ=48.2 
σ=36.8 
34.3% 

μ=0.5 
σ=2.9 
0% 

μ=48.0 
σ=36.7 
36.9% 

μ=11.6 
σ=24.3 
6.6% 

μ=56.2 
σ=37.3 
44.9% 

μ=3.5 
σ=11.8 
1.5% 

μ=43.7 
σ=37.1 
33.3% 

FA 2006 
(N=203) 

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 

Mean 
Std. Dev. 
Pass Rt. 

μ=0.9 
σ=4.8 
0% 

μ=56.7 
σ=38.5 
49.8% 

μ=1.4 
σ=7.2 
0% 

μ=51.0 
σ=38.2 
41.9% 

μ=0.5 
σ=4.7 
0% 

μ=50.4 
σ=38.8 
44.3% 

μ=1.8 
σ=8.8 
0.5% 

μ=62.4 
σ=39.1 
56.2% 

μ=1.0 
σ=5.8 
0% 

μ=49.0 
σ=38.1 
35.0% 

SP 2007 
(N=162) 

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 

Mean 
Std. Dev. 
Pass Rt. 

μ=0.9 
σ=6.9 
0% 

μ=58.4 
σ=37.2 
50% 

μ=2.4 
σ=9.5 
6.2% 

μ=50.8 
σ=33.5 
32.1% 

μ=0.2 
σ=2.0 
0% 

μ=59.4 
σ=27.6 
41.4% 

μ=1.5 
σ=7.2 
6.2% 

μ=61.5 
σ=34.6 
49.4% 

μ=2.6 
σ=10.4 
6.2% 

μ=52.1 
σ=37.3 
40.7% 

FA 2007 
(N=109) 

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 

Mean 
Std. Dev. 
Pass Rt. 

μ=0.0 
σ=0.0 
0% 

μ=69.5 
σ=32.2 
57.8% 

μ=0.9 
σ=5.9 
0% 

μ=61.6 
σ=35.5 
49.5% 

μ=0.0 
σ=0.0 
0% 

μ=68.8 
σ=32.3 
63.3% 

μ=0.2 
σ=1.9 
0% 

μ=79.8 
σ=30.2 
73.4% 

μ=1.5 
σ=7.6 
0% 

μ=55.3 
σ=33.3 
40.4% 

SP 2008 
(N=141) 

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 

Mean 
Std. Dev. 
Pass Rt. 

μ=0.5 
σ=4.7 
0% 

μ=51.0 
σ=37.6 
46.1% 

μ=0.4 
σ=3.2 
0% 

μ=49.1 
σ=34.5 
34.0% 

μ=0.4 
σ=4.3 
0% 

μ=48.6 
σ=34.9 
36.2% 

μ=0.4 
σ=4.2 
0% 

μ=69.9 
σ=29.3 
58.9% 

μ=0.5 
σ=3.6 
0% 

μ=48.4 
σ=36.8 
34.8% 
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III. Data Analysis and Interpretation  
 
Whenever students did not have both a Pretest and Posttest score, the data was removed.  This 
may occur if the student was absent on the day the Pretest was administered. 
 
It appears that value has indeed been added as we compare Pretest scores to Posttest scores.  
Basically, as students entered the course, their knowledge of these five objectives as illustrated 
by their scores on the Pretest questions, was very minimal.  Near the end of the course, as 
evidenced by the increase in the Mean Posttest scores, the students' knowledge of these 
objectives had increased significantly. 
 
From the Fall 2005 to Spring 2006, both the average score and the pass rate improved on 4 of 
the 5 Posttest questions.   
 
From Spring 2006 to Fall 2006, the average score improved on 4 of the 5 Posttest questions.  
The pass rate improved on all 5 Posttest questions. 
 
From Fall 2006 to Spring 2007, the average score improved on 3 of the 5 Posttest questions.  
The pass rate improved on 2 of the 5 Posttest questions. 
 
