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INTRODUCTION
Introduction of Critical Thinking

The Critical Thinking Core Competency was assessed in Fall 2017, Spring 2018 and
Summer 2018. A sample of 288 students participated. The majority of the student sample
came from Seaver College. The Seaver College sample was 12 percent of the entire Seaver
student population. This study collected 349 artifacts, or samples of students’ work. Types
of artifacts (student assignments) included but were not limited to, research papers,
business strategy projects, and dramaturgical guides. Students submitted their artifacts
online to the assessment software, LiveText, where the professors then scored the
artifacts using a rubric (included on the following page).

Two sets of evaluators scored the student artifacts: the Seaver College General Education
Learning Innovators (GELI) Committee members and the course or division professors that
taught the course or were from their program. GELI is a Seaver College committee tasked
with planning and overseeing general education and core competency assessment.
Students’ work (artifacts) were scored by the faculty from their program. The GELI
Committee scored a small sample of work for comparison and to establish reliability of
the scores. Table One shows the number of assessors to the number of artifacts. For
example, a course with a number of 5 artifacts, and a number of 7 assessments, means
that two of the artifacts were scored twice (once by the professor, and once by a GELI
member,) while the remainder of the artifacts were scored just once.

This report will provide an overview of Critical Thinking assessment and will depict the
assessment results by each school, division and class level.

DEFINITION OF CRITICAL THINKING

“Critical thinking is a habit of mind characterized by the comprehensive exploration of issues, ideas,
artifacts, and events before accepting or formulating an opinion or conclusion.”

--- AAC&U CRITICAL THINKING VALUE RUBRIC

CRITICAL THINKING OUTCOME

Students will be able to think critically and creatively, communicate clearly, and act with integrity.




INTRODUCTION

Critical Thinking Value Rubric

Explanation of
issues

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

Influence of
context and
assumptions

Student's position
(perspective,
thesis/hypothesis)

Conclusions and
related outcomes
(implications and
consequences)

Exceptional

4

Issue/problem to be
considered critically is
stated clearly and
described
comprehensively,
delivering all relevant
information necessary for
full

understanding.

Mastery

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

Issue/problem to be
considered critically is
stated but description
leaves some terms
undefined, ambiguities
unexplored,

boundaries undetermined,
and/or

backgrounds unknown.

Minimal

1

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

Information is taken from
source(s) with

enough
interpretation/evaluation
to develop

a comprehensive analysis
or synthesis.

Viewpoints of experts are
questioned

thoroughly.

Information is taken from
source(s) with

enough
interpretation/evaluation
to develop

a coherent analysis or
synthesis.

Viewpoints of experts are
subject to

questioning.

Information is taken from
source(s) with

some
interpretation/evaluation,
but not

enough to develop a
coherent analysis or
synthesis.

Viewpoints of experts are
taken as mostly

fact, with little questioning.

Information is taken from
source(s) without

any
interpretation/evaluation.
Viewpoints of experts are
taken as fact,

without question.

Thoroughly (systematically
and

methodically) analyzes own
and others'

assumptions and carefully
evaluates the

relevance of contexts when
presenting a position.

Identifies own and others'
assumptions and
several relevant contexts

when presenting a position.

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

Shows an emerging
awareness of present
assumptions (sometimes
labels assertions as
assumptions).

Begins to identify some
contexts when
presenting a position.

Specific position
(perspective,
thesis/hypothesis) is
imaginative, taking into
account the complexities of
anissue.

Limits of position
(perspective,
thesis/hypothesis) are
acknowledged.

Others' points of view are
synthesized

within position
(perspective,
thesis/hypothesis).

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

within position
(perspective,
thesis/hypothesis).

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

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

and obvious.

Conclusions and related
outcomes
(consequences and
implications) are logical
and reflect student’s
informed evaluation

and ability to place
evidence and
perspectives discussed in
priority order.

Conclusion is logically tied
to a range of

information, including
opposing viewpoints;
related outcomes
(consequences and
implications) are identified
clearly.

Conclusion is logically tied
to information

(because information is
chosen to fit the

desired conclusion); some
related outcomes
(consequences and
implications) are
identified clearly.

Conclusion is inconsistently
tied to some of

the information discussed;
related outcomes
(consequences and
implications) are
oversimplified.




SURVEY OVERVIEW
Participated Programs Summary Table

NOSA: Number of student artifacts or assignments
NOA: Number of assessments or evaluators (GELI = 6, Program Assessors = 25)

M *Assignments can be assessed by more than one assessor
TERM COURSE N of A ts (NOA
DIVISION N of Student Artifacts ( NOSA) BRI (N CLY
CODE
Business Administration Spring 2018 BA 497 65 84
Fine Arts Spring 2018 THEA 312 5 7
’ - 4 Teach Eall 2017 AMST 620 16 50
uman.ltles and Teacher EDUC 461 17 17
Education
Spring 2018 EDUC 461 11 12
International Studies and Fall 2017 FRE 348 5 5
Languages Summer 2018  FRE 492
Fall 2017 NUTR 499
. BIOL 491 58 118
Natural Science )
Spring 2018 CHEM 311 17 17
PHYS 490 10 15
PHIL 290 21 21
REL 302 4 4
Fall 2017 REL 312 4 4
REL 330 5 5
REL 340 5 5
Religion and Philosophy REL 451 2 4
REL 497 7 10
. REL 513 1 2
Spring 2018
REL 520 1 2
REL 524 p 3
REL 547 p 2
ECON 410 10 14
o Fall 2017
Social Science PSYC 494 5 5
Spring 2018 SOC 497 7 7
SEAVER SUBTOTAL 279 378
Law 1422 33 33
School of Law Fall 2017
Law 1492 29 29
TOTAL 349 490

*The courses highlighted are graduate courses



SURVEY OVERVIEW
Overall Student Performance Table

Mastery 2 Mastery 1
Below
. . Expert Above Expected .
Dimensions R . R Expectation
4 point Expectation 2 point .
. 1 point
3 point
Explanation of issues 27% 38% 27% 8%
Evidence 18% 33% 39% 10%
Influence of context and assumptions 12% 32% 43% 13%
Student's position 23% 33% 31% 13%
Conclusions and related outcomes 23% 30% 36% 11%
Percentage of Students that Scored in Each Level of the
Critical Thinking Rubric Dimensions
100% m Expert (4 points) B Mastery (3 points) Mastery (2 points) B Minimal (1 points)
80%
60%
o,
) 38% 39% 3% 33% 36%
23% 23%
20% 10% 129% 13% 13% 11%,
n i i B
Explanation of issues Evidence Influence of context  Student's position Conclusions and
and assumptions related outcomes
NOSA = 349*
*This number represents the number of artifacts
BENCHMARK

EXPERT Mastery (3) ‘
At least 10-15% Between 35-40% Between 35-40% under 10-15%

Findings: The majority of students scored in the “Mastery” level for all dimensions of the
rubric, with slightly more scoring in the Mastery (2) level in all dimensions except for
“Explanation of Issues,” where the majority of students scored in the Mastery (3) level.




SURVEY OVERVIEW
Comparison Chart Among Terms

Average Scores by Dimension and Term in the Critical Thinking Rubric

mFall 2017 m Spring 2018 Summer 2018
4 (n=153) (n=188) (n=8)
Expert
3.04

3

Mastery
2.492.50

2
Mastery

1
Minimal Explanation of issues Evidence Influence of context ~ Student's position Conclusions and

and assumptions related outcomes

NOSA =349

Findings: In general, the students in Fall 2017 averaged a higher overall score in all of the rubric
dimensions than the students in Spring 2018 and Summer 2018.
It should be taken into consideration that the number of students in Summer 2018 was very low.




SURVEY OVERVIEW

Comparison Chart by Resident Status

Average Scores by Resident Status in the Critical Thinking Rubric

International Students
(n=127)

2.652:702,67

m California m Out-of-State ]
4 (n=185) (n=37)
Expert
3
Mastery 2.622.61
2.42 2.50
2.00
2
Mastery
1
minimal  Explanation of issues Evidence Influence of context  Student's position
and assumptions
NOSA = 349

2.75
2.50

Conclusions and
related outcomes

Findings: All students — in-state, out-of-state, and international students — scored in the range of a 2.00

to 2.93 on all of the dimensions.




SURVEY OVERVIEW
Comparison Chart by Academic Level

Average Scores of Undergraduates and Graduates in Critical Thinking

Rubric
4 ®m Undergrads ® Graduates
(n=298) (n=51)
Expert
3.16
3
Mastery
2
Mastery
1
Minimal  Explanation of issues Evidence Influence of context ~ Student's position Conclusions and
and assumptions related outcomes
NOSA =349

Findings: Graduates scored higher than the undergraduate students in each rubric
dimension.
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SEAVER COLLEGE
Business Administration Division

COURSE INFORMATION

Term Spring 2018

Courses BA 497

N of artifacts 65

Program Bachelor of Science in Business Administration
Assessors 3 Faculty Members; 2 GELI Members

Artifact type Research Paper

METHODOLOGY

Professors assessed students’ critical thinking skills through a research paperin
their senior capstone project.

Overall Findings

There were four sections in course BA 497. The gender ratio is 1.1:1. Of the 84
students, 31 were White, 18 were Non-resident Aliens and 14 were Asian.
Students in the Business Administration Division scored lower than the
University’s averages in each of the rubric dimensions. Business students scored
the lowest in the rubric dimension “Conclusions and related outcomes” (2.08),
and scored the highest in “Explanation of issues” (2.81) dimension.

11



COMPARISON TABLE

Average scores in critical thinking rubric - Business Administration
Division
® Business Administration H University Overall
4 (N=65) (N=349)

Expert

3 281 2.85

Mastery

2

Mastery

Minimal Explanation of issues Evidence Influence of context and Conclusions and related
assumptions outcomes

Findings: The University average is higher in all dimensions than the Business
Administration Division’s averages.

12




COMPARISON TABLE

Average Scores of Ethnic Groups in the Critical Thinking Rubric - BA 497

m White m Black or African American = Asian Hispanic or Latino
(N=23) (N=3) (N=12) (N=7)
® Non-resident Alien ® Two or more Races m Race Unknown
4 (N=15) (N=3) (N=2)
Expert
3.00
2.94 | 2.83 3.00
3 .
Mastery
2
Mastery
1
Minimal Explanation of issues Evidence Influence of context and Conclusions and related

assumptions outcomes

13




BA 497 — SPRING 2018

Expert Mastery Mastery Minimal

(4 pts) (3 pts) (2 pts) (1 pts) Mean Mode Stdev

Explanation of issues 13 46 21 4 2.81 3.00 0.75

Evidence 7 22 51 4 2.38 2.00 0.71

Influence of context and 7 16 50 11 2.23 2.00 0.78
assumptions

Conclusions and related 5 18 40 21 508 200 0.83

outcomes
Explanation of issues REREEREPA T L GE) 21 (25.00%) 4 (4.7
U W 7 (8.33%) 22(26.19%) | 51 (60.71%) 4(4.7
Influence of context and assumptions REGEE G ED) MEUNGE YA 1

Conclusions and related outcomes  [ERER-EVA 1k R0 ENREYACYA)

m Expert ™ Mastery M Mastery Minimal

BENCHMARK

Level of - > Information
Accomplishment EXPERT Mastery (3) astery (2) not Present

% of student: ted t
% of students expected to 2-5% Between 35-45% Between 35-45% under 10-15% 0%

score in each level

Explanation Expert and Mastery (3) exceed the benchmark established. Due to the high
of Issues student scores, students scored lower than the benchmark in the Mastery (2) and
Minimal levels.

Evidence Student scored higher than the benchmark in the Expert and Mastery (2)
Findings dimensions and lower than the benchmark in the Mastery (3) and Minimal levels.
by Influence of | Students scored higher than the benchmark in the levels of Mastery (2) and

Dimension | Context and Expert. Students scored within the benchmark at the Minimal level. Students
assumptions | scored below the benchmark in the Mastery (3) level.

Conclusions Students scored much higher than the benchmark at the Minimal level. Students
and related scored slightly higher than the benchmark in the levels of Mastery (2) and
outcomes Expert. Students scored below the benchmark in the Mastery (3) level.

14



SEAVER COLLEGE
Fine Arts Division

COURSE INFORMATION

Term Spring 2018

Courses THEA 312

N of artifacts 5

Program Bachelor of Arts in Fine Art
Assessor 1 Faculty Member; 4 GELI Members
Artifact type Dramaturgical Guide
METHODOLOGY

A total of five students participated from the Fine Arts Division. The students
were all Caucasian and female. Four students were seniors and one student was
a sophomore. Students scored lower than the University’s average in each of the
rubric dimensions. Students scored the lowest in “Conclusions and related
outcomes” (2.00). They scored the highest in “Explanation of issues” (2.57).

15



COMPARISON TABLE AMONG ETHNIC GROUPS

Fine Arts Division Average Scores Compared to University Average Scores in
Critical Thinking Rubric

H Fine Arts H University Overall
4 (N=5) (N=349)
Expert
3 2.85
Mastery
2
Mastery
1
Minimal  Explanation of issues Evidence Influence of context  Student's position Conclusions and

and assumptions related outcomes

Findings: The University averages are higher in all dimensions than the Fine Art
Division’s averages.

16




THEA 312 - SPRING 2018

outcomes

Expert Mastery Mastery Minimal

(4 pts) (3 pts) (2 pts) (1 pts) Mean Mode Stdev
Explanation of issues 0 5 1 1 2.57 3.00 0.73
Evidence 0 3 3 1 2.29 2.00 0.70
Influencte of context and 0 3 ) ) 214 3.00 0.83
assumptions
Student’s position 1 0 5 1 2.14 2.00 0.83
Conclusions and related 0 ) 3 ) 2.00 2.00 0.76

Explanation of issues

5 (71.43%)

Evidence < (7)) 3 (42.86%)
Influence of co_ntext and 3 (42.86%) 2 (28.57%)
assumptions
Student's position ENGERLVRENTAR R

Conclusions and related outcomes

Level of
Accomplishment

% of students expected to

score in each level

EXPERT Mastery (3) Mastery (2)

2-5%

2 (28.57%) 3 (42.86%)

m Expert ™ Mastery M Mastery Minimal

BENCHMARK

1 (14.29%)

Between 35-45% Between 35-45% under 10-15%

Information
not Present

0%

Findings
by
Dimension

Explanation

Mastery (3) scores greatly exceed the established benchmark. Students scored

of Issues below the benchmark in the Mastery (2) level and within the benchmark at the
Minimal level. No students scored in the Expert level.
Evidence Students scored within the benchmark in the Mastery (3), Mastery (2), and

Minimal levels. No students scored in the Expert level.

Influence of
Context and
Assumptions

Students scored within the benchmark in the Mastery (3) level and below the
benchmark in the Mastery (2) level. Student scores greatly exceeded the
benchmark in the Minimal level. No students scored in the Expert level.

Student’s
Position

Student scores greatly exceed the benchmark in the Expert and Mastery (2) levels.
Minimal level scores are within the benchmark. No students scored in the Mastery
(3) level.

Conclusions
and related
outcomes

Students scored below the benchmark in the Mastery (3) level. Student scores are
within the benchmark for Mastery (2). Student scores exceed the benchmark in
the Minimal level. No students scored in the Expert level.

17



SEAVER COLLEGE
Humanities and Teacher Education Division

COURSE INFORMATION

Term Fall 2017 Spring 2018
Courses EDUC 461 EDUC 461
N of artifacts 17 11
Program Bachelor of Arts in Liberal Arts

Assessor 1 Faculty Member; 1 GELI Member

Artifact type Research Paper

METHODOLOGY

Papers from 28 students were scored by two assessors. The same course EDUC
461 was scored for two semesters.

Twenty-eight (28) students participated from the education program, two were
male and 26 were female. In each dimension, students in the education program
averaged a lower score than the rest of the University’s average. There were five
freshmen, nine sophomores, 14 juniors, and one senior. Sixteen (16) of the
students in this sample were Caucasian. During both terms, students’ scores
were close. In the fall, no students scored in the Expert level, and only one
student scored at Expert level for a single category in the spring semester.

18



COMPARISON TABLE

Humanities and Teacher Education Division Average Scores in Critical Thinking
Rubric from EDUC 461

® Humanities & Teacher Education m University Average
4 (N=28) (N=349)

Expert

3 2.85

Mastery

2

Mastery

1
minimal  Explanation of issues Evidence Influence of context Student's position Conclusions and
and assumptions related outcomes

Findings: The University average score is higher than the Humanities and Teacher
Education Division’s averages in all dimensions.

19




COMPARISON TABLE

Expert

3

Mastery

2

Mastery

1

Minimal

EDUC 461 Average Scores in Critical Thinking Rubric

mEDUC 461 - Fall 2017 = EDUC 461 - Spring 2018
(N=17) (N=11)

235 242

2.00 2.00

Explanation of issues Evidence Influence of context ~ Student's position Conclusions and
and assumptions related outcomes

Findings: Fall 2017 and Spring 2018 average student scores are very similar except for
the categories of “Influence of context and assumptions” and “Conclusions and related
outcomes,” where Spring 2018 students scored lower.

20




EDUC 461 - FALL 2017

Expert Mastery Mastery Minimal

(4 pts) (3 pts) (2 pts) (1 pts) Mean Mode Stdev
Explanation of issues 0 11 2.35 2.00 0.48
Evidence 0 4 9 2.00 2.00 0.69
Influence of context 0 3 12 2 206 200 0.54
and assumptions
Student's position 0 5 9 3 2.12 2.00 0.68
Conclusions and 0 4 11 2.12 2.00 0.58

related outcomes

Explanation of issues [0 &2 0) 11 (64.71%)
Evidence [NEEDA) 9 (52.94%)

Influence of context and
assumptions

Student's position |SJPEER) 9 (52.94%)

3 (17.65%) 12 (70.59%)

Conclusions and related outcomes  [“NPEfEL) 11 (64.71%)

m Expert ™ Mastery M Mastery Minimal

BENCHMARK

Level of
EXPERT

Mastery (3)

Accomplishment Mastery (2)

Information
not Present

0%

% of students expected to

2-5% Between 35-45% Between 35-45% under 10-15%

score in each level

Explanation Mastery (3) scores are within the established benchmark. The Mastery (2) scores

of Issues greatly exceeds the benchmark. No students scored in the Expert or Minimal
levels.
Evidence The Mastery (2) and Minimal level scores exceeds the benchmark. Mastery (3)

scores are below the established benchmark. No students scored in the Expert

level.
Findings Influence of | The Mastery (2) scores greatly exceeds the benchmark. Mastery (3) scores are
by Context and | below the established benchmark. Minimal level scores are within the

Dimension

Assumptions

benchmark. No students scored in the Expert level.

Student’s
Position

The Mastery (2) and Minimal level scores exceeds the benchmark. Mastery (3)
scores are below the established benchmark. No students scored in the Expert
level.

Conclusions
and related
outcomes

The Mastery (2) scores greatly exceeds the benchmark. Mastery (3) scores are
below the established benchmark. Minimal level scores are within the
benchmark. No students scored in the Expert level.