From Spring 2007 to Fall 2007, the average score improved on all 5 Posttest questions.  The pass 
rate improved on 4 of the 5 Posttest questions.   
 
From Fall 2007 to Spring 2008, the average score and pass rate improved on none of the 
Posttest questions. 
 
This could be due to inclement weather causing loss of up to three class sessions for some 
instructors in Spring 2008. 
 
 

IV. Discussion of Data with Program Faculty 
 
Prior to the Spring 2006 semester, some changes were made to the Pre/Post Test questions in 
order to improve them. Suggestions were made and generally agreed upon to change two 
questions on the Pre/Post Test as follows: 
 
 1.  The 3rd degree polynomial was replaced with a 4th degree and directions 
      were made more explicit to require students to exhibit college algebra abilities 
      in finding zeros.  The updated exercise reads as: 
 
     Find all real and/or imaginary zeros and sketch a graph of this function         
labeling intercepts. 
 

     8614112)( 234 xxxxxf   
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 2.  The prior system of equations was replaced by the following system which 
      doesn't require as much work with fractions as the previous one did. The new 
      system exercise is: 
 
     Use matrices (Gaussian Elimination) to solve the system: 
 

  

123

932

82

zyx

zyx

zyx

 

 

Concerns raised by mathematics faculty included the following: 
 
1.  Students can't seem to retain information from one semester to the next. 
2.  Students who pass College Algebra with a C or better should show better results than 
     we see here.  For example, we expect the pass rates for each question to be higher. 
3.  Some students don't take their final exam as seriously as they should.  Rather, they 
     determine the grade on the final that is needed to pass the class and then shoot only 
     for that grade, rather than doing their very best. 
4.  Students may not be learning for understanding, but rather memorizing necessary 
     steps in short-term memory and then quickly forgetting this information as they move 
     to the next topic in a course, or to the next course. 
5.  Students are not fully prepared when they enter College Algebra.  They lack the prerequisite 

skills necessary for complete success. 
6.  Some students may be too dependent on their calculators or the use of note-cards in 
     prior classes to be successful, if these students were allowed to use them. 
7.  Some faculty are concerned with the difficulty of covering topics with the necessary 
     depth and balancing this with the desire to cover all topics from the course. 
 
 
 
As the mathematics faculty wish to continually improve and be able to measure this 
improvement.  For example, in Fall 2006 we concentrated our efforts on one aspect (or 
objective) of this Assessment.  Each faculty member teaching College Algebra for the Fall 2006 
semester tried using a new teaching/learning technique while covering the topic of Solving 
Linear Systems of Equations.  Faculty members then shared their ideas within the department in 
an effort to learn from each other. 
 
We saw some improvement in student learning and understanding of the topic of Solving Linear 
Systems of Equations as evidenced by improved Posttest scores on this item for the Fall of 2006. 
 
It is encouraging that the general trend of objective 2 (question 4) on Gaussian Elimination has 
gone upwards between consecutive Fall semesters and then again between consecutive Spring 
semesters, given the departmental focus on that objective. 
 
The mathematics department has decided to remove binomial theorem (objective 5) (Pre/Post 
Test Question 1), math induction, and some of the material on solving systems of linear 
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equations, which was also covered in a prior course, thereby gaining more time to cover core 
concepts. 
 
We hope to see some continued improvement in student learning and understanding of core 
concepts (objectives 1 through 4) of College Algebra. 
 
 

V.  Implications for Improvements or Changes 
 
We plan to continue with the Pre/Post Testing process.  This seems to work well and we have 
seen what we expected to see in the data.  Students come into the course with relatively few 
College Algebra skills and leave with improved College Algebra skills.  The Pre/Post Test is 
relatively easy to administer and we can get sufficient data from it. 
 
We have re-evaluated the actual questions used.  We have removed question 1 (objective 5) on 
binomial theorem.  The remaining 4 questions have been discussed and remain. 
 
With additional time spent covering core concepts, we hope to have continued improvement in 
scores. 
 
The Mathematics department will discuss the possibility of assessing College Algebra students 
earning D or F grades. 
 
There is now a common (departmental) final which all College Algebra instructors are required 
to give.  The four pre-test questions are to be imbedded within the common final.  The 
department hopes to achieve positive results with use of the assessment questions within the 
common final, where they are more meaningful to the students. 
 

VI.  Conclusion and Action Steps 
 
There is no budget impact for our action steps which are to: 
 
1.  Review our assessment questions to determine if the objectives are being addressed 
     appropriately. 
 
2.  With the removal of the binomial theorem, math induction, and some review material, 

the mathematics department has gained some additional time (roughly 3 clock hours) which 
we will spend on the remaining core objectives. 
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APPENDIX  I 
 
College Algebra Assessment Test Fall 2005 
 
Instructors, please give the attached five-question Pretest to your College Algebra students on 
the first day of class.  Ask students to do their best, also letting them know that their work will 
not be counted against them.  Collect their papers and file them away for the semester. 
 
At the end of the semester, we will again ask students to complete these five questions as a 
Posttest.  It is recommended that you insert these questions into your final exam, so that 
students are unaware that they are being assessed. 
 
We will collect Pre/Post Test data for all students who pass MAT 160 with a grade of C or better.   
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College Algebra Pretest  Name___________________________________ 
 
 
 
Answer the following questions to the best of your ability. 
 
1.  Use the Binomial Theorem to expand and simplify: 
 

 5)2( yx  

 

2.  Find the inverse of  1)2()( 3xxf  .  Graph both f and its inverse, listing domain and 

range for each.  Also, discuss the symmetry involved between a function and its inverse. 
 

3.  Graph   375)( 23 xxxxf  , labeling all intercepts. 

 
4.  Use matrices (Gaussian Elimination) to solve the system: 
 

 

83

52

12

zyx

zyx

zyx

 

 
5.  Write the equation of this ellipse in standard form by completing the square.  Also, sketch its 
graph, labeling vertices and foci. 
 

 04484 22 yxyx  
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APPENDIX  II 
 
College Algebra Assessment Test Spring 2006/Fall 2006/Spring 2007/Fall 2007/Spring 2008 

 
Instructors, please give the attached five-question Pretest to your College Algebra students on 
the first day of class.  Ask students to do their best, also letting them know that their work will 
not be counted against them.  Collect their papers and file them away for the semester. 
 
At the end of the semester, we will again ask students to complete these five questions as a 
Posttest.  It is recommended that you insert these questions into your final exam, so that 
students are unaware that they are being assessed. 
 
We will collect Pre/Post Test data for all students who pass MAT 160 with a grade of C or better.   
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College Algebra Pretest  Name___________________________________ 
 
 
 
Answer the following questions to the best of your ability. 
 
1.  Use the Binomial Theorem to expand and simplify: 
 

 5)2( yx  

 

2.  Find the inverse of  1)2()( 3xxf  .  Graph both f and its inverse, listing domain and 

range for each.  Also, discuss the symmetry involved between a function and its inverse. 
 
 
3.  Find all real and/or imaginary zeros and sketch a graph of this function labeling intercepts. 
 

8614112)( 234 xxxxxf   

 
4.  Use matrices (Gaussian Elimination) to solve the system: 
 

 

123

932

82

zyx

zyx

zyx

 

 
5.  Write the equation of this ellipse in standard form by completing the square.  Also, sketch its 
graph, labeling vertices and foci. 
 