21




EDUC 461 — SPRING 2018

Expert Mastery Mastery Minimal

(4 pts) (3 pts) (2 pts) (1 pts) Mean Mode Stdev
Explanation of issues 1 5 4 2 2.42 3.00 0.86
Evidence 0 3 6 3 2.00 2.00 0.71
Influencte of context and 0 5 5 5 1.75 1.00 0.72
assumptions
Student's position 0 4 5 3 2.08 2.00 0.76
Conclusions and related 0 3 5 4 1,92 2.00 0.76
outcomes

Explanation of issues  (G:EXF RGNV ERFA7) 4 (33.33%)
Evidence ERPEHIEA) 6 (50.00%)
Influence of co_ntext and 2 (16.67%) 5 (41.67%)
assumptions

Student's position [XEEREEVS) 5 (41.67%)

Conclusions and related outcomes  EXPLEIPA] 5 (41.67%)

m Expert ®Mastery M Mastery Minimal

BENCHMARK

Information

Level of

EXPERT Mastery (3) Mastery (2)

Accomplishment not Present

% of students expected to

. 2-5% Between 35-45% Between 35-45% under 10-15% 0%
score in each level

Explanation Mastery (3) scores are within the established benchmark. The Mastery (2) scores
of Issues are slightly below the benchmark. The Expert and Minimal level scores are
slightly above the benchmarks.

Evidence The Mastery (2) and Minimal level scores exceeds the benchmark. Mastery (3)
scores are below the established benchmark. No students scored in the Expert
level.

Findings Influence of | The Mastery (2) scores are within the benchmark. Mastery (3) scores are below
by Context and the established benchmark. Minimal level scores greatly exceed the benchmark.

Dimension Assumptions | No students scored in the Expert level.

Student’s The Mastery (2) level scores are within the benchmark. Mastery (3) scores are
Position slightly below the established benchmark. The Minimal level scores are higher
than the established benchmark. No students scored in the Expert level.
Conclusions The Minimal level scores greatly exceeds the benchmark. Mastery (3) scores are
and related below the established benchmark. Mastery (2) level scores are within the
outcomes benchmark. No students scored in the Expert level.
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SEAVER COLLEGE
International Studies and Languages Division

COURSE INFORMATION

Term Fall 2017 Summer 2018
Courses FRE 348 FRE 492

N of artifacts 5 8

Program Bachelor of Arts in French

Assessor 1 Faculty Member

Artifact type Research Paper

METHODOLOGY

Two different French classes were scored: FRE 348 and FRE 492. The papers were
scored from rubrics adapted from the AAC&U VALUE rubrics on a scale of 1 to 4.

There were a total of 11 undergraduates that participated from the French
language classes in the fall and summer terms. Four students were juniors, four
students were seniors and the rest of the students were sophomores. Ten (10) of
the 11 students were female. Students in the International Studies and
Languages division scored .04 higher in the Evidence dimension than the
University average, and also scored on par with the University in “Explanation of
issues”. Students taking the course in the summer scored lower in all dimensions
than students in the fall; however, it should be noted this course is a higher
level than FRE 358. One student scored “4” in all dimensions. The lowest
dimension scored was “Student’s position” (2.23).

23



COMPARISON TABLE

International Studies and Languages Division Average Scores in Critical
Thinking Rubric

4 W [nternational Studies and Languages m University Overall
(N=13) (N=349)

Expert

3 2.85 2.85

Mastery

2

Mastery

1

minimal  Explanation of issues Evidence Influence of context  Student's position Conclusions and
and assumptions related outcomes

Findings: International Studies and Languages (ISL) Division scored very close to the
University average in all dimensions. ISL scored slightly lower in the dimensions of
“Student’s position” and “Evidence.”

24




COMPARISON TABLE

FRE 348 & FRE 492 Average Scores in Critical Thinking Rubric

B FRE 348 - Fall 2017 ® FRE 492 - Summer 2018
4 (N=5) (N=8)

3.20

Mastery

2

Mastery

1
Minimal  Explanation of issues Evidence Influence of context ~ Student's position Conclusions and
and assumptions related outcomes

Findings: Students in FRE 348 scored higher than FRE 492 students in all 5 dimensions.

25




FRE 348 — FALL 2017

Expert Mastery Mastery Minimal

(4 pts) (3 pts) (2 pts) (1 pts) Mean Mode Stdev

Explanation of issues 2 2 1 0 3.20 3.00 0.75
Evidence 2 1 2 0 3.00 2.00 0.89

Influence of context
and assumptions

Student's position 1 1 3 0 2.60 2.00 0.80

Conclusions and
related outcomes

1 3 1 0 3.00 3.00 0.63

1 2 2 0 2.80 2.00 0.75

Explanation of issues pXCIRILS) 2 (40.00%) 1 (20.00%)

Evidence PXONILA) 1 (20.00%) 2 (40.00%)

Influence of context and

: 1 (20.00%) 3 (60.00%) 1 (20.00%)
assumptions
Student's position EErIXIFA)] 1 (20.00%) 3 (60.00%)
Conclusions and related outcomes REEPIKDEA] 2 (40.00%) 2 (40.00%)
m Expert ® Mastery M Mastery Minimal
BENCHMARK
Level of Information
Accomplishment EXPERT Mastery (3) Mastery (2) not Present

% of students expected to
. 2-5% Between 35-45% Between 35-45% under 10-15% 0%
score in each level

Explanation Mastery (3) scores are within the established benchmark. The Mastery (2) scores
of Issues are below the benchmark. The Expert level scores are greatly above the
benchmark. No students scored at the Minimal level.

Evidence The Mastery (2) scores are within the benchmark. Mastery (3) scores are below
the established benchmark. The Expert level scores exceed the established
benchmark. No students scored in the Minimal level.

Findings Influence of | The Mastery (3) and Expert scores exceed the benchmarks. Mastery (2) scores
by Context and | are below the established benchmark. No students scored in the Minimal level.

Dimension Assumptions

Student’s The Mastery (2) level scores greatly exceed the benchmark. Mastery (3) scores
Position are below the established benchmark. The Expert level scores are higher than
the established benchmark. No students scored in the Minimal level.

Conclusions Mastery (3) and Mastery (2) scores are within the established benchmark. Expert
and related level scores are above the benchmark. No students scored in the Minimal level.
outcomes

*|t should be noted that the sample size is very small

26



FRE 492 - SUMMER 2018

Expert Mastery Mastery Minimal

(4 pts) (3 pts) (2 pts) (1 pts) Mean Mode Stdev
Explanation of issues 0 6 1 1 2.63 3.00 0.70
Evidence 0 2 5 1 2.13 2.00 0.60
lnﬂuenc? of context and 0 2 5 1 2.13 2.00 0.60
assumptions
Student's position 0 1 6 1 2.00 2.00 0.50
Conclusions and related 0 4 4 0 2.50 2.00 0.50

outcomes

6 (75.00%) 1 (12.50%)
2 (25.00%) 5 (62.50%)
2 (25.00%) 5 (62.50%)

Explanation of issues

Evidence

Influence of context and
assumptions

Student's position NEPEIYS IEETPA)

Conclusions and related

()
outcomes ()

4 (50.00%)

m Expert mMastery mMastery Minimal

BENCHMARK

Level of

Information

EXPERT

Mastery (3)

Mastery (2)

Accomplishment not Present

% of students expected to

. under 10-15%
score in each level

2-5% Between 35-45% Between 35-45% 0%

Explanation Mastery (3) scores greatly exceed the established benchmark. The Mastery (2)

of Issues scores are below the benchmark. The Minimal level scores are within the
benchmark. No students scored at the Expert level.
Evidence The Mastery (2) scores exceed the benchmark. Mastery (3) scores are below the

established benchmark. The Minimal level scores are within the established
benchmark. No students scored in the Expert level.

Findings
by
Dimension

Influence of
Context and
Assumptions

The Mastery (2) scores exceed the benchmark. Mastery (3) scores are below the
established benchmark. The Minimal level scores are within the established
benchmark. No students scored in the Expert level.

Student’s
Position

The Mastery (2) scores exceed the benchmark. Mastery (3) scores are below the
established benchmark. The Minimal level scores are within the established
benchmark. No students scored in the Expert level.

Conclusions
and related
outcomes

Mastery (3) and Mastery (2) scores are slightly above the established
benchmarks. No students scored in the Expert or Minimal levels.
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SEAVER COLLEGE
Natural Science Division

COURSE INFORMATION

Term Fall 2017

Courses NUTR 499

N of artifacts 7

Spring 2018

BIOL 491 / CHEM 311 / PHYS
490

58 /17 /10

Bachelor of Science in Nutritional Science; Bachelor of Arts/Science in

Program Biology;

Bachelor of Arts/Science in Chemistry; Bachelor of Science in Physics

Assessor 5 Faculty Members; 5 GELI Members

Artifact type Research Paper; Case Study; Exam

METHODOLOGY

There were a total of 63 student participants in the Natural Science Division.
Forty-six (46) were seniors, nine were juniors, seven were sophomores, and one
was a freshman. Thirty-three (33) of the students were Caucasian, 11 were black,
and nine were Asian. Asians had the highest average scores in all dimensions in
comparison to the other races. All NUTR 499 students scored at least a three (3)
in each dimension and had the highest averages in comparison to the other
Natural Sciences. As a division, students scored better than the University’s
averages in all but two dimensions: “Explanation of issues” and “Student’s

position”.
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COMPARISON TABLE

Natural Science Division Average Scores in Critical Thinking Rubric

m Natural Science m University Overall
4 (N=92) (N=349)

Expert

3 2.85
271 2.79

Mastery

2

Mastery

1
minimal  Explanation of issues Evidence Influence of context ~ Student's position Conclusions and
and assumptions related outcomes

Findings: The Natural Science Division average scores closely align with the
University’s averages in all dimensions.
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COMPARISON TABLE

NUTR 499 & BIOL 491 & CHEM 311 & PHYS 490 Average Scores in Critical

Thinking Rubric
4 mNUTR 499 (N=7) m BIOL 491 (N=58) CHEM 311 (N=17) PHYS 490 (N=10)
Expert 3.57 3.57 3.57
3.43 3.33
3 2.79 2.72 567 2.79
Mastery 2'632_53 )
2.292.20
2.062.07
2 1.86 1-93
1.64
Mastery
1
Minimal  Explanation of issues Evidence Influence of context and  Student's position Conclusions and related
assumptions outcomes

*Note: Dimension “Student’s Position” was not scored for CHEM 311.