 04484 22 yxyx
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Other General Education Assessments Disciplines 
Science 
 
I. Introduction and Background 
 
     During the last four semesters, the Science Department has been discussing assessment and 
formulating a plan of action but no data has been collected.  Any formal assessment was halted 
from Spring of 2003 until Fall of 2005.  Several faculty members did independent assessments of 
their classes during this period. Beginning in the Spring of 2006, the Science department was 
advised that we could choose our own form of assessment tool and administer it in a manner 
we saw as most productive. In this spirit, we began to investigate several options.  Some faculty 
members favored using an existing standardized test and samples of these tests were examined 
during the Fall of 2006.  We also discussed making an “in house” version of an assessment.  
Discussions about cohort and timing for the tests were also carried out continuing into the 
Spring of 2007.  
 
      It was decided at that time to have each discipline within the department (Chemistry, 
Physical Science and Biology) submit questions in an ACT format of “Science Reasoning” to Zoe 
Fitzgerald for incorporation into a WebCT assessment test.  It was our intention to give the test 
to a group of College 101 students during the Fall of 2007 and re-administer the test to a group 
of Capstone students at the end of the Spring 2008 semester.  The data collected would give a 
pre- and post-test view of how our “42 hour block” students were progressing in all areas of 
Science.   
 
     At the beginning of the 2007/2008 school year, we were informed of a state-wide effort to 
align curriculum and exit standards for community colleges in Missouri.  One of our faculty 
members, Jennifer O’Malley served on the state committee as a representative of SCC.  The 
department felt that this shift in emphasis might change the way we do assessment.  In addition 
to this uncertainty, we had a change in department chairs.  As a new department chair, I was 
given little direction on the process of assessment and my specific responsibilities.  Our lack of 
data in the area of assessment is not due to a lack of concern.  We hoped to develop a valuable 
and useful tool for assessment, not just generate data on one class and a few students.  Perhaps 
it is the scientist in us that has made us wish to set up a valid experiment with informative data. 
 
    The Science Department has been working on assessment.  Our ambition to test the entire 
Science curriculum was perhaps too difficult but we saw it as the most important form of 
assessment for us.  Individual classes are evaluated every semester by the students and their 
comments and suggestions are taken to heart by all instructors.  As a department, we have an 
excellent retention rate for our students in difficult classes.  We have had feedback from several 
universities citing the success of our students as they transfer into science programs.   
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II.  Data and Results 
 
 None 

 
III. Data Analysis and Interpretation 
 
 None 

 
IV. Discussion of Data with Program Faculty 
 
 In discussion, the issue of what cohort of students to assess keeps coming up.  Is it fair 
to give a pre-test to all students and then post-test only those students still left at the end of the 
semester, ignoring those students who have withdrawn?  Do students take these assessments 
seriously enough to make the data valid?  Having students take pre- and post- tests in the 
classroom as part of a quiz or test would insure their cooperation.  Having students take the pre- 
and post-tests in College 101 and Capstone classes would require coordination and assistance 
from those instructors and perhaps questionable commitment from students.  Should you 
identify which students have been tested, pre-and post-, so that you are comparing the exact 
same students?   
 

V. Implications for Improvements or Change  
 
 In the Fall of 2008, the Science Department reduced class sizes in General Biology and 
Introduction to Chemistry lectures from 48 to 36.  This reduction should allow better 
faculty/student interaction and opportunities for more class discussion and group work.  It is our 
plan to collect data prior to this change and since the change to see if any significant benefit has 
been achieved.  This data will be included in the next report. The data would be in the form of 
grades and retention, not program objectives met.  This is inexact, but the only way available to 
evaluate this change. 
 
  

VI. Conclusion and Action Steps 
 
 Using the new Missouri Curriculum Alignment Project College Exit Standards, we plan to 
design pre- and post-test questions for our most populous General Education classes…General 
Biology, Introduction to Chemistry and Introduction to Physical Science.  The tests will consist of 
approximately ten questions each, focusing primarily on science reasoning and understanding of 
the process of science rather than only content material.  Since it is too late to administer a valid 
pre-test this semester (Fall 2008), we will run a trial post-test at exam time to establish some 
baseline data.  Both tests will be administered during the following three semesters and data 
collected and analyzed for the next report. 
 
There should be no budget impact from these tests.   
 
(Continued) 
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Appendices 
 
Samples of the test questions developed by the Science Department during the last two years 
have been included.  This test is ready to administer on WebCT and we may yet use it as planned 
in College 101 and in Capstone classes to evaluate our entire Science program.   
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Other General Education Assessments Disciplines 
Speech - SPE 101 Oral Communications 
 
Fall 2006 Assessment Results---Speech 
     
      For our assessment instrument, the department opted to utilize the PRCA-24 (Personal 
Report of Communication Apprehension-24) developed by J.C. McCroskey in 1986.  One reason 
for this selection is that it is cited by the National Communication Association (NCA) as a 
recommended assessment instrument in higher education.  The 24-item, Likert type instrument 
is the most widely used method to measure communication apprehension.   Communication 
Apprehension (CA) is defined as the level of fear or anxiety associated with either real or 
anticipated (oral) communication encounters.  We also selected this instrument because it is 
highly reliable and has very high predictive validity.  It permits one to obtain sub-scores on the 
contexts of public speaking, dyadic interaction, small groups and large groups.  In addition, the 
department embellished additional questions ( 25-37) which were not part of the PRCA-24 
instrument, but we felt useful to include for additional couse feedback.   In 2005, we used a 
manual tracking system, via scrantron, for students to use to record their responses, but 
updated to a technology based tool (WebCT) in 2006.  We piloted this approach by asking 
students who were enrolled in any section of SPE 101 (Oral Communication) to volunteer and 
complete this questionnaire.  197-201 students (some must not have answered every question) 
completed the survey and the following results emerged.  The response most often given 
(MODE) is in bold-face print and the percentage is placed next to it.   All percentages for each 
question are included at the end of this report. 
 

1) I dislike participating in group discussions. 
a. strongly disagree 
b. disagree (47%) 
c. undecided 
d. agree 
e. strongly agree 

 
2) Generally, I am comfortable while participating in group discussions. 
a. strongly disagree 
b. disagree 
c. undecided 
d. agree  (59%) 
e. strongly agree 

 
3) I am tense and nervous while participating in group discussions. 
a. strongly disagree 
b. disagree (55%) 
c. undecided 
d. agree 
e. strongly agree 
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4) I like to get involved in group discussions. 
a. strongly disagree 
b. disagree 
c. undecided 
d. agree (52%) 
e. strongly agree 

 
5) Engaging in a group discussion with new people makes me tense and nervous. 
a. strongly disagree 
b. disagree (48%) 
c. undecided 
d. agree 
e. strongly agree 

 
6) I am calm and relaxed while participating in group discussions. 
a. strongly disagree 
b. disagree 
c. undecided 
d. agree (52%) 
e. strongly agree 

 
7) Generally, I am nervous when I have to participate in a meeting. 
a. strongly disagree 
b. disagree (43%) 
c. undecided 
d. agree 
e. strongly agree 

 
8) Usually, I am calm and relaxed while participating in meetings. 
a. strongly disagree 
b. disagree 
c. undecided 
d. agree (50%) 
e. strongly agree 

 
9) I am very calm and relaxed when I am called upon to express an opinion at a meeting. 
a. strongly disagree 
b. disagree 
c. undecided 
d. agree (35%) 
e. strongly agree 

 
10) I am afraid to express myself at meetings. 
a. strongly disagree 
b. disagree (51%) 
c. undecided 
d. agree 
e. strongly agree 
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11)  Communicating at meetings usually makes me uncomfortable. 
a. strongly disagree 
b. disagree (50%) 
c. undecided 
d. agree 
e. strongly agree 

 
12) I am calm and relaxed when answering questions at a meeting. 
a. strongly disagree 
b. disagree 
c. undecided 
d. agree (49%) 
e. strongly agree 