Findings: NUTR 499 scored higher than the other majors in all dimensions. It should be
noted that NUTR 499 also has the lowest N. PHYS 490 average scores fall significantly
lower than the rest of the division in the areas of “Influence of context and

assumptions,” “Students Position,” and “Conclusions and related outcomes.”
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NUTR 499 - FALL 2017

Expert Mastery Mastery Minimal

(4 pts) (3 pts) (2 pts) (1 pts) Mean Mode Stdev
Explanation of issues 4 3 0 0 3.57 4.00 0.50
Evidence 4 3 0 0 3.57 4.00 0.50
Student’s position 4 3 0 0 3.57 4.00 0.50
Conclusions and 3 4 0 0 343 3.00 0.50
related outcomes

Explanation of issues EXCIAFEVS) 3 (42.86%)

Level of Accomplishment

% of students expected to score in

each level

H Expert = Mastery B Mastery Minimal

BENCHMARK

Evidence EIGIALY)) 3 (42.86%)
Student's position EIXCIALVA) 3 (42.86%)
Conclusions and related outcomes REXCYE{A) 4 (57.14%)

EXPERT

Mastery (3)

Mastery (2)

Information
not Present

2-5% Between 35-45% Between 35-45% under 10-15%

0%

Explanation

Expert scores are slightly above the established benchmark. The Mastery (3)

of Issues scores are within the benchmark. There are no Mastery (2) or Minimal level
scores.
Evidence Expert scores are slightly above the established benchmark. The Mastery (3)
Findings scores are within the benchmark. There are no Mastery (2) or Minimal level
by scores.
Dimension Student’s Expert scores are slightly above the established benchmark. The Mastery (3)
Position scores are within the benchmark. There are no Mastery (2) or Minimal level

scores.

Conclusions
and related
outcomes

Mastery (3) scores are above the established benchmark. The Expert scores are
within the benchmark. There are no Mastery (2) or Minimal level scores.
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BIOL 491 — ASSIGNMENT ONE - SPRING 2018

Expert Mastery Mastery Minimal

(4 pts) (3 pts) (2 pts) (1 pts) Mean Mode Stdev

Explanation of issues 12 20 21 7 2.62 2.00 0.93
Evidence 5 28 17 10 2.47 3.00 0.87

Influence of context
and assumptions

Student’s position 9 21 20 10 2.48 3.00 0.94

Conclusions and

5 25 20 10 2.42 3.00 0.86

12 17 25 6 2.58 2.00 0.92
related outcomes
Explanation of issues EPAPINIEA)] 20 (33.33%) 21 (35.00%)
AU R 5 (8.33%) 28 (46.67%) 17 (28.33%)
Influence of contextand - yepprrrrarymr=s 20 (33.33%)
assumptions
Student's position ENFEXA) 21 (35.00%) 20 (33.33%)
Conclusions and related 12 (20.00%) 17 (28.33%) 25 (41.67%) "
outcomes
m Expert ™ Mastery M Mastery Minimal
BENCHMARK
Level of Information
Accomplishment EXPERT Mastery (3) Mastery (2) not Present

% of students expected to

. 2-5% Between 35-45% Between 35-45% under 10-15% 0%
score in each level

Explanation Mastery (2) and Minimal scores are within the established benchmark. The
of Issues Mastery (3) scores are slightly below the benchmark. Expert level scores greatly
exceed the benchmark.

Evidence The Mastery (3), Minimal, and Expert level scores exceed the benchmark.
Mastery (2) scores are below the established benchmark.

Findings Influence of | The Mastery (3) scores are within the established benchmark. Mastery (2) scores
b Context and are slightly below the established benchmark. The Minimal and Expert level
y Assumptions | scores are higher than the benchmark.
Dimension
Student’s The Mastery (3) scores are within the established benchmark. Mastery (2) scores
Position are slightly below the established benchmark. The Minimal and Expert level

scores are higher than the benchmark.

Conclusions The Mastery (2) and Minimal level scores are within the established benchmark.
and related Mastery (3) scores are slightly below the established benchmark. The Expert
outcomes level scores are higher than the benchmark.
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BIOL 491 - ASSIGNMENT TWO - SPRING 2018

Expert Mastery Mastery Minimal

(4 pts) (3 pts) (2 pts) (1 pts) Mean Mode Stdev

Explanation of 25 12 13 7 297 400 1.08
issues
Evidence 22 16 16 3 3.00 4.00 0.94
Influence of
context and 16 21 16 4 2.86 3.00 0.91
assumptions
Student’s position 16 24 11 6 2.88 3.00 0.94
Conclusions and 23 15 15 4 3.00 400 097
related outcomes

Explanation of issues 25 (43.86%) 12 (21.05%) 13 (22.81%)

Evidence 22 (38.60%) 16 (28.07%) 16 (28.07%) 3 (5.2
Influence of context and 16 (28.07%) 21 (36.84%) 16 (28.07%) m
assumptions
Student's position 16 (28.07%) 24 (42.11%) 11 (19.30%)
Conclusions and related outcomes PARCIHKLYA] 15 (26.32%) 15 (26.32%) 4 (7

m Expert ™ Mastery M Mastery Minimal

BENCHMARK

Level of
EXPERT

Mastery (3)

Mastery (2)

Information
not Present

0%

Accomplishment

% of students expected to

2-5% Between 35-45% Between 35-45% under 10-15%

score in each level

Explanation The Expert level scores greatly exceed the benchmark. Mastery (3) and Mastery

of Issues (2) scores are below the established benchmark. The Minimal level scores are
within the benchmark.
Evidence Expert level scores greatly exceed the benchmark. Mastery (3), Mastery (2), and

Minimal scores are below the established benchmark.

Influence of

Findings
by
Dimension

Context and
Assumptions

Expert level scores greatly exceed the benchmark. Mastery (3) scores are within
the benchmark. Mastery (2) and Minimal scores are below the established
benchmark.

Student’s
Position

Expert level scores greatly exceed the benchmark. Mastery (3) and Minimal level
scores are within the benchmark. Mastery (2) scores are below the established
benchmark.

Conclusions
and related
outcomes

Expert level scores greatly exceed the benchmark. Mastery (3), Mastery (2), and
Minimal scores are below the established benchmark.
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PHYS 490 - SPRING 2018

Expert Mastery Mastery Minimal

(4 pts) (3 pts) (2 pts) (1 pts) Mean Mode Stdev
Explanation of issues 0 3 10 0 2.23 2.00 0.42
Evidence 0 2 9 2 2.00 2.00 0.56
Influence of context 0 1 9 3 185 200 0.53
and assumptions
Student’s position 0 0 7 6 1.54 2.00 0.50
Conclusions and 0 1 10 2 1.92 200 047
related outcomes

Explanation of issues | <lPEHiLV) 10 (76.92%)

Influence of context and
assumptions

Student's position 7 (53.85%)

Evidence

1(7.69%) 9 (69.23%)

Conclusions and related

outcomes

Level of
Accomplishment

% of students expected to

score in each level

EXPERT

2-5%

1(7.69%) 10 (76.92%)

m Expert ™ Mastery M Mastery Minimal

BENCHMARK

2 (15.38%) | 9 (69.23%)

Mastery (3)

Mastery (2)

Information

not Present

Between 35-45% Between 35-45% under 10-15%

0%

Findings
by
Dimension

Explanation

Mastery (2) scores greatly exceed the established benchmark. The Mastery (3)

of Issues scores are below the benchmark. No students scored at the Expert or Minimal
levels.
Evidence Mastery (2) scores greatly exceed the established benchmark. The Mastery (3)

scores are below the benchmark. Minimal level scores are slightly above the
benchmark. No students scored at the Expert level.

Influence of
Context and
Assumptions

Mastery (2) scores greatly exceed the established benchmark. Minimal level
scores are above the benchmark. The Mastery (3) scores are far below the
benchmark. No students scored at the Expert level.

Student’s
Position

The Mastery (2) and Minimal level scores greatly exceed the benchmark. No

students scored in the Expert or Mastery (3) levels.

Conclusions
and related
outcomes

Mastery (2) scores greatly exceed the established benchmark. The Mastery (3)
scores are far below the benchmark. Minimal level scores are slightly above the
benchmark. No students scored at the Expert level.
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CHEM 311 - SPRING 2018

Expert Mastery Mastery Minimal

(4 pts) (3 pts) (2 pts) (1 pts) Mean Mode Stdev

Explanation of issues 4 3 4 6 2.29 1.00 1.18
Evidence 0 5 7 4 2.06 2.00 0.75
Influence of context 0 12 2 3 253 300 078
and assumptions
lusi
Conclusions and 8 5 1 1 333 400 0.87
related outcomes
Explanation of issues CEVEREYY) 3 (17.65%) 4 (23.53%)
Evidence | < ExIVEE) 7 (43.75%)
Influence of co_ntext and 12 (70.59%) 2 (11.76%)
assumptions
Conclusions and related o
outcomes 8 (53.33%) 5(33.33%) 1(6.67%)1 (6
m Expert ™ Mastery M Mastery Minimal
BENCHMARK
Level of Information
Accomplishment EXPERT Mastery (3) Mastery (2) not Present

% of students expected to
2-5% Between 35-45% Between 35-45% under 10-15% 0%

score in each level

Explanation Minimal and Expert level scores greatly exceed the benchmark. Mastery (2) and

of Issues Mastery (3) scores are below the benchmark.
Evidence The Minimal level scores exceed the benchmark. Mastery (3) scores are below
the established benchmark. The Mastery (2) level scores are within the
Findings established benchmark. No students scored in the Expert level.
by Influence of | The Mastery (3) scores greatly exceed the benchmark. Mastery (2) scores are far

Dimension | Context and below the established benchmark. The Minimal level scores are slightly above
Assumptions | the established benchmark. No students scored in the Expert level.