 
13) While participating in a conversation with a new acquaintance, I feel very nervous 
a. strongly disagree 
b. disagree (49%) 
c. undecided 
d. agree 
e. strongly agree 

 
14) I have no fear of speaking up in conversations. 
a. strongly disagree 
b. disagree (40%) 
c. undecided 
d. agree 
e. strongly agree 

 
15) Ordinarily I am very tense and nervous in conversations. 
a. strongly disagree 
b. disagree  (58%) 
c. undecided 
d. agree 
e. strongly agree 

 
16) While conversing with a new acquaintance, I feel very relaxed. 
a. strongly disagree 
b. disagree 
c. undecided 
d. agree (40%) 
e. strongly agree 

 
17)  Ordinarily I am very calm and relaxed in conversations. 
a. strongly disagree 
b. disagree 
c. undecided 
d. agree (63%) 
e. strongly agree 
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18) I’m afraid to speak up in conversations 
a. strongly disagree 
b. disagree (57%) 
c. undecided 
d. agree 
e. strongly agree 

 
19) I have no fear of giving a speech 
a. strongly disagree 
b. disagree (47%) 
c. undecided 
d. agree 
e. strongly agree 

 
20) Certain parts of my body feel very tense and rigid while giving a speech. 
a. strongly disagree 
b. disagree 
c. undecided 
d. agree (43%) 
e. strongly agree 

 
21) I feel relaxed while giving a speech. 
a. strongly disagree 
b. disagree (43%) 
c. undecided 
d. agree 
e. strongly agree 

 
22) My thoughts become confused and jumbled when I am giving a speech. 
a. strongly disagree 
b. disagree 
c. undecided 
d. agree (33%) 
e. strongly agree 

 
23)  I face the prospect of giving a speech with confidence. 
a. strongly disagree 
b. disagree 
c. undecided 
d. agree  (40%) 
e. strongly agree 

 
24) While giving a speech, I get so nervous I forget facts I really know. 
a. strongly disagree 
b. disagree (37%) 
c. undecided 
d. agree 
e. strongly agree 
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Questions 25-37 were added to this instrument by the Speech Department at SCC. 
 

25) I am able to select a topic, research it, organize it in a logical manner to achieve my 
intended purpose. 

a. strongly disagree 
b. disagree 
c. undecided 
d. agree (53%) 
e. strongly agree 

 
26) I am able to select and use the most appropriate and effective channel for 

communication. 
a. strongly disagree 
b. disagree (54%) 
c. undecided 
d. agree 
e. strongly agree 
 
27) The content of the class was: 
a. Bad 
b. Good (97%) 

 
28) The behaviors recommended in this class are: 
a. worthless 
b. valuable (99%) 

 
29) My likelihood of actually enrolling in another class with content similar to the ones in 
the department, if I had the choice and if my schedule permitted is: 
a. Very unlikely 
b. Unlikely 
c. Undecided 
d. Likely (29%) 
e. Very likely 

 
30) In real life situations, my likelihood of actually attempting to engage in the behaviors 
recommended by the course is: 
a. very unlikely 
b. unlikely 
c. undecided 
d. likely (55%) 
e. very likely 

 
31) My likelihood of using the content and applications I learned in this course is: 
a. very unlikely 
b. unlikely 
c. undecided 
d. likely (54%) 
e. very likely 
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32) Select the ONE skill area in public speaking that you feel most improved upon: 
a. analyzing an audience/topic selection 
b. public speaking apprehension (39%) 
c. verbal/non-verbal delivery 
d. research skill 
e. organizing/outlining 
f. persuasive speaking 

 
33) Select the ONE skill area in interpersonal communication that you feel most improved 

upon: 
a. Listening (26%) 
b. ethical communication 
c. group communication 
d. intercultural communication 
e. conversation skills 
f. conflict management 