Conclusions Expert level scores greatly exceed the established benchmark. Mastery (3) and
and related Minimal scores are slightly below the benchmark. Mastery (2) level scores are
outcomes far below the benchmark.
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SEAVER COLLEGE
Religion and Philosophy Division

COURSE INFORMATION

Term Fall 2017 Spring 2018
Courses PHIL 290 / REL 302 / REL 312/ REL 451 / REL 497 / REL 513 / REL
REL 330 / REL 340 520 / REL 524 / REL 547
N of artifacts 21/4/4/5/5 3/7/1/1/2/2
Program Bachelor of Arts in Philosophy; Bachelor of Arts in Religion;
& Undergraduate Certificate - Minor in Women’s Studies;
Assessor 8 Faculty Members; 6 GELI Members

Research Paper; Argument reconstruction and evaluation activity;

Artifact type Biblical Exegesis Paper

METHODOLOGY

A total of 35 students participated from Religion and Philosophy. There were 17
males and 18 females. Twenty-three (23) of the students were white. Fifteen
(15) were seniors, 11 were juniors, and 9 were sophomores. Sophomores had
higher average scores in all dimensions except for “Student’s position”. Juniors
and sophomores had higher average scores in all dimensions in comparison to
seniors.

Eleven (11) courses were used in this study: PHIL 290, REL 302, REL 312, REL 330,
REL 340, REL 451, REL 497, REL 513, REL 520, REL 524, and REL 547. The courses

were a collection of undergraduate programs, masters programs, and certificate
programs.
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COMPARISON TABLE

Religion and Philosophy Division Average Scores of Critical Thinking Rubric

4 W Religion and Philosophy m University Overall
(N=55) (N=349)
Expert
3 2.85 2.81
Mastery 2.73 2.67 2.66 2.65
2
Mastery
1
minimal  Explanation of issues Evidence Influence of context Student's position Conclusions and

and assumptions related outcomes

Findings: The Religion and Philosophy division average scores align closely with
the University averages.
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COMPARISON TABLE

Average Scores in Critical Thinking Rubric by Class Level

4
m Sophomore... M Junior... m Senior...
Expert
3.22 3 13
3.00 3.00
3 2.89 5 82 : 2.82
Mastery
2.55
2
Mastery
1
Mminimal  Explanation of issues Evidence Influence of context and  Student's position Conclusions and related
assumptions outcomes
n = 55%

*This number represents the number of artifacts.

Findings: Sophomores had slightly higher average scores in all dimensions except
for “Student’s position”. Juniors and sophomores had higher average scores in
all dimensions in comparison to seniors.
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PHIL 290 — FALL 2017

Level of
Accomplishment

EXPERT

% of students expected to

score in each level

2-5%

BENCHMARK

Expert Mastery Mastery Minimal
(4 pts) (3 pts) (2 pts) (1 pts) Mean Mode Stdev
Explanation of issues 5 11 5 0 3.00 3.00 0.69
Evidence 11 7 1 2 3.29 4.00 0.93
Influence of context 3 12 4 2 276  3.00 0.81
and assumptions
Student’s position 3 12 6 0 2.86 3.00 0.64
Conclusions and 5 10 6 0 295 3.00 0.72
related outcomes
Explanation of issues JEAPERILD)] 11 (52.38%) 5 (23.81%)
Evidence 11 (52.38%) 7 (33.33%) 1(4.76%) 2
Influence of contextand - paryprrmmrryE=Ey) 4 (19.05%) 2
assumptions
Student's position FENGERLPAR LGS EEY) 6 (28.57%)
Conclusions and related 5 (23.81%) 10 (47.62%) 6 (6.67%)
outcomes
m Expert = Mastery ®mMastery Minimal

Mastery (3)

Mastery (2)

Between 35-45% Between 35-45% under 10-15%

Information
not Present

0%

Findings
by
Dimension

Explanation

Expert and Mastery (3) scores greatly exceed the established benchmark. The

of Issues Mastery (2) scores are below the benchmark. No students scored at the Minimal
level.
Evidence Expert level scores greatly exceed the benchmark. Mastery (3) and Minimal

scores are slightly below the established benchmark. Mastery (2) scores are far
below the benchmark.

Influence of
Context and
Assumptions

Expert and Mastery (3) scores greatly exceed the established benchmark. The
Mastery (2) and Minimal level scores are below the benchmark.

Student’s
Position

Expert and Mastery (3) scores greatly exceed the established benchmark. The
Mastery (2) scores are below the benchmark. No students scored at the Minimal
level.

Conclusions
and related
outcomes

Expert scores greatly exceed the established benchmark. Mastery (3) scores are
slightly above the benchmark. The Mastery (2) scores are far below the
benchmark. No students scored at the Minimal level.
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REL 302 - FALL 2017

Expert Mastery Mastery Minimal

(4 pts) (3 pts) (2 pts) (1 pts) Mean Mode Stdev

Explanation of issues 0 2 2 0 2.50 2.00 0.50
Evidence 0 3 1 0 2.75 3.00 0.43

Influence of context
and assumptions

Student’s position 0 4 0 0 3.00 3.00 0.00

0 1 3 0 2.25 2.00 0.43

Conclusions and

0 2 2 0 2.50 2.00 0.50
related outcomes
Explanation of issues | 720 2 (50.00%)
Evidence 3 (75.00%) 1 (25.00%)
Influence of context and 1 (25.00%) 3 (75.00%)
assumptions
Student's position 4 (100.00%)
Conclusions and related
2 (50.00%) 2 (50.00%)
outcomes
m Expert ® Mastery B Mastery © Minimal
BENCHMARK
Level of Information
Accomplishment EXPERT Mastery (3) Mastery (2) not Present

% of student: ted t
of students expected to 2-5% Between 35-45% Between 35-45% under 10-15% 0%
score in each level

Explanation Mastery (3) and Mastery (2) scores exceed the established benchmark. No

of Issues students scored at the Expert or Minimal levels.

Evidence The Mastery (3) scores greatly exceed the benchmark. Mastery (2) scores are
below the established benchmark. No students scored in the Expert or Minimal
levels.

Findings Influence of | The Mastery (2) scores greatly exceed the benchmark. Mastery (3) scores are
by Context and below the established benchmark. No students scored in the Expert or Minimal

Dimension Assumptions | levels.

Student’s The Mastery (3) scores greatly exceed the benchmark. No students scored in the
Position Expert, Mastery (2), or Minimal levels.

Conclusions Mastery (3) and Mastery (2) scores exceed the established benchmark. No
and related students scored at the Expert or Minimal levels.
outcomes

40



REL 312 - FALL 2017

Expert Mastery Mastery Minimal

(4 pts) (3 pts) (2 pts) (1 pts) Mean Mode Stdev

Explanation of issues 0 2 2 0 2.50 2.00 0.50
Evidence 0 2 2 0 2.50 2.00 0.50

Influence of context
and assumptions

Student’s position 0 1 3 0 2.25 2.00 0.43

0 2 2 0 2.50 2.00 0.50

Conclusions and

0 2 2 0 2.50 2.00 0.50
related outcomes
Explanation of issues | 72 G0 2 (50.00%)
Evidence 72 EHLEA) 2 (50.00%)
Influence of context and 2 (50.00%) 2 (50.00%)
assumptions
Student's position | FFELEA)] 3 (75.00%)
Conclusions and related 2 (50.00%) 2 (50.00%)
outcomes
m Expert = Mastery mMastery Minimal
BENCHMARK
Level of Information
Accomplishment EXPERT Mastery (3) Mastery (2) not Present

% of students expected to
. 2-5% Between 35-45% Between 35-45% under 10-15% 0%
score in each level

Explanation Mastery (3) and Mastery (2) scores exceed the established benchmark. No
of Issues students scored at the Expert or Minimal levels.

Evidence Mastery (3) and Mastery (2) scores exceed the established benchmark. No
students scored at the Expert or Minimal levels.

Influence of Mastery (3) and Mastery (2) scores exceed the established benchmark. No
Findings Context and | students scored at the Expert or Minimal levels.

by Assumptions
Dimension
Student’s The Mastery (2) scores greatly exceed the benchmark. Mastery (3) scores are
Position below the established benchmark. No students scored in the Expert or Minimal
levels.

Conclusions Mastery (3) and Mastery (2) scores exceed the established benchmark. No
and related students scored at the Expert or Minimal levels.
outcomes
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REL 330 - FALL 2017

Expert Mastery Mastery Minimal

(4 pts) (3 pts) (2 pts) (1 pts) Mean Mode Stdev

Explanation of issues 0 2 2 0 2.20 2.00 0.75
Evidence 0 3 2 0 2.60 3.00 0.49

Influence of context
and assumptions

Student’s position 0 2 3 0 2.40 2.00 0.49

Conclusions and

0 1 4 0 2.20 2.00 0.40

0 1 4 0 2.20 2.00 0.40
related outcomes
Explanation of issues | 72N 2 (40.00%)
Evidence 3 (60.00%) 2 (40.00%)
Influence of co_ntext and 1(20.00%) 4 (80.00%)
assumptions
Student's position 2 (40.00%) 3 (60.00%)

Conclusions and related

1 (20.00%) 4 (80.00%)
outcomes
m Expert = Mastery mMastery Minimal
BENCHMARK
Level of Information
Accomplishment EXPERT Mastery (3) Mastery (2) not Present

% of student: ted t
of students expectedto 2-5% Between 35-45% Between 35-45% under 10-15% 0%
score in each level

Explanation The Mastery (2) scores are within the benchmark. Mastery (3) and Minimal level

of Issues scores exceed the established benchmark. No students scored in the Expert
level.
Evidence The Mastery (2) scores are within the benchmark. Mastery (3) scores exceed the

established benchmark. No students scored in the Expert or Minimal levels.

Findings Influence of | The Mastery (2) scores greatly exceed the benchmark. Mastery (3) scores are
by Context and below the established benchmark. No students scored in the Expert or Minimal

. . Assumptions | levels.
Dimension

Student’s The Mastery (3) scores are within the benchmark. Mastery (2) scores exceed the
Position established benchmark. No students scored in the Expert or Minimal levels.

Conclusions The Mastery (2) scores greatly exceed the benchmark. Mastery (3) scores are
and related below the established benchmark. No students scored in the Expert or Minimal
outcomes levels.
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REL 340 - FALL 2017

Expert Mastery Mastery Minimal

(4 pts) (3 pts) (2 pts) (1 pts) Mean Mode Stdev
Explanation of issues 0 1 4 0 2.20 2.0 0.40
Evidence 0 3 1 1 2.40 3.0 0.80
Influencte of context and 0 0 4 1 1.80 2.0 0.40
assumptions
Student’s position 0 0 4 1 1.80 2.0 0.40
Conclusions and related 0 3 1 1 2.40 3.0 0.80

outcomes

Explanation of issues

Evidence

Influence of context and
assumptions

Student's position

Conclusions and related
outcomes

m Expert = Mastery ®m Mastery Minimal

BENCHMARK

Information

Level of
EXPERT

Mastery (3)

Mastery (2)

Accomplishment not Present

% of students expected to

K 2-5%
score in each level

Between 35-45% Between 35-45% under 10-15% 0%

Explanation The Mastery (2) scores greatly exceed the benchmark. Mastery (3) scores are

of Issues below the established benchmark. No students scored in the Expert or Minimal
levels.
Evidence The Mastery (3) scores greatly exceed the benchmark. Minimal level scores are

above the benchmark. Mastery (2) scores are below the established benchmark.
No students scored in the Expert level.

Findings
by
Dimension

Influence of
Context and
Assumptions

The Mastery (2) scores greatly exceed the benchmark. The Minimal level scores
are above the established benchmark. No students scored in the Expert or
Mastery (3) levels.

Student’s
Position

The Mastery (2) scores greatly exceed the benchmark. The Minimal level scores
are above the established benchmark. No students scored in the Expert or
Mastery (3) levels.

Conclusions
and related
outcomes

The Mastery (3) scores greatly exceed the benchmark. Minimal level scores are

above the benchmark. Mastery (2) scores are below the established benchmark.

No students scored in the Expert level.
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REL 451 — SPRING 2018

Expert Mastery Mastery Minimal

(4 pts) (3 pts) (2 pts) (1 pts) Mean Mode Stdev

Explanation of issues 0 3 0 0 3.00 3.00 0.00
Evidence 0 2 1 0 2.67 3.00 0.47

Influence of context
and assumptions

Student’s position 0 1 2 0 2.33 2.00 0.47

Conclusions and
related outcomes

0 2 1 0 2.67 3.00 0.47

0 2 1 0 2.67 3.00 0.47

Explanation of issues | <HELIIIEZ)

Evidence 2 (66.67%) 1(33.33%)
Influence of context and
. .67Y 1 (33.33%
assumptions Z2UESI T ( )
Student's position 1 (33.33%) 2 (66.67%)
Conclusions and related
2 (66.67%) 1 (33.33%)
outcomes
m Expert mMastery ® Mastery Minimal
BENCHMARK
Level of Information
Accomplishment EXPERT Mastery (3) Mastery (2) not Present

% of students expected to

i 2-5% Between 35-45% Between 35-45% under 10-15% 0%
score in each level

Explanation The Mastery (3) scores greatly exceed the benchmark. No students scored in the

of Issues Expert, Mastery (2) or Minimal levels.

Evidence The Mastery (3) scores greatly exceed the benchmark. Mastery (2) scores are
slightly below the benchmark. No students scored in the Expert or Minimal
levels.

Findings Influence of | The Mastery (3) scores greatly exceed the benchmark. Mastery (2) scores are

Context and slightly below the benchmark. No students scored in the Expert or Minimal
Assumptions | levels.

by
Dimension

Student’s The Mastery (2) scores greatly exceed the benchmark. Mastery (3) scores are
Position slightly below the benchmark. No students scored in the Expert or Minimal
levels.

Conclusions The Mastery (3) scores greatly exceed the benchmark. Mastery (2) scores are
and related slightly below the benchmark. No students scored in the Expert or Minimal
outcomes levels.
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REL 497 — SPRING 2018

Expert Mastery Mastery Minimal

(4 pts) (3 pts) (2 pts) (1 pts) Mean Mode Stdev

Explanation of issues 1 5 2 0 2.88 3.00 0.60
Evidence 1 3 4 0 2.63 2.00 0.70

Influence of context
and assumptions

Student’s position 2 4 2 0 3.00 3.00 0.71

1 1 6 0 2.38 2.00 0.70

Conclusions and

2 1 5 0 2.63 2.00 0.86
related outcomes
Explanation of issues EREPEIPA] 5 (62.50%) 2 (25.00%)
Evidence [REEFAIYD 3 (37.50%) 4 (50.00%)
Influence of co_ntext and 1(12.50%) 1 (12:50%) 6 (75.00%)
assumptions
Student's position EPAPLIILA) 4 (50.00%) 2 (25.00%)
Conclusions and related o
outcomes 2 (25.00%) 1 (12.50%) 5 (62.50%)
m Expert ™ Mastery M Mastery Minimal
BENCHMARK
Level of Information
Accomplishment EXPERT Mastery (3) Mastery (2) not Present

% of students expected to
. 2-5% Between 35-45% Between 35-45% under 10-15% 0%
score in each level

Explanation The Expert and Mastery (3) level scores exceed the benchmark. Mastery (2)
of Issues scores are below the benchmark. No students scored in the Minimal level.

Evidence The Expert and Mastery (2) level scores exceed the benchmark. Mastery (3)
scores are within the benchmark. No students scored in the Minimal level.

Influence of | The Expert and Mastery (2) level scores exceed the benchmark. Mastery (3)
Context and scores are below the benchmark. No students scored in the Minimal level.
Assumptions

Findings
by
Dimension

Student’s The Expert and Mastery (3) level scores exceed the benchmark. Mastery (2)
Position scores are below the benchmark. No students scored in the Minimal level.

Conclusions The Expert and Mastery (2) level scores exceed the benchmark. Mastery (3)
and related scores are below the benchmark. No students scored in the Minimal level.
outcomes
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REL 513 — SPRING 2018

Expert Mastery Mastery Minimal

(4 pts) (3 pts) (2 pts) (1 pts) Mean Mode Stdev

Explanation of issues 0 0 2 0 2.00 2.00 0.00
Evidence 0 1 1 0 2.50 2.00 0.50

Influence of context
and assumptions

Student’s position 0 0 1 1 1.50 1.00 0.50

Conclusions and
related outcomes

0 0 2 0 2.00 2.00 0.00

0 0 1 1 1.50 1.00 0.50

Explanation of issues 2 (100.00%)
Evidence 1 (50.00%) 1 (50.00%)
Influence of co_ntext and 2 (100.00%)
assumptions
Student's position 1 (50.00%)
Conclusions and related T
outcomes (50-00%)

m Expert = Mastery mMastery Minimal

BENCHMARK
Level of Information
Accomplishment EXPERT Mastery (3) Mastery (2) not Present

% of students expected to
. 2-5% Between 35-45% Between 35-45% under 10-15% 0%
score in each level

Explanation The Mastery (2) scores greatly exceed the benchmark. No students scored in the
of Issues Expert, Mastery (3) or Minimal levels.

Evidence Mastery (3) and Mastery (2) scores exceed the established benchmark. No
students scored at the Expert or Minimal levels.

Influence of | The Mastery (2) scores greatly exceed the benchmark. No students scored in the
Context and Expert, Mastery (3) or Minimal levels.
Assumptions

Findings
by
Dimension

Student’s Mastery (2) and Minimal scores exceed the established benchmark. No students
Position scored at the Expert or Mastery (3) levels.

Conclusions Mastery (2) and Minimal scores exceed the established benchmark. No students
and related scored at the Expert or Mastery (3) levels.
outcomes
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REL 520 — SPRING 2018

Expert Mastery Mastery Minimal

(4 pts) (3 pts) (2 pts) (1 pts) Mean Mode Stdev

Explanation of issues 1 0 1 0 3.00 2.00 1.00
Evidence 0 2 0 0 3.00 3.00 0.00

Influence of context
and assumptions

Student’s position 0 1 1 0 2.50 2.00 0.50

Conclusions and
related outcomes

1 0 1 0 3.00 2.00 1.00

1 0 1 0 3.00 2.00 1.00

Explanation of issues 1 (50.00%) 1 (50.00%)

Evidence 2 (100.00%)

Influence of context and

. 1 (50.00%) 1 (50.00%)
assumptions
Student's position 1 (50.00%) 1 (50.00%)
Conclusions and related
1 (50.00%) 1 (50.00%)
outcomes
m Expert ™ Mastery M Mastery Minimal
BENCHMARK

Level of Information
Accomplishment EXPERT Mastery (3) Mastery (2) not Present

% of student: ted t
ot students expectedto 2-5% Between 35-45% Between 35-45% under 10-15% 0%
score in each level

Explanation Expert and Mastery (2) scores exceed the established benchmark. No students
of Issues scored at the Mastery (3) or Minimal levels.

Evidence The Mastery (3) scores greatly exceed the benchmark. No students scored in the
Expert, Mastery (2) or Minimal levels.

Influence of Expert and Mastery (2) scores exceed the established benchmark. No students

Findings
Context and scored at the Mastery (3) or Minimal levels.
by Assumptions
Dimension
Student’s Mastery (3) and Mastery (2) scores exceed the established benchmark. No
Position students scored at the Expert or Minimal levels.

Conclusions Expert and Mastery (2) scores exceed the established benchmark. No students
and related scored at the Mastery (3) or Minimal levels.
outcomes
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REL 524 — SPRING 2018

Expert Mastery Mastery Minimal

(4 pts) (3 pts) (2 pts) (1 pts) Mean Mode Stdev

Explanation of issues 1 2 0 0 3.33 3.00 0.47
Evidence 1 0 2 0 2.67 2.00 0.94

Influence of context
and assumptions

Student’s position 1 0 0 2 2.00 1.00 1.41

Conclusions and

1 0 1 1 2.33 1.00 1.25

related outcomes 1 0 2 0 2.67 2.00 0.94
Explanation of issues 1 (33.33%) 2 (66.67%)
Evidence 1 (33.33%) 2 (66.67%)
Influence of context and 1(33.33%) 1(33.33%)

assumptions

Student's position 1 (33.33%)

Conclusions and related

1(33.33% o
outcomes ( ) 1 (50.00%)

m Expert = Mastery ® Mastery Minimal

BENCHMARK

Level of Information
Accomplishment EXPERT Mastery (3) Mastery (2) not Present

% of students expected to
. 2-5% Between 35-45% Between 35-45% under 10-15% 0%
score in each level

Explanation Expert and Mastery (3) scores exceed the established benchmark. No students
of Issues scored at the Mastery (2) or Minimal levels.