 
34) Select the ONE skill area in public speaking that you feel you need to improve: 
a. analyzing an audience/topic selection 
b. verbal/non-verbal delivery (29%) 
c. research skills 
d. organizing/outlining 
e. persuasive speaking 

 
35) Select the ONE skill area in interpersonal communication that you feel you need to 

improve: 
a. listening 
b. ethical communication 
c. group communication 
d. intercultural communication 
e. conversation skills 
f. conflict management (25%) 

 
36) As you look back on your experience in this class, what do you believe is the single 

most valuable asset you will take away from this course? 
a. how to prepare and organize a speech 
b. how to deliver a speech 
c. how to speak with confidence (26%) 
d. improved listening skills 
e. how to interact more effectively in groups 
f. how to develop and maintain a relationship 
g. how to manage conflict more effectively 

 
37) If you could recommend a new course to the Department of Speech & Communication 

faculty, what would that course be? 
a. advanced public speaking 
b. political communication 
c. business and professional speaking (30%) 
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d. organizational communication 
e. broadcasting and announcing 
f. public opinion and the media 
g. nonverbal communication 
h. family communication 

 
 
Discussion: 

1.  Overall, the results were very positive and encouraging.  40% of the respondents 
indicated that they face the prospect of giving a speech with confidence, while 53% 
commented that they feel competent selecting a topic, researching it, organizing it & 
delivering it.  In addition, 39% of the respondents felt they had improved their public 
speaking apprehension.  99% of the respondents felt that the course content and 
recommended behaviors were valuable, while 54% said it is likely they will utilize what 
they have learned and apply it to their everyday lives.  In terms of what they felt they 
need to improve upon, 29% of the students felt their verbal and nonverbal delivery 
could use some polish, while another 25% cited conflict management as an area of 
needed growth.   
      

 
 
Recommendations: 

1.  When seeking to improve any skill, it is frequently helpful to assess your beginning and 
ending levels.  The same can hold true in one’s efforts to develop ways of coping with 
speech anxiety.  In subsequent semesters, we may want students to complete a pre-test 
(at the beginning of the semester) and a post-test (at the end of the semester). 

 
2.  The data will be shared with all faculty in the Speech program so that instructors can 

determine how they can assist students improve in the areas that were cited most 
frequently.  For example, in the public speaking category, most students felt they 
needed to feel more comfortable in their verbal & nonverbal delivery.  In the 
interpersonal communication skill category, most students cited improving their conflict 
management skills as their top priority.   
 

3.   We will continue to use this assessment instrument for the next semester so that we 
can compare/contrast the results. 

 
 
 
Spring 2007/Fall 2007 
 
After piloting our instrument using a technology based system (WebCT) in the Fall 2006, the 
Spring/Fall (2007) semesters marked this first time we had all students who were enrolled in a 
section of SPE 101 complete our survey.   While this data was collected (April 2007 & November 
2007), it was inadvertently removed from the system.  This can be attributed to us not having a 
secure system in place for mining the data at the end of the semester.  Upon discovering this 
flaw, a more secure practice has been implemented to ensure that all future data will be 
provided to the Speech department at the end of each semester. 
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*However, it should be noted that after reviewing and comparing the data from the Fall 2006 & 
Spring of 2008 semesters, there are vast similarities in the responses and we surmise that the 
data collected from Fall/Spring 2007 would have shown similar feedback. 
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Other General Education Assessments Disciplines 
Speech 
 
 
Speech Excel Spread Sheet 
FALL

2006 + + + + + + + + + + + +

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10 Q11 Q12 Q13 Q14 Q15 Q16 Q17 Q18 Q19 Q20 Q21 Q22 Q23 Q24