Evidence Expert and Mastery (2) scores exceed the established benchmark. No students
scored at the Mastery (3) or Minimal levels.

Influence of Expert and Minimal level scores greatly exceed the established benchmark.

Context and Mastery (2) scores are slightly below the benchmark. No students scored at the
by Assumptions | Mastery (3) level.

Dimension

Findings

Student’s Expert and Minimal scores greatly exceed the established benchmark. No
Position students scored at the Mastery (2) or Mastery (3) levels.

Conclusions Expert and Mastery (2) scores exceed the established benchmark. No students
and related scored at the Mastery (3) or Minimal levels.
outcomes

48



REL 547 — SPRING 2018

Expert Mastery Mastery Minimal

(4 pts) (3 pts) (2 pts) (1 pts) Mean Mode Stdev

Explanation of issues 1 1 0 0 3.50 3.00 0.50
Evidence 0 2 0 0 3.00 3.00 0.00

Influence of context
and assumptions

Student’s position 1 0 1 0 3.00 2.00 1.00

Conclusions and
related outcomes

1 0 1 0 3.00 2.00 1.00

1 1 0 0 3.50 3.00 0.50

Explanation of issues 1 (50.00%) 1 (50.00%)
Evidence 2 (100.00%)

Influence of context and

; 1 (50.00%) 1 (50.00%)
assumptions
Student's position 1 (50.00%) 1 (50.00%)
Conclusions and related 1(50.00%) 1 (50.00%)
outcomes
m Expert = Mastery mMastery Minimal
BENCHMARK

Level of Information
Accomplishment EXPERT Mastery (3) Mastery (2) not Present

% of students expected to
. 2-5% Between 35-45% Between 35-45% under 10-15% 0%
score in each level

Explanation Expert and Mastery (3) scores exceed the established benchmark. No students
of Issues scored at the Mastery (2) or Minimal levels.

Evidence The Mastery (3) scores greatly exceed the benchmark. No students scored in the
Expert, Mastery (2) or Minimal levels.

Influence of Expert and Mastery (2) scores exceed the established benchmark. No students

Findings .
Context and scored at the Mastery (3) or Minimal levels.
by Assumptions
Dimension
Student’s Expert and Mastery (2) scores exceed the established benchmark. No students
Position scored at the Mastery (3) or Minimal levels.

Conclusions Expert and Mastery (3) scores exceed the established benchmark. No students
and related scored at the Mastery (2) or Minimal levels.
outcomes
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SEAVER COLLEGE
Social Science Division

COURSE INFORMATION

Term Fall 2017 Spring 2018
Courses ECON 410/ PSYC 494 SOC 497

N of artifacts 10/ 5 7

Program Bachelor of Arts in Sociology

Assessor 3 Faculty Members; 4 GELI Members

Research Paper; Journal Manuscript and Cover Letter; The Sociological

Artifact t
riiract type Imagination

METHODOLOGY

There were 12 males and 10 females in this study. Females scored higher on
average than males in each of the five dimensions. Sixteen (16) of the 22
students were Caucasian. Twenty-one (21) students were seniors and the other
student was a junior. All PSYC 494 students scored a 4 in all dimensions, making
their average a 4 across the board. Students in this study had better average
scores in comparison to the overall University in all dimensions of the rubric.
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COMPARISON TABLE

Social Science Division Average Scores from the Critical Thinking Rubric

W Social Science ® University Overall
4 (N=22) (N=349)

3.04
3 2.85 _ 295 2.85

Mastery

2

Mastery

1
Mminimal  Explanation of issues Evidence Influence of context Student's position Conclusions and
and assumptions related outcomes

Findings: The Social Science division’s average scores are slightly higher than the
University average in all dimensions.
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COMPARISON TABLE

Average Scores by Gender from the Critical Thinking Rubric

m Male (N=12) m Female (N=10)

4.00

Expert

3

Mastery

2

Mastery

1
Minimal Explanation of issues Evidence Influence of context and  Student's position =~ Conclusions and related
assumptions outcomes

Findings: Females scored higher than males in all dimensions.
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ECON 410 - FALL 2017

Expert Mastery Mastery Minimal

(4 pts) (3 pts) (2 pts) (1 pts) Mean Mode Stdev

Explanation of issues 4 5 2 2 2.85 3.00 1.03
Evidence 2 6 3 2 2.62 3.00 0.92

Influence of context
and assumptions

Student’s position 2 5 4 2 2.54 3.00 0.93

Conclusions and

1 7 5 0 2.69 3.00 0.61

1 6 4 2 2.46 3.00 0.84
related outcomes
Explanation of issues 4 (30.77%) 5 (38.46%) 2 (15.38%)
Evidence RPXEEREDA) 6 (46.15%) 3 (23.08%)
Influence of contextand - e 7 (53.85%) 3 (38.46%)
assumptions
Student's position 2 (15.38%) 5 (38.46%) 4 (30.77%)
Conclusions and related 1(7.69%) 6 (46.15%) 4 (30.77%)
outcomes
m Expert = Mastery mMastery Minimal
BENCHMARK
Level of Information
Accomplishment EXPERT Mastery (3) Mastery (2) not Present

% of student: ted t
of students expectedto 2-5% Between 35-45% Between 35-45% under 10-15% 0%
score in each level

Explanation Mastery (3) scores are within the established benchmark. Expert and Minimal
of Issues level scores are above the benchmark. The Mastery (2) scores are below the
benchmark.

Evidence Mastery (3) and Minimal level scores are slightly above the established
benchmark. Expert level scores are above the benchmark. The Mastery (2) scores
are below the benchmark.

Findings Influence of | The Mastery (2) scores are within the benchmark. Mastery (3) and Expert scores
by Context and are higher than the established benchmark. No students scored in the Minimal

Dimension | Assumptions | level.

Student’s Mastery (3) scores are within the benchmark. Expert and Minimal level scores
Position are slightly above the established benchmark. The Mastery (2) scores are below
the benchmark.

Conclusions Mastery (3) and Minimal level scores are slightly above the established
and related benchmark. Expert level scores are above the benchmark. The Mastery (2) scores
outcomes are below the benchmark.
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PSYC 494 - FALL 2017

Expert Mastery Mastery Minimal

(4 pts) (3 pts) (2 pts) (1 pts) Mean Mode Stdev

Explanation of issues 5 0 0 0 4.00 4.00 4.00
Evidence 5 0 0 0 4.00 4.00 4.00

Influence of context
and assumptions

Student’s position 5 0 0 0 4.00 4.00 4.00

Conclusions and
related outcomes

Explanation of issues 5 (100.00%)
Evidence 5 (100.00%)
Influence of context and
; 5 (100.00%)
assumptions
Student's position 5 (100.00%)
Conclusions and related 5 (100.00%)
outcomes

m Expert m Mastery ® Mastery © Minimal

5 0 0 0 4.00 4.00 4.00

5 0 0 0 4.00 4.00 4.00

BENCHMARK
Level of A 2 iy 5 Information
Accomplishment Mastery (3] sty () not Present

% of students expected to
. 2-5% Between 35-45% Between 35-45% under 10-15% 0%
score in each level

Explanation The Expert level scores greatly exceed the benchmark. No students scored in the
of Issues Mastery (3), Mastery (2) or Minimal levels.

Evidence The Expert level scores greatly exceed the benchmark. No students scored in the
Mastery (3), Mastery (2) or Minimal levels.

Influence of The Expert level scores greatly exceed the benchmark. No students scored in the

Findings y e
Context and Mastery (3), Mastery (2) or Minimal levels.
by Assumptions
Dimension
Student’s The Expert level scores greatly exceed the benchmark. No students scored in the
Position Mastery (3), Mastery (2) or Minimal levels.

Conclusions The Expert level scores greatly exceed the benchmark. No students scored in the
and related Mastery (3), Mastery (2) or Minimal levels.
outcomes
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SOC 497 — SPRING 2018

Expert Mastery Mastery Minimal

(4 pts) (3 pts) (2 pts) (1 pts) Mean Mode Stdev

Explanation of issues 2 2 3 0 2.86 2.00 0.83
Evidence 1 2 3 1 2.43 2.00 0.90
Student’s position 0 4 2 1 2.43 3.00 0.73
Conclusions and 2 2 3 0 286 200 0.83

related outcomes

Explanation of issues 2 (28.57%) 2 (28.57%) 3 (42.86%)

AT (3 Tl 1 (14.29%) [ 2(28:57%) 3 (42.86%)

Student's position 4 (57.14%) 2 (28.57%)

Conclusions and related
outcomes

2 (28.57%) 2 (28.57%) 3 (42.86%)

m Expert ™ Mastery M Mastery Minimal

BENCHMARK

Level of Information

EXPERT Mastery (3) Mastery (2)

Accomplishment not Present

% of students expected to
. 2-5% Between 35-45% Between 35-45% under 10-15% 0%
score in each level

Explanation Mastery (2) scores are within the established benchmark. The Mastery (3) scores
of Issues are below the benchmark. The Expert level scores greatly exceed the benchmark.
No students scored at the Minimal level.

Evidence Mastery (2) and Minimal level scores are within the established benchmark. The
Findings Mastery (3) scores are below the benchmark. The Expert level scores exceed the
by benchmark.
Dimension Student’s The Mastery (3) scores exceed the benchmark. Mastery (2) scores are below the
Position established benchmark. The Minimal level scores are within the established

benchmark. No students scored in the Expert level.