A 62 6 43 6 24 2 30 2 4 31 30 0 28 4 38 2 1 34 29 6 30 13 10 21

B 94 17 110 23 96 25 87 36 60 101 101 31 98 44 117 42 5 114 93 58 86 62 41 73

C 21 17 28 30 31 45 36 35 46 39 33 48 35 42 37 56 29 36 30 27 38 38 56 24

D 19 117 17 102 42 102 47 98 70 26 36 96 34 79 8 80 121 17 36 86 39 66 80 63

E 4 40 3 36 7 24 2 26 19 3 1 22 4 31 1 18 37 0 12 21 5 20 11 18

F 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

G 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

H 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 

Resp by 

Question 200 197 201 197 200 198 202 197 199 200 201 197 199 200 201 198 193 201 200 198 198 199 198 199

Mode B D B D B D B D D B B D B D B D D B B D B D D B

47% 59% 55% 52% 48% 52% 43% 50% 35% 51% 50% 49% 49% 40% 58% 40% 63% 57% 47% 43% 43% 33% 40% 37%

SPRING

2008 + + + + + + + + + + + +

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10 Q11 Q12 Q13 Q14 Q15 Q16 Q17 Q18 Q19 Q20 Q21 Q22 Q23 Q24

A 82 12 49 7 36 6 37 5 11 40 35 1 34 6 52 1 2 50 50 18 40 16 12 20

B 109 15 126 26 115 34 105 41 48 125 140 38 135 48 149 43 13 130 88 65 101 87 50 92

C 20 21 31 51 27 39 48 45 52 44 31 50 33 44 23 60 31 38 38 27 47 47 65 35

D 25 135 32 113 61 135 53 119 101 30 34 122 39 109 18 108 153 21 47 93 41 63 94 72

E 7 60 5 46 4 29 0 32 31 4 2 32 2 36 0 31 44 3 20 40 14 30 22 24

F 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

G 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

H 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total

Resp by

Question 243 243 243 243 243 243 243 242 243 243 242 243 243 243 242 243 243 242 243 243 243 243 243 243

Mode B D B D B D B D D B B D B D B D D B B D B B D B

45% 56% 52% 47% 47% 56% 43% 49% 42% 51% 58% 50% 56% 45% 62% 44% 63% 54% 36% 38% 42% 26% 39% 38%
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Speech Excel Spread Sheet Continued 
FALL

2006 +

Q25 Q26 Q27 Q28 Q29 Q30 Q31 Q32 Q33 Q34 Q35 Q36 Q37 Total

A 4 0 6 3 22 1 1 21 52 34 36 46 24 706

B 9 11 195 198 33 4 8 78 5 58 14 45 12 2284

C 22 54 0 0 54 32 18 40 48 29 32 52 61 1299

D 103 105 0 0 58 108 106 9 9 27 39 13 5 2063

E 58 25 0 0 33 53 62 44 45 53 29 19 22 808

F 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 41 0 50 16 24 140

G 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 18 27

H 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 35 35

Total 

Resp by 

Question 196 195 201 201 200 198 195 201 200 201 200 200 201

Mode D D B B D D D B A B F C C

53% 54% 97% 99% 29% 55% 54% 39% 26% 29% 25% 26% 30%

SPRING

2008 +

Q25 Q26 Q27 Q28 Q29 Q30 Q31 Q32 Q33 Q34 Q35 Q36 Q37 Total

A 1 0 15 9 30 12 8 28 64 36 54 50 29 958

B 6 5 228 234 45 9 8 81 14 86 21 54 23 2737

C 24 56 0 0 72 43 33 54 73 31 33 69 68 1503

D 144 152 0 0 64 117 123 11 14 36 35 18 18 2550

E 68 30 0 0 32 62 71 54 52 54 31 28 32 1032

F 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 25 0 69 8 25 142

G 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 16 32

H 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 32 32

Total

Resp by

Question 243 243 243 243 243 243 243 243 242 243 243 243 243

Mode D D B B C D D B C B F C C

59% 63% 94% 96% 30% 48% 51% 33% 30% 35% 28% 28% 28%  
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