Conclusions Mastery (2) scores are within the established benchmark. The Mastery (3) scores
and related are below the benchmark. The Expert level scores greatly exceed the benchmark.
outcomes No students scored at the Minimal level.
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Graduate Program

TES—————




SEAVER COLLEGE
Humanities and Teacher Education Division

COURSE INFORMATION

Term Fall 2017

Courses AMST 620

N of artifacts 16

Program Master of Arts in American Studies
Assessor 3 Faculty Members; 1 GELI Member

Artifact type Comprehensive Exam

METHODOLOGY

There was a total of eight students assessed for the Master of Arts in American
Studies. Five students were male and three were female. Six of the students

were white. Students scored higher averages in two dimensions in comparison to

University undergraduates.
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AMST 620 - FALL 2017

Expert Mastery Mastery Minimal

(4 pts) (3 pts) (2 pts) (1 pts) Mean Mode Stdev

Explanation of issues 11 19 14 6 2.70 3.00 0.94
Evidence 14 16 16 4 2.80 3.00 0.94
Infl f
nfluence of context 7 18 17 8 248 300 092
and assumptions
Student's position 7 23 11 9 2.56 3.00 0.94
Conclusions and 6 19 17 8 2.46 3.00 0.90
related outcomes
Explanation of issues k(P75 19 (38.00%) 14 (28.00%)
Evidence [RENPINPA! 16 (32.00%) 16 (32.00%) 4
Influence of contextand - RN 17 (34.00%)
assumptions
Student's position AGENIAN 755 EILEA) 11 (22.00%)
Conclusions and related  ERRPERIPTIRFRITS 17 (34.00%)
outcomes
H Capstone ® Milestones H Milestones Benchmark
BENCHMARK
Level of Information
Accomplishment EXPERT Mastery (3) Mastery (2) not Present

% of student: ted t
of students expected to 2-5% Between 35-45% Between 35-45% under 10-15% 0%
score in each level

Explanation Mastery (3) and Minimal level scores are within the established benchmark. The
of Issues Mastery (2) scores are below the benchmark. Expert level scores exceed the
benchmark.

Evidence Expert level scores greatly exceed the benchmark. Mastery (3), Mastery (2), and
Minimal level scores are below the benchmark.
Findings Influence of | The Mastery (3) scores are within the benchmark. Mastery (2) scores are slightly
by Context and below the established benchmark. The Minimal level scores are slightly higher

) ) Assumptions | than the established benchmark. The Expert level scores exceed the benchmark.
Dimension

Student’s The Expert and Minimal level scores exceed the benchmark. The Mastery (3)
Position scores are slightly above the benchmark. The Mastery (2) scores are below the
benchmark.

Conclusions The Expert and Minimal level scores exceed the benchmark. The Mastery (3)
and related scores are within the benchmark. The Mastery (2) scores are slightly below the
outcomes benchmark.

58



School of Law

COURSE INFORMATION

Term Fall 2017

Courses LAW 1422.01 / LAW 1422.02 / LAW 1492.01 / LAW 1492.02
N of artifacts 21 /12 / 15/ 14

Program Master of Dispute Resolution

Assessor 1 Faculty Member

Artifact type Research Paper

METHODOLOGY

Two sections each for LAW 1422 and LAW 1492 participated in the study.
Students were assessed through a combination of Law program learning
outcomes and critical thinking values. There were a total of three dimensions
scored.

There were 38 students participating in the School of Law assessment: 15 males
and 23 females. Females scored higher averages in all three dimensions than the
males. The major ethnicities include 13 Caucasian students and 12 non-resident
aliens; the rest are dispersed. Caucasian students scored higher on average than
the non-resident aliens in all three dimensions. School of Law participants
averaged higher scores in all three dimensions in comparison to the University
Undergraduates.
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COMPARISON TABLE

Average scores in critical thinking rubric - School of Law

m School of Law ® University Overall
4 (N=62) (N=349)

Expert 3.63

3.50

3

Mastery

2.80

2

Mastery

1
Minimal Explanation of issues Evidence Conclusions and related outcomes

Findings: School of Law students’ average scores are slightly higher than the
University’s averages in all dimensions.
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LAW 1422.01 - FALL 2017

Expert Mastery Mastery Minimal

(4 pts) (3 pts) (2 pts) (1 pts) Mean Mode Stdev

Explanation of issues 11 8 2 0 3.43 4.00 0.66
Student’s position 11 3 7 0 3.19 4.00 091
Conclusions and 12 6 3 0 343 400 0.73

related outcomes

Explanation of issues 11 (52.38%) 8 (38.10%) 2 (9.52%)

Student's position 11 (52.38%) 3 (14.29%) 7 (33.33%)

Conclusions and related

9 0
outcomes b2 (i) 6 (28.57%) 3 (14.29%)

m Expert ™ Mastery M Mastery Minimal

BENCHMARK

Level of Information

EXPERT Mastery (3) Mastery (2)

Accomplishment not Present

% of students expected to
. 2-5% Between 35-45% Between 35-45% under 10-15% 0%
score in each level

Explanation Expert level scores greatly exceed the benchmark. Mastery (3) scores are within
of Issues the established benchmark. Mastery (2) scores are far below the benchmark. No
students scored at the Minimal level.

Findings Student’s Expert level scores greatly exceed the benchmark. Mastery (2) scores are slightly
by Position below the established benchmark. Mastery (3) scores are far below the
Dimension benchmark. No students scored at the Minimal level.
Conclusions Expert level scores greatly exceed the benchmark. Mastery (3) scores are below
and related the established benchmark. Mastery (2) scores are far below the benchmark. No
outcomes students scored at the Minimal level.
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LAW 1422.02 - FALL 2017

Expert Mastery Mastery Minimal

(4 pts) (3 pts) (2 pts) (1 pts) Mean Mode Stdev

Explanation of issues 7 4 1 0 3.50 4.00 0.65
Student’s position 7 2 1 2 317 400 1.14
Conclusions and 7 3 2 0 3.42 400 0.76

related outcomes

Explanation of issues 7 (58.33%) 4 (33.33%)

Student's position 7 (58.33%) 2 (16.67%) 1 (8.33%

Conclusions and related outcomes 7 (58.33%) 3 (25.00%) 2 (16.67%)

m Expert = Mastery mMastery Minimal

BENCHMARK
Level of A o 2 iy 5 Information
Accomplishment astery (3) astery (2) not Present

% of students expected to
. 2-5% Between 35-45% Between 35-45% under 10-15% 0%
score in each level

Explanation Expert level scores greatly exceed the benchmark. Mastery (3) scores are within
of Issues the established benchmark. Mastery (2) scores are far below the benchmark. No
students scored at the Minimal level.

Fmdmgs Student’s Expert level scores greatly exceed the benchmark. Mastery (3) and Mastery (2)
by Position scores are far below the benchmark. Minimal level scores are slightly above the

Dimension benchmark.

Conclusions Expert level scores greatly exceed the benchmark. Mastery (3) scores are below
and related the established benchmark. Mastery (2) scores are far below the benchmark. No
outcomes students scored at the Minimal level.
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LAW 1492.01 - FALL 2017

Expert Mastery Mastery Minimal

(4 pts) (3 pts) (2 pts) (1 pts) Mean Mode Stdev

Explanation of issues 14 1 0 0 3.93 4.00 0.25
Student’s position 12 3 0 0 3.80 4.00 0.40
Conclusions and 14 1 0 0 393 400 025
related outcomes

Explanation of issues 14 (93.33%) 1 (6.67%)

Student's position 12 (80.00%) 3 (20.00%)

Conclusions and related

o, 0,
outcomes 14 (93.33%) 1 (6.67%)
m Expert = Mastery ® Mastery Minimal
BENCHMARK
Level of Information

EXPERT Mastery (3) Mastery (2)

Accomplishment not Present

% of student: ted t
ot students expectedto 2-5% Between 35-45% Between 35-45% under 10-15% 0%
score in each level

Explanation Expert level scores greatly exceed the benchmark. Mastery (3) scores are far
of Issues below the established benchmark. No students scored at the Mastery (2) or
Minimal levels.

Fmdmgs Student’s Expert level scores greatly exceed the benchmark. Mastery (3) scores are below
by Position the established benchmark. No students scored at the Mastery (2) or Minimal
Dimension levels.
Conclusions Expert level scores greatly exceed the benchmark. Mastery (3) scores are far
and related below the established benchmark. No students scored at the Mastery (2) or
outcomes Minimal levels.
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LAW 1492.02- FALL 2017

Expert Mastery Mastery Minimal

(4 pts) (3 pts) (2 pts) (1 pts) Mean Mode Stdev

Explanation of

. 10 4 0 0 3.71 4.00 0.45
issues
Student’s position 9 4 1 0 3.57 4.00 0.62
Conclusions and 4 9 1 0 321 300 0.56
related outcomes
Explanation of issues 10 (71.43%) 4 (28.57%)
Student's position 9 (64.29%) 4 (28.57%) N IATYA
Conclusions and related 4 (28.57%) 9 (64.29%) 1(7.14%
outcomes
m Expert m Mastery M Mastery ' Minimal
BENCHMARK
Level of

EXPERT Mastery (3) Mastery (2)

Accomplishment

Information
not Present

%Ofsmd?ntsex’)eaedto 2-5% Between 35-45% Between 35-45% under 10-15% 0%
score in each level
Explanation Expert level scores greatly exceed the benchmark. Mastery (3) scores are below
of Issues the established benchmark. No students scored at the Mastery (2) or Minimal
levels.
Findings
Student’s Expert level scores greatly exceed the benchmark. Mastery (3) scores are below
by Position the established benchmark. Mastery (2) scores are far below the benchmark. No

Dimension students scored at the Minimal level.
Conclusions Expert and Mastery (3) level scores greatly exceed the benchmark. Mastery (2)
and related scores are far below the benchmark. No students scored at the Minimal level.
outcomes
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